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Abstract

Rashi, an eleventh century Bible commentator who lived in France, is the
most influential Jewish exegete of all ime. The popularity of his Pentateuch
commentary has resulted in many extant manuscripts and printed editions, and
the effect of scribal activity involved in the work's large circulation has led to
extensive textual variants. Moreover, the earliest extant dated manuscript of the
commentary was copied 130 years after Rashi's death. This extended length of
time facilitated the introduction of countiess changes into the work that, over time,
have become virtually undetectable.

One key to uncovering the most authentic version of Rashi's commentary
is to examine texts written as close to his lifetime as possible. Since neither
Rashi's own copy of his commentary nor any reasonable altemative has been
discovered, the Pentateuch commentaries of his immediate successors, the
Franco-German writers known as the Tosafot, provide the closest possible
substitute. For the most part, the writings of these twelfth-and thirteenth-century
relatives and students of Rashi consisted of glosses, explanations and criticisms
of his work.

This study compares citations of Rashi in over fifty manuscripts of Tosafot
commentaries with texts of Rashi published in both early and modem printings and
in over thirty manuscripts of his commentary. It suggests that the text of Rashi
utilized by the Tosafot was significantly different from the printed versions.
Examples show that portions of the printed interpretations attributed to Rashi are
actually explanations and criticisms offered by the Tosafot that, through various
processes, were attributed to the master himself. Awareness of this helps
establish a reliable witness to the text of Rashi's Pentateuch commentary, and it
suggests that the Tosafot must be an important component of any future efforts to
establish a scientific edition of it.



Résumeé

Rashi, un commentateur biblique de la France du onziéme siécle, est sans
exception 'exégéte juif le plus influent. La popularité de son commentaire de la
Pentateuque a abouti a plusieurs manuscrits existants et beaucoup d'éditions
imprimées. Et |'effet de l'activité des scribes a large contribué a la circulation de
I'ouvrage et a l'introduction des variations de texte étendues. De plus, le manuscrit
existant le plus ancien, ayant une date précise, a été copié 130 années aprés le
mort de Rashi. Cette longue periode de temps a facilité l'introduction des
changements innombrables dans I'ouvrage, qui pendant ce temps, sont devenus
presque introuvable.

Pour découvrir la version la plus authentique du commentaire de Rashi, on
doit examiner les textes qui ont été écrits tout prés de la période ou il était vivant.
Puisque |a copie originale ou toute autre copie semblable de Rashi n'ont pas été
trouvées, les commentaires des successeurs immédiats de la Pentateuque, les
écrivains francais-allemands (appeliés les Tosafot), foumnient la substitution la plus
proche que possible. Pour la plupart, les écrits de ces parents et étudiants de
Rashi, du douziéme et du treiziéme siécle, se composaient en des gloses, des
explications et des critiques de son ouvrage.

Cette dissertation compare les citations de Rashi en plus de cinquante
manuscrits avec les commentaires des Tosafot avec des textes de Rashi dans
les imprimés anciens et modemes ainsi que plus de trente manuscrits de son
commentaire. Elle propose que le texte de Rashi, qui a été utilisé par les Tosafot,
était bien différent des versions imprimées. Les exemples montrent que des
parties des interprétations imprimées qui sont attribuées a Rashi, sont, en fait, les
explications et les critiques offertes par les Tosafot. Gras & divers procédés, ces
explications et critiques ont été attribuées au maitre lui-méme. La reconnaissance
de ce phénomeéne permet d'établir un témoin crédible au texte du commentaire de
Rashi sur la Pentateuque. Elle suggére que les Tosafot doivent dorénavant étre
une partie importante de tous efforts futurs afin d'établir une édition scientifique de
Rashi.
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Introduction: The Text of Rashi's Torah
Commentary

Rashi's Torah commentary is textually problematic. The many
manuscripts and printed editions contain extensive variants, and a critical analysis
of the work has yet to be prepared. The goal of this thesis is to demonstrate the
value of the citations of Rashi's commentary in the writings of the twelfth and
thirteenth century Franco-German exegetes, the Tosafot, in uncovering the most
authentic version of Rashi's Torah commentary.

An eleventh century' French exegete, Rashi is perhaps the most influential
Jewish writer of all time.2 His Pentateuch commentary, the first Hebrew book to
be printed,? had a profound impact on Jews young and old* and even on many
Christian Bible scholars.5 His appeal to all levels and origins of scholarship is

1. From written documentation, Rashi is known to have died in 1105; the
date of his birth is less certain. The accepted tradition is that Rashi was
65 years old when he died, suggesting that he was bom in 1040. For
more details relating his birth to the death of Rabbenu Gershom and
whether Rashi could have written all that is attributed to him in only 85
years, see the following: Esra Shereshevsky, Rashi: The Man and his
World, (New York: Sepher-Hermon Press, 1982) 19-21; Avraham
Grossman, 0NN noy 20on, 2nd ed. (Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook,
1996) 122-123; L. Zunz, »v1 myomn, trans. Shimshon Bloch Ha-Levi
(Warsaw: Alexander Ginz, 1862), 8; Y. Avinery, »»v1 Y>n, vol. 1
(Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 1979) 16.

2. See E. Urbach, »I'Nsyviswney aNny »wa not noa», Ephraim E. Urbach Studies
in Judaica, eds. M. Herr and J. Fraenkel, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Magnes
Press, 1998) 15-22; and E. Urbach, "(mTnb 900 nadnd) »»w», Ephraim E.
Urbach Studies in Judaica, eds. M. Herr and J. Fraenkel, vol. 1
(Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1998) 23-26.

3. Grossman, p. 213; Moses Marx, "On the Date of Appearance of the first
Printed Hebrew Books," Alexander Marx Jubilee Volume (New York: The
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1950) 484; A. K. Offenberg,
"The Earliest Printed Editions of Rashi's Commentary on the Pentateuch,"
Rashi 1040-1105, Hommage a Ephraim E. Urbach, ed. Gabrielle
Sed-Rajna (Paris: Editions du Cerfs, 1993) 493; M. Ahrend, »"¢n vyar
mmd,” MmN nuee Sy oo 1 (1993): 94.

4. Grossman 212-213.

5. See: Beryl Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages, 3rd ed.
(Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1978) xvi,
190-191, 351-353; Aryeh Grabois, “The Hebraica Veritas and
Jewish-Christian Relations in the Twelfth Century,” Specufum 50.4
(1975): 613-834; Herman Hailperin, Rashi and the Christian Scholars
(Pittsburgh, Pennsyivania: University of Pittsburg Press, 1963).



attributed to his brief and clear style and his unique mixture of traditional rabbinic
homiletics and literal interpretations.®

Rashi's popularity has resuited in the production and preservation of
hundreds of manuscripts of his Torah commentary and in an equal number of
supercommentaries and scholarly analyses of his writings.” Thousands of pages
have been devoted to explaining Rashi's statement in his commentary to Gen. 3:88
= PION BV MAT 1T NIPHN 1T MIVINHN NTIND NIPD DY 101080 NON SNNT NO N -
and to correlating its meaning with the realities of the commentary.? Despite a
supposed intention to focus his interpretations on the peshat'® meaning of the text,
Rashi's commentary is filled with midrashim. The concem of this work is not the
methodology of Rashi's exegesis or whether the inclusion of the homiletical
passages follows a pattem that corresponds to 1131 127 NYPHN YT NAYHR NN

6. Grossman 214.

7. A. Van der Heide, "Rashi's Biblical Exegesis. Recent Research and
Developments," Bibliotheca Orientalis 41 (1984). 292-318; B. Barry Levy,
"Rashi's Commentary on the Torah: A Survey of Recent Publications,”
Tradition 23.4 (1988): 102-116.

8. This version of Rashi's statement is from A. Berliner, mnn >y »»en, 2nd
ed. (Frankfurt: J. Kauffmann, 1905) 8. For other variants of the
statement, in the early printed editions of the commentary, see Rashi
HaShalem, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Ariel United israel Institutes, 1986) 318.
The transiation of this statement varies from one transiator or scholar to
another because of the ambiguous way Rashi himself understood ¥ wwo
N1pPp and the even more enigmatic ...xPN 3T mawvnn MmN . The
transiation in A. Silbermann, Chumash with Targum Onkelos, Haphtaroth
and Rashi's Commentary, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers Ltd.,
1985) 14 offers: "I, however, am only concemed with the plain sense of
Scripture and with such Agadoth that explain the words of Scripture in a
manner that fits in with them."”

9. B. Gellis, Peshat and Derash in the Exegesis of Rashi (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1981); Sarah Kamin, ~pp >v w1721 Xpp Sv 10w ¢ (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 1986); Yosefa Rahman, v Y wyraa o' T, ”
PNND 22D DN YV MO WD OITPI SV DIPND YP - nrun, vol. 3,
eds. M. Friedman, A. Tan, G. Brin (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, 1983)
261-268; Pinhas Doron, "Methodology of Rashi in his Commentary on the
Torah,” Estudios Biblicos 45.1-2 (1987): 93-104; Ahrend 99-108; M.
Troper, "X 1T vaa v Yv," OYr prvor 69 (1982): 8-14; M. Troper,
TN VW YT DVETY YWN9aY,” DWW YN DY 1T prvowe 72 (1983):
17-22; A. Berliner, nmnn 5y >~ (Berin: Sumptibus Editorus, 1866) viii.

10. What exactly Rashi meant by the term xpn dv 10w has been explored in
the sources above. For a discussion of the terms peshat and derash, not
necessarily related to Rashi, see: U. Simon, "The Religious Significance of
the Peshat," Tradition 23.2 (1988): 41-83.



manby. Rather, the focus of this thesis is the text from which these analyses
and explanations have been drawn.

A. The Text of the Commentary

The variations between the hundreds of manuscripts and early printed
editions of Rashi's Torah commentary are innumerable. Differences in wording,
vocabulary, sentence structure, order, and even content are rampant; entire
passages appear in some editions but not in others. No consistent use of
conjunctions or of p/lene and defective spellings is evident. Numbers are
alternatively written out in words or represented in their letter symbols, often with
both forms appearing in the same comment. No discemable pattems in the
variants among the editions and manuscripts are evident.!?

1. The Manuscripts

The text of the commentary has evolved into this chaotic state for a variety
of reasons. Rashi's popularity as a commentator and his general appeal to so
many groups of people caused the manuscripts of his writings to be in high
demand, and they circulated quickly and widely.'2 This circulation was effected by
the scribal vocation of hand-copying one manuscript from another. Scribes are

11. For a visual representation of these variants, see the parallel columns of
the three earliest printings of the commentary at the back of Rashi
HaShalem, 310-377. For acknowledgement of the existence of these
textual variations, see: A. Berliner (1905), vii-od; A. Berliner, seno ninnd»
mry DY IND 02N, vol. 2 (Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 1969)
179-226; Y. Avinery 62-101; |. Sonne, Yy »¢ 1M Y¥ LOIVN MNP
mnn,” Hebrew Union College Annual 15 (1940): 37-58; E. Touitou, Sy~
INY 7w vYDI,” Hw nown Y Tarbiz 56 (1987): 211-242; A. Van der
Heide, "The Longer Variants in Rashi's Commentary on the Torah," Rashi
(1040-1990), Hommage & Ephraim E. Urbach, 419-426; E. Touitou,
"Quelques Critéres Pouvant Aider & Etablir la Version Originale du
Commentaire de Rashi sur le Pentateuque,” Rashi (1040-1990),
Hommage & Ephraim E. Urbach, 399-409.

12. Berliner (1905), ix; Grossman, 43-44; 212-214; |. Agus, "Rashi and his
School," The World History of the Jewish People, 2nd ser., vol. 2, ed.
Cecil Roth (Ramat Gan: Jewish History Publications Ltd., Rutgers
University Press, 1966) 233.



human and made errors. Haplography and dittography,'3 common scribal errors,
are fairly easily detectable when comparing different manuscripts and printed
versions of the same text, and detection of such blunders can help to identify
passages that have been added or omitted in altemnate editions. Because these
types of errors can be observed easily and regularly by the trained reader, they are
not causing the chaos, although their presence certainly magnifies its complexity.

Writing and copying were important components of leaming in the Middie
Ages.'* Many students copied Rashi's commentary, not only to have a copy of
their own, but aiso as part of the process of leaming and studying it. The goal of
this exercise was pedagogic, not necessarily the accurate transmission of the text.

Students regularly wrote personal notes consisting of additional observations,
alternate explanations, relevant rabbinic comments, and literal interpretations in the
margins of the text.!s

The more the commentary was copied and passed from one student or
scribe to the next, the more complex this process became. Scribes aiso
contributed to the text they were copying by correcting errors they themseives
made while copying or that previous copyists had made, or by correcting errors
they believed the author of the text had made in his original writing.'s These notes
were also written on the same page of the text being copied.

Each scribe or student may have had his own approach to distinguishing
between these types of corrections and additions to the text. For example, some
scribes made copying corrections above the very line in which the correction was
to be made and content cormrections in the margin.!” Many additional passages
originally had some form of identifying notation, be it a letter or a symbol, to alert
the reader and the subsequent scribe to the inserted passage. Over time, and

13. For more information on these types of scribal errors, and others, see the
web site, Interpreting Ancient Manuscripts Web, designed by Timothy
Seid, (Brown University, 1995), [May 8, 1998],
http:/mwww.stg.brown.edu/projects/mss/haplography.htmi.

14. Yakov Spiegal, »1vn 1on mmna o>nwy (Ramat Gan: Bar llan University
Press,1996) 18; Agus 231.

15. Agus 237; Spiegal 143-145; 186-187; 201; Berliner (1866) ix.

16. Spiegal 40.

17. Ibid. 73, n. 170.



with each additional copying, these distinguishing marks became less distinct.®
The ink colour or the thickness of the quill or the quality of the scribe's handwriting
contributed to this same problem.

As increasing numbers of fallible students and scribes of varying intellectual
capabilities interacted with a given manuscript, additional comments and
explanations were often blindly incorporated into the body of the text. Since
marginal notes were sometimes corrections intended to be implemented in the
next copy, and markings indicating otherwise often faded, all writing outside the
body of the text frequently was assumed to be glosses and corrections of the
previous scribe and inserted, sometimes incorrectly, sometimes randomly into the
text.'®

The impact of copying and correcting on manuscripts was not unknown to
the scholars leaming from the handwritten texts.2® A taganah made by Rabbenu

18. Touitou (1987) 214; Touitou (1993) 399-400; Beriiner (18686) ix; Berliner
(1905) xii; Spiegat 62-71; 148-152. Spiegal describes a variety of
indicators by which manuscripts were cofrected or augmented. Some
scribes or students actually erased the text they deemed fauity. Others
put dots above the letters or words requesting they be erased in the next
copying. The dots, however, were not unambiguous, since they were also
used for emphasis, abbreviations, and to instruct that the dotted letters or
words be reversed in order. Hom symbols at the beginning and end of a
phrase indicated the need for some type of change, or that change had
occurred. Like the dots, the intention in the use of the homs could be
unclear. Interlinear or marginal writing also was used for the purposes of
correction, but the scribe could not always know where the correction was
meant to be inserted. Some scribes did actually cross out their mistakes
with ink. Regarding additions to the text, terms such as noown , vy or
mn/mmn, or the name of the author of the addition sometimes woulid be
inserted to alert the reader or scribe to the non-original material.

19. Grossman 184; Touitou (1987) 214.

20. For example, phrases like &1 ¥oN3 w3y ndnv) MY Podn are common in
Responsa literature and reflect the candour with which textual
irregularities and peculiar comments were attributed to the routine errors
of scribes and students. In addition, in his 7¢7n 190 Rabbenu Tam often
referred to 10 nwv or other such copying errors that result in the
corruption of the text. See E. E. Urbach, noownn >3, 5th ed., vol. 1
(Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 1988) 71-84 for a discussion of
Rabbenu Tam's comespondence with Rabbi Meshullam regarding a
textual emendation.



Gershom (950-1028)2! forbade the correction of manuscripts, and to varying
degrees, scholars subsequent to Rabbenu Gershom were aware of the taqanah
and abided by it.2 According to Spiegal, the people of Ashkenaz took great
liberties with the texts they were copying, & including the Taimud, and the
possibility of losing the original texts of these works was a genuine fear.24

Rashi mentions the corrections to the text of the Talmud he himself made,
based on the readings of his teachers. Rabbenu Tam,2 Rashi's grandson,
discusses at length the types of corrections that were permitted and that were not.

He reports of students actually erasing the dominant text and replacing it with their
corrections, not just correcting the text in the margins or above the line.?

In addition to the changes brought to the text by the scribes and students
interacting with the manuscripts, modifications the author himself made to his
work further complicated the transmission process. The author would often go
back and make changes to his text after the work had already begun to circulate,
essentially creating multiple authentic, aithough variant, original editions.?’
Moreover, the author often made adjustments to his work through his students and
scribes, instructing them to correct the text while copying it.2® The possible errors
that arose in such communications cannot be disregarded; the potential for
inconsistencies is clear.

21. Rabbenu Gershom, named "the Light of the Exile," is one of the better
known Ashkenazi scholars prior to Rashi. For more on his life and works,
and the many takanot attributed to him, see: A. Grossman, rowx 290
onvnn, 2nd ed. (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1988) 108-174.

22. Spiegal 101-115.

23. Ibid. 108-109.

24. Ibid. 114-118.

25. Rabbi Yakov ben Meir, the full name of Rabbenu Tam, is the best known
of the Tosafot, and probably one of the most influential. He was bomn
around 1100. See Urbach (1986) vol. 1, 113.

26. Spiegal 119-127; 135.

27. Ibid. 52.

28. Ibid. 51; Grossman (1996) 191-193.



The issue of "author-originated" changes to a text is not foreign to the
transmission of Rashi's Torah commentary.® Rashi's grandson, the Rashbam,%
said in his commentary to Genesis 37:2 that Rashi had admitted to
him that "had he had more time, he would have written other comments more in
line with the peshat exegeses being generated every day.”' This mention of a
desire by Rashi to rewrite some of his commentaries suggests that Rashi may
have in fact begun to correct some of his comments after his commentary had
been in circulation for some time. 2

Furthermore, the manuscript Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1)3 discussed by A.
Grossman and E. Touitou in Tarbiz,> as well as by A. Berliner decades eartier,3

29. Grossman (1996) 210-212.

30. Rashbam is the acronym for Rabbi Samuel ben Meir. He was the son of
Rashi's daughter, Yokheved, and his son-in-law, Meir. His birth is
calculated to be around 1080-108S, considering his testimony to having
studied with his grandfather. His death is believed to be after 1158. The
following provide more details about the Rashbam's life and works: Sarah
Japhet, Robert Saiters, The Commentary of R. Samuel ben Meir Rashbam
on Qoheleth (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1985) 11-18; Urbach (1986) vol.
1, 45-59.

31. This is my transiation from the Hebrew: mwy> Py N N9 Y M YINY
01 931 DWINNNN MVWIN 9% OMINK w1, The source for the Hebrew is:
mnn Sy odvn o7avan vry, ed. David Rosin (Breslau: R. Solomon
Stotlander, 1882) 49.

32. Grossman (1996) 212.

33. Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1) [IMHM 30142]. All manuscripts are described in full,
with appropriate catalogue references, in Appendix C at the end of this
work.

34. A. Grossman, "mnd »en YT NOM Mynw N mmn,» Tarbiz 60.1 (1990):
67-98; E. Touitou, "1 »n w19 ¥ ™Mpnn NOVN NN 19PYn DIDND,”
1YY P-and Tarbiz 61.1 (1991): 85-115; A. Grossman, 1 »ya»H P-any»
(ML NYIN,” HY IDNRY TNN) TNND e Ye wvo Tarbiz 61.2 (1992):
305-315; E. Touitou, »1pnn ATUN IMNYD,” 1 PI9MY 3 HY HIWOND DN
WO ONMIANY MWN - D e v e v Tarbiz 62.2 (1993a): 299-303;
Grossman (1996) 187-193. The details of the debate in these articles will
be explored more fully below, in the section on Literature Review. In
short, Grossman and Touitou argue whether removing all the comments
identified as belonging to Rabbi Shemaya and those inserted by the
scribe (also labelled) from Leipzig 1 (B. H. fol. 1) would resuit in an
authentic version of Rashi's Torah commentary. Touitou submits that the
reader cannot rely on the consistency with which additions and
corrections were marked and the date of the manuscript is unknown.
These two factors present the possibility that many levels of textual
alteration may be undetectable to the reader, and possibly even to the
scribe who copied this very text.

35. Berliner (1969) 196.



presents evidence that R. Shemaya,® Rashi's student, scribe and personal
assistant, made many modifications to the commentary on the instructions of his
master.3’ To what degree R. Shemaya took liberties with these corrections is
impossible to assess,® but the problems they introduce to the already complex
issue of the transmission of Rashi's commentary are appreciable. In addition to
sorting out the corrections and comments inserted by the students and scribes as
a process of leaming and copying the commentary, one must consider those
modifications made either by Rashi himself or under his direction.

Because corrections were so rampant among Ashkenazi scholars, any
individual reading a manuscript could change the version without verifying the
witnesses to this version or consulting other authorities. Since correcting became
part of the process of leaming and copying, the control over who was adequately
qualified to correct manuscripts was lost.3 Spiegal believes Rabbenu Gershom's
taganah anticipated this chaos and attempted to prevent it.4

The process of transmitting and circulating any given manuscript held
considerable potential for altering the original version. The changes and problems
that developed in the text of Rashi's commentary were not unique, but the degree
to which they emerge in Rashi is extreme. His appeal and acces- sibility to all
levels of the community, and to all communities, were the main contributors to this
extraordinary result. His style of exegesis incorporated a mixture of different
sources and varying interpretive methodologies and thus inherently encouraged
others to append additional opinions, sources, com- ments, and corrections.
Centuries of copying facilitated the introduction of countless changes to the text,
which over time have become virtually undetec- tabie.4!

36. Very little is known of Rabbi Shemaya's life or family. He lived at the end
of the eleventh century and was one of Rashi's closest and greatest
students. He also lived very much in the shadow of his teacher. Despite
being a prolific scholar, much of what he wrote has been attributed to
others, and in particular, to Rashi. Grossman (1890) 87; Grossman
(1996) 347-426.

37. Berliner (1905) x-xi; Berliner (1968) 197-202; Grossman (1990) 67-98;
Grossman (1998) 359.

38. Touitou (1993a) 302; Grossman (1996) 405-406.

39. Spiegal 142; Berliner (1905) xii.

40. Spiegal 108-109.

41. Ibid. 54.



2. The Contribution of Printing

With the invention of the Hebrew printing press in the second half of the
fifteenth century,42 the problems with the transmission of a text changed, but did
not disappear. The printer's role in publishing a text was to prepare the manuscript
for printing, which entailed verifying its clarity and legibility and correcting the
errors, as well as supervising the printing.4® Often, the printing house hired two
separate individuals for these distinct tasks. A scholar familiar with the text would
cofrect and edit the manuscript, and a skilled printer would typeset it.4 Many of
the textual difficulties of the printed editions arose in the course of this process.4

What constituted an error in the manuscript, what criteria and resources
were used to correct these errors, and where the errors existed previously were
not recorded by the correctors; the printers, not being educated in the subject
matter of the texts they printed, often did not understand the notations and
corrections made by the scholar. Like the centuries of scribes and students that
preceded them, the printers continued to aiter and commupt the texts in much the
same way as the "manual” transmitters. They made corrections and additions to
the text without advising the reader to the changes or preserving the "uncomrected"”
version.4¢

Rashi's commentary was first printed in Rome in 1470,47 more than three
and one half centuries after he died. Considering the extent to which the
commentary circulated and changed while the exegete was still living,*® an
explanation of methodology and concrete evidence towards proving the
authenticity and reliability of the manuscripts utilized by the printer would have
greatly supported the credibility of a given edition.

42. See Marx, 483, and Offenberg 493-495 regarding the exact dating of the
first Hebrew printed book.

43. Spiegal 206.

44 Ibid.

45. Ibid. 220-224.

48. /bid. 207-208.

47. See Marx, 481-501; Offenberg, 494-505; Rashi Hashalem, vol. 1,
308-309.

48. Grossman (1896) 184.
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Some of the early printers, still working in the tradition of manuscript
transmission, included a colophon in their editions, in which they praised God for
His help in producing the work and attested to the authenticity of their versions.4®
In the 1476 edition of Rashi's commentary, published in Guadelajara, Rabbi Moshe
Alkabetz wrote in his colophon x1aon *nmn »,%0 expressing that he had difficulties
with the text of Rashi's commentary from which he was printing and that he used
"logical reasoning” to eliminate the errors. He knew the text was problematic, but
he did not reveal where he made his corrections or why.5! The lack of
documentation for this process of correcting manuscripts contributed further to the
chaotic state of the text of Rashi's Torah commentary, as did the changes
introduced by scribes and students.

in the 1482 edition of Rashi's commentary, printed in Bologne, Rabbi Yosef
Hayyim son of Rabbi Aaron Strassbourg, the Frenchman, wrote in his colophon:

| was careful to correct the commentary of Rashi, to restore it to its

pristine glory, as much as possible. And this was my duty. For |

knew the students would find in it rest for their souls, where the tired

can find rest. Because the words which were obscured in their

minds from so many errors, will now be for them as a light, and they

will be sweet for them in their mouths.52
Sonne explains that Rabbi Yosef's self-identification as a Frenchman may be
intended to lend additional credibility to his edition of the commentary, since Rashi
too was a "Frenchman,” and therefore, Rabbi Yosef must have a greater ability to
determine the most authentic text. However, how Rabbi Yosef corrected and
restored the commentary and how he knew its former "pristine glory" remains

unexplained.53

49. Spiegal 201.

50. AN NMINY 1DON OY KIIOD MM I MNY WK T NN 0N TN NY”
MNPIIN MWD NN 0TV is the pertinent part of the Hebrew colophon.
Varying amounts of the passage are cited in Sonne 38; Ch. B. Friedberg,
History of Hebrew Typography in Italy, Spain-Portugal, and Turkey (Tel
Aviv: M. A, Bar-Juda, 1956) 92; Spiegal 202. | have not seen the original.

51. Sonne 38; Spiegal 202.

52. The Hebrew is: *ad MWYY MLYN PINAD "IN YIPIN P 12> NN NN
NP NP DY DOMYUAY NIV DIPRONN 13 INSD? SWD INIDYD 7P ARH ,IWONN
ONY IPADN TN DN M APWLN 31D ONINI O¥IWN YA IWN DI .ND
»omo. Sonne 38-39; Spiegal 205.

§3. Sonne 39.
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Individual copies of printed texts reached far larger audiences than
hand-copied manuscripts, and their impact on the community was significant. A
student leaming from a handwritten manuscript knew the physical text he was
using was imperfect; he could see all the corrections made in the margins and
between the lines, and he himself, contributed to the process by making notes and
changes on the same document, as he studied.

The invention of printing did not stop the corrections and annotations from
being written,54 but the printers did not leave sufficient room in the margins for
these to be included on the printed page. Independent editions of corrections
lingered, although the influence they had on the general reader’s attitude towards
textual transmission was far less substantial.>

Moreover, muitiple copies of an identical text lent an authority to the printed
version that would never have been expected, let alone assumed, of the
manuscripts. Therefore, the textual problems propagated by the printers had
much more serious consequences for the readership of their texts.

Subsequent printings of a given work were usually based on the first
edition, ¢ since editing and correcting manuscripts was timely and costly. Just as
the errors made in manuscript copying were carried and compounded from one
text to the next, so too were errors manifested and sustained in the printed
editions. The authority ascribed to the printed editions in their inherent
commonality and large circulation mitigated the desire and the need to cormrect the
texts. Over time, the candour towards textual inconsistencies that characterized
the era of the manuscripts diminished, even though many inconsistencies
remained. This meant that the appearance of a uniform and thus seemingly
cofrect text grew, even as ideological preferences for the belief in a perfect text

54. In Yehudah Aryeh de Modena's 1617 edition of the Rabbinic Bible, he
writes that in the first volume of his publication he corrected more than
three hundred errors that he found in the the commentaries. His words
are p1 AN DYV TP AN NN AN MNXI MN PIYD NIDNAN NN Nd Y23
TP 19 D27V 9D PN 20N VN PN DWIINI Y HIMDNA 10 ORI 1 proaa
) PON3Y OND DMYY DI 12 VMDY TN MPIVYND XN MDY 1720 N . i
TMIDD 10N DINUNIA 1D0) DAY AVFO D YUIUD 11 SPIDM SNMN NN 19 VDTV
.88 018 /71 >voin newon (Venice: 1617).

§5. Ibid. 267-268.

56. Ibid. 208-209.
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spread. In fact, globally, the text may have become more readable, but that in itself
does not confirm its accuracy.

A variety of sources bear witness to the fact that Rashi included maps and
diagrams in his Bible commentary.5’ His grandson Rashbam said in his
commentary to Numbers 34:2, "Our teacher, my grandfather, explained and drew
borders.”® The number of printed editions in which these diagrams can be found,
however, is limited.5® The absence of the maps and drawings illustrates clearly
some of the issues of textual transmission through manuscript copying and
printing explained above.

In a series of articles on the subject of Rashi's diagrams,5° Mayer Gruber
discusses the process by which they were omitted, as well as the determinants of
their authenticity. He rejects the assumption that the printers did not have the
technical ability to reproduce Rashi's line drawings, since they managed to print
his Talmud commentary with the diagrams he had included there. Rather, the
omission of the drawings from the early printed editions of his Bible commentary
reflects the state of the manuscripts utilized by the printer.6' The process thus
began with the scribes.

Initially, a scribe had in his possession an autographed copy of Rashi's
commentary that included the diagrams.®? Gruber enumerates seven witnesses

57. M. Gruber, "What Happened to Rashi's Pictures?" The Bodleian Library
Record 15.2 (1992): 112; Levy 109.

58. The Hebrew in Rosin 196 is 'ppinn ¥ v 19 »pt waY.7 The translation is
mine.

59. Catherine Delano Smith, Mayer |. Gruber, "Rashi's Legacy: Maps of the
Holy Land, " The Map Collector 59 (1992): 30.

60. /bid. 30-35; Gruber (1992) 111-124; M. Gruber, "Light on Rashi's
Diagrams from the Asher Library of Spertus College of Judaica," The
Solomon Goldman Lectures, vol. 6, ed. M. Gruber (Chicago: The Spertus
College of Judaica Press, 1993) 73-85; M. Gruber, "Notes on the
Diagrams in Rashi's Commentary to the Book of Kings, " Studies in
Bibliography and Booklore 19 (1994): 29-41.

61. Gruber (19982) 112-114. Altematively, one might understand the omission
to reflect a lack of interest in these maps or the realization that
contemporary explorations had improved on Rashi's geographic
informations. A similar fate befell the astronomical sketches in
Maimonides' Hilkhot Qiddush Ha/odesh. (See B. Barry Levy, Planets,
Potions and Parchments, (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen's
University Press, 1890) 99.)

62. Ibid. 121.
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to the authenticity of these drawings. They include a statement by Rashi himself,
in a letter, indicating his tendency to explicate certain points graphically; the
presence of drawings in his Talmud commentary; and testimonies from Rashbam,
Tosafot, and the fourteenth-century Christian exegete, Nicholas de Lyra.
Furthermore, the presence of identical drawings in manuscripts from a variety of
countries suggests their source was the author, and not some addition of a scribe
that would have circulated only in limited areas.%®

In numerous extant manuscripts, the scribe copied a term, such as nt>,
that introduced the diagram, and he left a blank space for an artist to fill in the
drawing. The artist never did his job, and to this day, the blank spaces remain.
For Gruber, these blank spaces are aiso proof that the illustrations originated with
Rashi. He writes,

While a map or other diagram added in the margin of a manuscript

may raise doubts as to whether such a map or diagram is an

integral part of the commentary, it should be obvious that no later

hand added a blank space!®5

The manuscripts with the blank spaces were eventually used as base texts
for the next scribes who would copy the introductory formula but eliminate the
spaces. In the final stage of this copying process, the scribe would ultimately
eliminate the introductory term as well, since it no longer made any sense. The
printed texts appear to be based on manuscripts of this final stage.®

Elucidated in this manner, the reliability of the texts of the printed editions
becomes even more questionable. If the manuscripts that were used as the basis
for printing already lacked any reference to the existence of these drawings, the
number of other undetectable errors and alterations unknown to the printer, is
unimaginable. Moreover, besides these imperceptibie modifications, by their own
admission the printers made additional changes to the text, further compounding
the problem. The modem reader has no information as to how many manuscripts

63. Gruber (1993) 74-76.
84. Gruber (1892) 121.
85. Gruber (1893) 76.
68. Gruber, (1992) 121.
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were consulted in the printing process, on what basis manuscripts were deemed
reliable, or what determined tenable evidence to justify changes.

In 1866, Abraham Berliner published an edition of Rashi's Torah
commentary based on ten manuscripts.5” In 1905, he improved upon this effort,
consulting in approximately one hundred manuscripts, from which he decided,
based on his extensive experience and instinctive knowledge % what constituted
the most authentic commentary of Rashi. In both editions, Berliner remarked on
having seen drawings in some manuscripts.® In the first edition, he listed the
three manuscripts containing diagrams,’ but by the second, they had appeared in
too many manuscripts to list all of them. He did not include the diagrams in either
edition.

According to Gruber, despite the fact that the evidence prevented Berliner
from attributing the drawings to the addition of scribes, he could not believe that
they really originated with Rashi. At this point, the omission of the diagrams from
the printed text, is no longer accidental.”! Unlike the printers before him, Berliner
informs his readers of the resources he consulted in order to publish Rashi's
commentary. However, his unscientific methodologies resemble the "logical
reasoning” of his predecessors. He does not provide an adequate critical
apparatus with altemate options to the readings he has chosen, nor does he
explain the rationale for his choice. The fact that Berliner did not include the
diagrams in his printed edition, despite the overwhelming supportive evidence,
suggests that his "experience and instinctive knowledge" were clouded by
subjective feeling towards the text with which he was familiar. As well, since, by
his own admission, students of Rashi and scribes made additions to the
commentary,’2 one would assume Berliner's work would have attempted to sift out

67. Berliner (1866) xi-xiii.

68. Berliner (1905) xv. The Hebrew is: 399> oY PN N WS NON AN Y TN
7794 11373 39 B VYA, YWD TYVIDN PN MIPYM NN AOVN P2 PRIAAN
1 5% UK AN HAMIDR BYO N TIPOY N TN SIYIEY 1P UKT 7393 MDA Y7t
19993 YN WD YT DY TI0Y YUDX3 tY AN

69. /bid. 348-349; Berliner (1866) 300.

70. Berliner (1866) 300, n. 4. The three manuscripts were: Leiden, Munich 5,
and from the collection of Rabbi L. Sorval.

71. Gruber (1992) 114-115.

72. Berliner (1866) ix-x; Berliner (1905) x-xii.
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some of these added passages. Rather, he seems more comfortable claiming
the most familiar text is the most authentic.

Without the possibility of viewing altemate readings or the discarded
evidence from the numerous manuscripts Berliner consuited, the public has
received Berliner's text of Rashi, but not necessarily, Rashi's text. Despite this,
Berliner's edition has been widely accepted and considered to be authentic
Rashi.”

When a self-proclaimed expert on Rashi claims to have consuited
hundreds of manuscripts and produces a text that does not differ considerably
from the text familiar to his readers, the incentive to improve the text of Rashi's
commentary is mitigated further. From the time when no text except that signed
by the author was believed to be unblemished, to the invention of printing and the
circulation of muitiple identical copies and into the twentieth century, the
recognition and acceptance of textual problems decreased despite the fact that
errors were not only sustained but generated anew.

B. Review of Previous Research

Rashi's Torah commentary best exemplifies the impact printing had on
attitudes towards textual discrepancies. Despite its tenacious popularity, few of
the commentary’'s readers are aware of the questionable nature of the text, nor
have they made a serious effort to correct or restore its original version. Even the
modem printed editions that minimally provide altemate versions in the notes’ do
not express to the reader the true degree of uncertainty and unreliability in the text.
Most students of the printed commentary had and have no concept of how a text
evolved through its transmission, unlike the students who leamed from the
manuscripts and partook in the ongoing change and development.

73. Sonne 37.

74. Both H. Chavel, mmnd »w enps, 7th ed. (Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav
Kook, 1992) and Y. Herczeg, Rashi, The Sapirstein Edition (New York:
Mesorah Publications, Ltd., 1895) include alternate readings of the
commentary in the critical apparatus. Chavel utilized Reggio 1475, a
manuscript from the Oxford library (2440), and Berliner's edition. Herczeg
consulted >>n 9or 19 (see below) and Rashi HaShalem.
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This section will review those writers through the centuries who were or
are aware of the problems with Rashi's text and how they have attempted to
improve upon the situation.

1. Hizkuni

London 173.2 (Add. 11, 566), a fourteenth century manuscript of a
super-commentary on Rashi, cites Hizkuni's”> comment on Rashi's interpretation
for Gen. 8:22.7¢ In the citation, Hizkuni suggested that the scribes had erred in
their transmission of Rashi. The passage is as follows:?”

N INPIN WPNT MNP VIV 23N NIV YOI 3N LI YIND MDY DD Ty
190 NI NUNIN MN8N HIAPNN 719 NN NI NIONY MINN
1072 33N NP 102 73N TN VIV 1IN N LIV 23N NIV PO 3N YN
W 8N DIVN AN YN PP AN 23N 1IN PO NN I8P 1100 I8N ION
NIV YOI N 2N DYTI’O INT 3 WO DMNDNVY 1N X DN
97N ANYNY NNN OOIWND 1T VAN DY NN ATIPN 9N LVIY M
MNP 191 YOI NN ANON NI OPAN 1IN NP NINW DMI0 P
DY DWNII DH'WN) 733 DTN NYNI /W92 D™D 119D WOV 1D
< TNN NN D YION

75. Hizkiah bar Manoah, whose interpretive work is known as »pm v, is a
13th century French exegete who refers to Rashi often in his writings.
See: Moshe Greenberg (ed.), Jewish Bible Exegesis An Introduction, 2nd
ed. (Jerusalem: "Graf-Hen" Ltd., 1992) 85; S. Japhet, "Hizkuni's
Commentary on the Pentateuch - its Genre and Purposes,” Rabbi
Mordechai Breuer Festschnft, ed. Moshe Bar-Asher, vol. 1 (Jerusalem:
Academon Press, 1992) 91-111.

76. In this verse, God is promising Noah that he will not destroy the living
creatures of the earth again. He promises on AP PP ¥yt Y INN D "3 Ty
mav N Y oM M . Rashi's comment for the first lemma of this
verse consists of identifying which months of the year form part of which of
each of the six seasons named in the verse.

77. London 173.2 (Add. 11, 566) [IMHM 4921], fol. 10b. IMHM refers to the
call number used at the Institute for Microfimed Hebrew Manuscripts, at
the Jewish National and University Library in Jerusalem.
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According to Hizkuni,”® his text of Rashi’® identified the months s3m nav Yoo '8N
Vvav as the season Mp , but the rabbinic source for this comment, Bava Metzia
106b, calls these same months 9. He suggested that the scribes must have
misread an abbreviation of - as M, and the error was transmitted from
manuscript to manuscript.

This recognition of the scribal impact on the transmission of the text of
Rashi's commentary is one of the earliest sources demonstrating that scholars
and students of Rashi were aware of problems in the manuscripts. Emors such
as misreading words or abbreviations were common among scribes, and Hizkuni
understood the consequences of even these small oversights. No mistake is
insignificant when a faded apostrophe or letter fragment can change the very
words or meaning of the comment.

78. Two printed texts of Hizkuni consulted present conflicting texts. The
edition of Hizkuni included in 77 >emn neon o»n nnn, vol. 1 (Jerusalem:
Mossad HaRav Kook, 1986), is the edition of H. D. Chavel which is based
on the manuscript Oxford-Bodlein, Mikhal 568. Moshe Menahem Aaron's
edition, »mpm (Jerusalem: xaw noyd, 1992) utilizes the manuscript Vilna
640 (p. 4). This version cites Rashi as identifying the months o> »sn
vav M navas the season 9ymn and then presents the source from the
Taimud. In a footnote, Aaron explains that the manuscript has an addition
in which Hizkuni explains the scribal error. The language of this addition
is paraliel to the passage above from London 173.2. (Aaron, p. 61, note
36). Chavel's edition (Jerusalem: 1986) cites Rashi (in Hizkuni) identifying
the months vav »sm mav WOl 'sn as the season np. The inclusion here
of the Taimudic source makes more sense since it differs from the text of
Rashi presented. Also in a footnote, Chavel includes a marginal note
from the manuscript that discusses the issue of the scribal error again in
language that is parallel to the text from London 173.2 (add. 11, 566)
(o»nmm, vol. 1, p. 120). While the reliability of Hizkuni as the source for
the suggestion that the scribes made a mistake in copying Rashi's text is
debatable, the issue at hand is the recognition that the errors of the
scribes changed the text of Rashi and the attempt by later readers of the
commentary to restore it.

79. The printed texts of Rashi available in Rashi HaShalem (Rome 1470,
Reggio 1475, Guadejara 1476, Venice 1524) as well as Berliner (1866)
and Berliner (19085) all identify the seasons vav >sm M3V YOI *sn as Wp .
Berliner, however, in his notes in the first edition (p. 15, n. 9), mentions
that Hizkuni and others, including the Tosefta on Tractate Ta'anit, and
Radaq have the season amn for those months. In the 1905 edition (p. 18,
n. 8), Berliner only mentions the Tosefta and Radaq.
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2. The Early Printers

The first printers of Hebrew books, who worked in the fifteenth century,
also were aware of the difficulties with the text of Rashi. Their attestations of
errors in the manuscripts, which they corrected prior to printing the commentary,
suggested not only that they were aware of the problems, but that the public knew
the text was troublesome and would benefit from a comrected edition. The printers
would have had no reason to admit to the errors in Rashi and the improvements
they made, if this had not been a marketing advantage.

As mentioned above, the corrections made by the printers were not
validated in any concrete way. The printers did not inform the readers how they
identified the errors, where the errors were found, and what the text contained
before it was corrected. The reading public embraced the cheaper, more
accessible, and "corrected” printed altemative to the expensive manuscripts,
forgoing both the hassle of acquiring trustworthy texts and an appreciation for the
tenuous conditions of textual transmission.

3. Samuel AiImosnino

Rabbi Samuel Alimosnino's super-commentary on Rashi is credited with
being the first work, excluding the Tosafot, to include a systematic interpretation of
Rashi on the Torah.% Very little is known of Aimosnino's life, including his dates
and home, although he is believed to have died by the second half of the fifteenth
century. His commentary on Rashi was published in Constantinople in 1525.8

The primary goal of Aimosnino's work on Rashi was the explanation and
interpretation of the commentary. However occasionally, he referred to textual
inconsistencies between variant renditions of the work, and he would instruct his
reader on the correct reading and on the presence of errors.52 Almosnino's
approach to the textual matters affecting Rashi's commentary was not systematic,

80. AIMmosning, S. VIVON INIBY 221 21N 2D 71 U11ES v1Ps, ed. M. Philip
(Petah Tiqva: M. Philip, 1998) 5.

81. Ibid. 6.

82. Ibid. 11.
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and the methods by which he determined the correct readings or identified errors
are not explained.

As with the early printers, the readers have only Aimosnino's word that the
choices he made in correcting the text are valid. Nonetheless, the very presence
of comments related to the state of the text of Rashi's commentary demonstrates
that the need to establish a cormrect text of the commentary in order to explicate it
was recognized and that textual corruption was acknowledged as a possible
explanation for a difficuit passage. Unfortunately, the corrections that were made
to the commentary without any documented basis except the statements of the
exegete himself compounded the corruption.

4. Avraham Bagqrat and Eliyahi Mizrahi

Two sixteenth century super-commentators on Rashi were concemed with
the text of his commentary® in their own works, and they tried to comrect the text
by comparing it to other manuscripts and early printed editions they had acquired.
Avraham Bagrat, the first of them, lived at the very beginning of the sixteenth
century.34 His primary goal was to restore an accurate text of the commentary
from the many manuscripts he had from different eras, as well as from the early
printings.85 Throughout his work, Baqgrat referred to what he had or had not found
in other versions of the commentary. However, he did not

83. Other sixteenth centu’y super-commentators may have made occasional
textual comments in their works, but the following two, Baqrat and Mizrahi,
focus much of their respective commentaries on textual inconsistencies.
One other exegete worth mentioning is the Maharai of Prague, Rabbi
Yehudah Loew son of Betsalel (1525-1609) whose commentary on Rashi,
N M, is based heavily on Mizrahi's comments. The work was first
published in Prague in 1578. See HaMaharal of Prague, mw~ 1 voin
o>vn, vol. 1, ed. Yehoshua Hartman, (Jerusaiem: Makhon Yerushalayim,
1989) 20; "Judah Loew ben Bezalel,” Encyciopaedia Judaica, vol. 10,
(Jerusalem: Keter Publishing House Jerusalem Ltd., 1972) 374-379.

84. The date of Baqrat's birth is unknown, aithough he is certain to have lived
in Spain prior to the expulsion and eventually to have arrived in Tunis.
See A. Baqgrat, vomn> »#en vro Sy nor 0, ed. M. Philip (Petah Tikvah: M.
Philip, 1985) 60-83.

85. /bid. 7-8.
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clearly lay out his methodology in approaching the variants and in deciding the
preferred reading.%

The need to confront the diverse versions of Rashi's commentary is blatant
from the consistent references to them in Bagrat's writings. The data culled from
his research and observations are invaluable, despite the lack of systematic
examination and organization of the varying texts. He had access to manuscripts
that may no longer be extant, although the reader is not told what manuscripts he
consulted, how many he had, or how he determined their accuracy and reliability.®”

Similarly, Eliyahu Mizrahi (1450-1526),%@ the best known super-
commentator on Rashi,®® considered the textual variants in the commentary.
Utilizing Bagrat as one of his sources and following his example, Mizrahi attempted
to correct the Rashi commentary by extensive examination and comparison of
manuscripts. For the most part, his comments and decisions related to the text
agree with Bagrat's.% Unfortunately, like his predecessor, Mizrahi was not
systematic in his presentation of the altemate readings.$’

Both exegetes demonstrate a keen awareness of the difficuities with the
text, and their attempt at fixing the commentary provides essential data regarding
its state. Neither of them, however, offer irrefutable evidence, a coherent

86. /bid. 8; 69-70.

87. The editor, M. Philip, in his introduction to Baqrat's commentary, provided
references to Baqrat's comments regarding his choices of textual reading.

Most of these choices were made on the basis of evidence from more
than one manuscript. However, Bagrat did not offer any proof as to the
accuracy or reliability of the texts he consuited or to the objectivity of his
analyses. See /bid. 8 (and notes).

88. Mizrahi was bomn in Constantinople, and was recognized as the leading
rabbinic authority in the entire Ottoman Empire. See "Mizrahi, Elijah,"
Encyclopaedia Judaica, vol. 12, 182-184; E. Mizrahi, o~ vomn, ed. M.
Philip (Petah Tikvah: M. Philip, 1994) 8-9.

89. Mizrahi, 5; EJ, vol. 12, 183; see also, Jean-Christophe Attias, "Eliahu
Mizrahi, Sur-Commentateur de Rashi,” Rashi 1040-1990 Hommage &
Ephraim E. Urbach, 475-481.

90. Mizrahi, pp. 6-7.

91. Ibid. 7. Mizrahi's references are very vague. am 0*19v ara” and vy
"D MOV 09D are just a few examples of the types of comments he
makes in order to justify his choices. The reliability of these sources was
not established.
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methodology or documented sources that suggest their decisions accurately
reflect the authentic version of Rashi's commentary.

5. Rabbi Yosef ben Yisakhar Baer: nyr 9o»

At the beginning of the seventeenth century, Rabbi Yosef ben Yisakhar Baer
of Prague published a collection of variant readings of Rashi's Torah Commentary
entitted nyT qov. He had in his possession an old parchment manuscript of the
commentary, which he claimed was copied over three hundred years earlier. He
compared this manuscript with two early printed editions of the Pentateuch with
Rashi's commentary, from Lublin and Prague, and found many discrepancies. At
the urging of friends, he published his findings.%2

nyT 9o is organized according to the lemmata in Rashi's commentary. In
addition to the variants found in the manuscript and the two printed editions, Rabbi
Yosef consulted the versions of the commentary used by previous scholars such
as his teacher, the Maharal of Prague,® and Mizrahi.>* He refers as well to "other
texts,” though he does not specify their origin or identify them.%

A unique and valuable quality of nyr 9o is the lack of interpretation of the
findings. Rabbi Yosef simply recorded the variants he observed.® At times, he
noted whether the variant was found in the margins or above the line of the text,
and if he did provide an opinion, he included the source for this explanation or
interpretation in the margins of his own work.9? Furthermore, he reproduced
illustrations that he found in the texts he consuited.%® Rather than determining for
himseif which readings were errors and which were authentic, Rabbi Yosef's
unassuming work allows the reader to view all the data independently. Variants

92. Yosef ben Yisakhar Baer, nyr 901 190 (Prague: 1609) (Tel-Aviv: o'nN
"o, n.d.) fol. 2b; Spiegal 306.

93. See above, note 83.

94. See note 88.

95. Baer, fol. 6b.

96. Spiegal 307.

97. Baer, fol. 6b. A review of Rabbi Yosef's key of acronyms utilized in the
commentary demonstrates the extent to which he described the position
and focation of a given variant in the texts he consuited.

98. Ibid. fols. 57b, 58b, 61-84, 73b, 87a, 109a, 109b, 128a, 1338, 134a,
142a.
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from texts perhaps no longer extant have not been corrupted or corrected but
preserved for further comparison with other versions as they come to light.

One copy from the original 1609 printing of Rabbi Yosef's work is housed in
the National Library of Canada, in Ottawa, as part of the Jacob M. Lowy
collection.%¥ The work is extant also in a facsimile edition assembled from three
copies of the original printing, from which the publishers chose the most legible
pages.'®@ The book, however, remains difficult to read, and its availability is
limited. Because Rashi was so popular and his Torah commentary was
commonly read and studied, nyv7 901> was preserved until modem times, but so far
the lack of interest in textual inconsistencies has prevented this valuable work from
being reset and reprinted more clearly.

6. Amsterdam: 1667

Joshua DaSilva published an edition of Rashi's commentary in Amsterdam,
in 1667.19' Like his predecessors in Iltaly in the fifteenth century, DaSilva
acknowledged the large degree of corruption that had befallen the text, "in both the
new and old printings,"'%2 and also, like the printers before him, he attempted to
correct the errors. Unique to DaSilva's edition, though, was his inclusion of two
possible readings, when he could not decide which version was better. He wrote:

"Whenever | found two readings that were equally good, | included

both of them in the text, and | marked the second one on both sides,
and | called it 'another text.' “103

This acknowledgement of the possibility that two versions of the commentary
could be "equally good" recognized both the extent and the depth of the

99. Brad Sabin Hill, /ncunabula, Hebraica and Judaica, Catailogue of The
Jacob M. Lowy Collection, Rare Books and Manuscripts Division, National
Library of Canada (Ottawa: National Library of Canada, 1981) 29.

100. /bid. 2 of editor's introduction (not numbered).

101. Sonne 41-42.

102. /bid. 42. Da Silva wrote, D) D'WIn D'OITN Y23 YA WN ,DVIDWN...”

"...0Nw.
103. /bid. The Hebrew text reads: MNNDV MW INNYD IUN DIPD Y23

MO N7 WY IV 190 3Y TPAY AN POIN... 0D MY yIIve... nwn
7, TUON NN WO OV NODY YO0
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problems in the text as well as the limits of one individual, with an eclectic
assortment of editions, to make sense of the chaos.

7. Abraham Berliner

Abraham Berliner, in 1866, was the next scholar to confront the problems in
the text of Rashi. Consuiting ten manuscripts for the first edition and over a
hundred for the 1805 edition, he worked to restore the original Rashi. His
introductions in both editions demonstrate an astute understanding of the
transmission process for manuscripts and of the practices of student and scnbal
activity that led to the textual problems in Rashi's commentary.'™ However, as
mentioned earlier in the discussions of the absence of Rashi's pictures from his
editions, Berliner's failure to include a critical apparatus that lists altematives to the
readings he had chosen or a verifiable methodology justifying them has created a
new edition of the commentary, but not necessarily the original. The reader has
only Berliner's word that he discarded the extraneous material correctly.

8. Rabbi Ephraim Zalman Margoliot: o>19N ov 90

in 1811, Rabbi Ephraim Zaiman Margoliot published a super- commentary
on Rashi.'® The purpose of the work was to clarify the content of the
commentary.'® An approbation by Rabbi Isaiah Silberstein at the beginning of the
book stated that Rabbi Margoliot proved "the truth” regarding certain matters in
Rashi's commentary that previously were unciear.'9 In the process of
accomplishing this goal, Rabbi Margoliot included numerous comments regarding
the problematic text of the commentary, explanations as to how these errors
occurred, as well as corrections and preferred readings.

Rabbi Margoliot did not set out to establish a corrected text of the
commentary, aithough aimost every page of his work contains comments related

104. Berliner (1866) vii-xvii; Berliner (1805) vii-xix.

105. Ephraim Zaiman Margoliot, o»19x ov 1o (Vacz: 1911).

106. /bid., p. 5 of introduction. [The introduction does not have page
numbers. The paragraph referred to begins v’ DIONI.]

107. Rabbi Silberstein wrote: »w1a3 1M T VNN N WN DY DI ¥
"IN 9Y UPBYN Y7ot waom. /bid., p. 1 of introduction.
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to the textual issues. Many of his textual comparisons were made with the version
of the text preferred by Mizrahi and the Maharal of Prague, as well as with paralle!
citations and comments in rabbinic literature. He also utilized a variety of old
manuscripts and a collection of early printings of various works. Many of his
textual comments were based on differing editions and visible scribal errors. 1%

Rabbi Margoliot did not claim to have rare and reliable manuscripts, nor did
he provide methodological justification for the textual choices he made. ov we
ooN is not devoted solely to the text of Rashi's commentary. The comments
regarding variant readings were simply necessary for a clearer understanding of
Rashi's interpretations. Annotations of Rabbi Margoliot's work, included at the
bottom of each page and entitled ovn 1, attempted to clarify and expand upon wo
o»ox ov. The notes often included additional sources and readings, explanations,
and references for Margoliot's choices.

Only one decade after the publication of Berliner's second edition of Rashi's
commentary, >N ov o emerged, dealing with the same larger issue of
Rashi's text, but with less consistency and less systemization, and without
mention of the earlier work. Rabbi Margoliot's textual explorations were veiled
behind a candid interest in the content of the commentary, and while the textual
questions were recognized, their impact was limited to the extent to which they did
not defame the integrity of the commentary as a whole. 1%

9. Isaiah Sonne

Berliner's edition of Rashi was accepted as the true text of the commentary
and remained virtually without rejoinder for four decades. In the early 1840s, Isaiah
Sonne wrote that what Berliner did for the textual study of Rashi's commentary
was an important step, but certainly not the final word.'1* He suggested that
Berliner could have improved greatly on his work by organizing his one hundred
manuscripts into the groups or families in which they were copied. A family of
manuscripts would be the series of texts that were sequentially copied one from

108. Ibid., p. 3 of introduction. [The paragraph begins 12771 nvn.]

109. To the best of my knowledge, the contribution of 0719n ov 190 has
been recognized only in Levy (1988) 108.

110. Sonne 37.
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the other. This organization would have better allowed Berliner to record variants
and altemative readings in a more useful critical apparatus.!'

Sonne organized early printed texts into two families to demonstrate the
possibility of two distinct traditions of Rashi's commentary: an Ashkenazi or
Franco-German version and a Sephardi or Spanish version.''2 He suggested that
the commentary evolved to meet the needs of each community. For example, the
medieval Sephardi community is known for its wealth of literalist exegetes;
therefore, the commentary in the editions of this family of texts tended to have
more rabbinic homiletics to meet this lack in their leaming environment. On the
other hand, the Ashkenazi students were surrounded by traditional, rabbinic
oriented leaming, and hence, they had little need to add them to the commentary.
instead, Sonne found more literal interpretations in those editions.'*3

Similar textual work has been conducted on Rashi's Taimud commentary
for Tractate Berakhot in which the standard version of the commentary was
compared with manuscripts, early printings, and citations of Rashi. From them
the author, J. Malchi, concluded that as early as the thirteenth or fourteenth
century, two main versions of the commentary existed: the Franco-German
version and the italo-Spanish version.''* This work on the Talmud traced the
incorporation of variants and demonstrated the process through which variant
renditions emerged. Sonne's examination of only printed editions of the Torah
commentary does not clarify whether Rashi himself wrote two versions of his work
or how close to his own lifetime this distinction between them becomes apparent.
One would assume that each community would continue to reprint the version of
the text with which the people were familiar.

Sonne did not confront the issues of when and how these variants were
entered into the text or what clues they provide for determining the original. He did,

111. Ibid. 42-43.

112.  Ibid. 45.

113. Ibid. 47-48.

114.  J. Maichi, "Rashi's Commentary to Tractate "Berachot" A Comparison
of the Standard Version with the other Versions," (Diss. Bar llan
University, 1982) i-iv. A second thesis written at Bar lian examines the
textual variants in Rashi's commentary on Tractate Megillah leading
towards the preparation of a critical edition of the work: A. Ahrend,
"IPRATH MIYIND VY3 TLVIDM MO - MMn NoorY »e vrng» (Diss. Bar
llan University, 1895).
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however, proceed one more step in sorting through the transmission of the text of
Rashi's commentary and the problems which developed thereupon, and a
response to his work has yet to be forthcoming.

10. M. Lehmann and E. Hurvitz

In 1981, M. Lehmann published a critical edition of Rashi based on a 1440
Yemenite manuscript, and "medieval fragments from Germany, Spain, Provence
and Italy."''S He compared these texts with the printed edition from Reggio de
Calabria 1475, Berliner's edition, and the readings provided by Bagrat in Sefer
Ha-Zikkaron.

In E. Hurvitz's introduction to the work, he briefly reviewed the history of the
study of the text of Rashi, with much focus on and acclaim for Berliner's work.116
He described the types of additions and variants found between the Yemenite text
and the printed editions, including additions made by students or other exegetes,
marginal notes that were incorporated into the body of the commentary, different
ordering of the verses, and a lack of the foreign, Old French words commonly
known to be part of Rashi's printed work.''” Hurvitz also described in detail the
qualities and characteristics of the manuscript.11®

The manuscript is missing large sections of text from the beginning, middle,
and end''9 and therefore cannot provide an accurate comparison for the entire
commentary. The intention of the publication was not to suggest that the
manuscript was close to the original. Rather, Lehmann, a businessman by trade,
found the variants in the manuscript to be intriguing and, with Hurvitz's help, he
published the text with a critical apparatus for others to share the manuscript he
had acquired.'® Hurvitz himseif stated that this edition was meant to complement
Berliner's work and to advance it, rather than replace it.''

115. M. Lehmann, The Commentary of Rashi on the Pentateuch, (New
York: Manfred and Anne Lehmann Foundation, 1881) vi.
116. /bid. 17-23.

117. Ibid. 25-34.
118. /bid. 35-38.
119. Ibid. 35.
120. /bid. vi-vii.

121. Ibid. 38.
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Obviously a more extensive examination of this manuscript in light of other
important Rashi manuscripts would be worthwhile. In the meantime, the
publication serves only as an additional version of the work that contains variants
deserving of further exploration. Its contribution to an understanding of the issues
and processes involved in the transmission of the text and its evolution to and from
the resulting Yemenite manuscript is limited.

11. Elazar Touitou

The issues regarding the text of Rashi's commentary and a concrete
approach to its corruption were presented in 1986. In his article bv nown "1 by
nmnb »»wn e, Elazar Touitou suggested that the smallest element common to
all manuscripts was the original Rashi.'2 He explained that professional scribes
would not have dared to knowingly change the texts they were copying, and their
careless and negligent errors can be detected from the syntactic, stylistic and
logical traces they leave. These same scribes are also known for their tendency
to have incorporated marginal and superiinear notes into the body of the text. They
only knowingly omitted notation marks or made other small changes that carried
no meaning. For this reason, the evolution of the text is believed by Touitou to
have developed from the shortest version to the longest.'2

Touitou suggested that a comparison of as many manuscripts of Rashi's
commentary as possible would uncover the numerous additions included by the
scribes and isolate the smallest common element, the original commentary.'24
He explained that the manuscripts and early printed editions displayed many
traces to the additions and changes made to the commentary.'? He further
opined that the earliest manuscripts are not necessarily the most reliable ones.
Additions and modifications to the commentary were made from the very
beginning of its transmission, and, with each recopying, they became more
embedded in the body of the text.12®

122. Touitou (1986) 215.
123. ibid. 214.

124. Ibid. 215-216.

125. /bid. 214-215.

126. /bid. 216.
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The oldest extant manuscript of Rashi is dated 1233, and most of the
surviving manuscripts are from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. The
manuscripts one would prefer to have for establishing an authentic text of the
commentary would be closer to Rashi's actual fifetime, and that of his direct
descendants and students. Unfortunately, manuscripts from the eleventh and
twelfth centuries were most likely bumed with the Talmud, in Paris, in the year
1242127

The one hundred and thirty years from the time of Rashi's death to the date
of the earliest extant manuscript withessed countiess recopyings with even more
additions incorporated into the text. Over time, these changes to the commentary
lost their distinctive marks and traces and became urvecognizable. The valuable
manuscripts are those that consistently noted the additions and changes, allowing
for an unambiguous designation of the original element of the commentary.2

For his research for this article, Touitou examined forty manuscripts.'? In
numerous examples, he demonstrated the process through which the
commentary developed and expanded. He explained the presence and absence
of notation marks and symbols denoting additional passages and the inclusion of
words and phrases like >nxym and »x ), which suggest the contribution of a
student during his study of the commentary.' The fransmission process,
illustrated by Touitou with acute clarity, proposes that the original commentary of
Rashi was significantly shorter and profoundly different in its exegetical character
from the printed editions studied today. 31

By Touitou's own admission, some additions and changes to the
commentary may be unrecoverable. Moreover, occasionally Rashi himself may
have used the phrases like »x a1, and thus one should be cautious in
suspecting all such phrases. Nonetheless, Touitou opened an area of scholarship
long dormant but much deserving of attention. His consistent, organized and well
documented approach to correcting the commentary does not solve all its
difficulties, but the recognition and understanding of the problem and the serious

127.  ibia.
128. /bid.
129. ibid. 212.

130. /bid. 241-242.
131.  Ibid. 242.
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proposals for solving it contributed greatly to a renewed interest in the text of
Rashi's commentary and in fresh and original efforts towards its restoration.

12. Rabbi Menahem Mendel Brachfeld: 55n 9oy 19v

In 1987, the sons of Rabbi Menahem Mendel Brachfeld published a work of
their deceased father on the text of Rashi's commentary.'32 In the introduction to
55n 901 o, the sons explained that Rabbi Brachfeld believed one of the
obstacles to understanding Rashi's commentary is the textual corruption caused
by the generations of printers and cormrectors.'>® He compared the texts of a
number of early printings'3 with "a parchment manuscript,” and from these
versions he determined the correct reading. His commentaries reflect the
consuitation of Ibn Ezra, Mizrahi and the Maharal for comparison.'3 Unlike the
seventeenth century work, nvr 9o, this commentary decided which was the
preferred reading.'¥ It did, however, include a selection of the readings in the
other texts.'3” Moreover, the sons appended notes of additional sources for
further differentiation.'38

551 9oris prefaced with an affirmation from Rabbi Shiomo Halbershtam to
the importance of the work and to his role in encouraging Rabbi Brachfeld to see to
its completion.'3® In the introduction, Brachfeld's sons explained briefly the types
of additions and corrections that led to the text's corruption, and they included
references to specific comments of their father who corrected the passages with
these particular errors.'¥ The introduction aiso described the different sources
utilized by Rabbi Brachfeld in his work. 4!

132. Menahem Mendel Brachfeld, >>n 9o» 190, ed. Yermie Brachfeld (New
York: Shaul Hotterer, 1987).

133. /bid. 8.

134. M. Brachfeld himseif compared the manuscript with the printings of
Reggio, Alkabetz, and Rome. His son added Zamura, Soncina, and an
"old manuscript.” /bid. 11.

135. See for example, /bid. 40 {9:9]; 41 [9:10] 47 [12:8]; 57 [16:1).

138. /bid. 10.
137. Ibid. 10-11.
138. /bid. 11.
139. Ibid. 3.
140. /bid. 8-9.

141. Ibid. 11-13.
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The primary focus of Brachfeld's work was on the printed editions;
manuscripts that were consulted were assumed to possess reliability and
authenticity that remain unvalidated. Moreover, the reader was not told on what
basis Brachfeld determined the correct readings. Even so, the work compiles
important information regarding the text of the commentary, and the inclusion of
readings from "incorrect” texts allows for additional comparison beyond the
opinions of the author.

One interesting quality of 55m7 901 wwois the environment from which it
emerged. Rabbi Brachfeld was bom near Krakow in 1918 and, after the
Holocaust, he founded a Yeshiva and taught classes in Austria. In 1847, he
immigrated to New York and continued to teach. As a follower of the Bobov
Hasidic dynasty, he was also asked by his Rebbe to copy and edit works of the
Rebbe's father.'42

5571 9o, like the works of Mizrahi, Rabbi Yosef of Prague, and Rabbi
Margoliot, embodies the style of traditional, classical leaming, and at the same
time, is pertinent to the concems of the scholarly enterprise undertaken by
Berfiner, Sonne and Touitou. Both groups of leamed men examined similar texts
and employed comparable methodologies; however, they rarely focused on the
same issues. The textual problems of Rashi's commentary have been
recognized, to some extent, throughout the centuries of the text's transmission,
but 551 901 o marks the first time since the seventeenth century that a
super-commentary acknowledged that the textual questions in the commentary
systematically hindered one's understanding of Rashi's interpretations, and lemma
by lemma, attempted to establish a comrect reading.'4® This publication legitimized
a place for the study of textual issues in classical leaming without discrediting or
dishonouring the tradition of Rashi.

142. /bid. 7-8.
143. orman ov 1o examined only selected iemmata in each parshah, based
specifically on difficuities understanding the content.



K}

13. Gilead Gavrayahu

In 1988, Gilead Gavrayahu explored the influence of the censor on the text
of Rashi's commentary on Psalms.'4 The book of Psalms was the book of the
Hebrew Bible cited most frequently by the Church Fathers, and Rashi appeared to
have been responding to their interpretations and beliefs in his own work.14 For
this reason, his commentary on Psaims, in particular, was subjected to the textual
corruption of the censor.

Gavrayahu explained three different ways in which the censor affected the
transmission of the text. First, the copyists or printers, from fear of censorship,
would alter, adjust or adapt passages they anticipated as problematic by replacing
the original text with words that sound similar, or that carry double meanings, or
that hint at the real meaning of the interpretation. Second, the censors would black
out problematic words, phrases or paragraphs. Third, in addition to erasing the
original text, the censors would add words in an attempt to change the original
meaning of the comment and reflect a more Christological or Islamic sense.'46

Gavrayahu also illustrated the corruption effected by the censor in two
examples in which he traced the transmission of the text in a variety of
manuscripts and printed editions.'4” Furthermore, he presented the types of
words and phrases that tended to be problematic. These consisted mostly of
terms referring to non-Jews. 148

The influence of the censor on textual transmission is an important
component of determining the original text of Rashi's commentary, or indeed of
any controversial work. However, the impact of the censor on Rashi's Torah
commentary is probably much less significant than that on the book of Psalms,
because it is not as focused on the beliefs and interpretations of the Christians.
Moreover, the intervention of the censor was most strongly discemed in the printed

144. G. Gavrayahu, "mrism 0OInD ¢ MINADY” P /0N D119 1%
SN0 mavnpa Nppa 071prw, ed. B. Luria (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sefer
Ltd., 1988) 248-261.

145. Ibid. 250.

146. /bid. 249-250.

147. Ibid. 252-258.

148. Ibid. 257-259.
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editions of the commentary,'“° when much textual corruption was aiready
embedded into the work.

14. A. Grossman and E. Touitou

In the early 1990s, in a series of articles in Tarbiz,'>® Avraham Grossman
and Elazar Touitou entered into a debate regarding the potential of one particular
manuscript to reveal the authentic text of Rashi's commentary. The manuscript,
known as Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1),'5! is comprised of the Pentateuch, the Haftarot,
Targum Onkelos, sections from Targum Yerushalmi, marginal notes on the text of
the Torah and the Targum from a comparison with other manuscripts (by the
scribe, Rabbi Makhir), Rashi's commentary on the Torah, Rashi's commentary on
the Haftarot, Rabbi Shemaya’'s marginal notes on Rashi's Torah commentary, a
few marginal notes of Rabbi Makhir on Rashi's Torah commentary, and the five
megillot with Rashi's commentary.152

For Grossman the importance of this manuscript lies in Rabbi Makhir's
claim to have copied Rashi's commentary from the manuscript belonging to Rabbi
Shemaya himself.'>* According to Grossman, since Rabbi Shemaya lived,
worked and studied with Rashi, his copy of the commentary should be as close to
the original as possible.'> The advantage of this manuscript is the varying types
of notes Rabbi Shemaya made on the text and the differentiations among them in
the glosses. Rabbi Shemaya interacted with the commentary in three different
ways. (1) He made corrections and additions as instructed by Rashi, which he
marked with a phrase or acronym like nmnd v ns. (2) He wrote his own notes to
the commentary which in this manuscript are appended with various
abbreviations of his name ranging from mynw 1 to w4, (3) He also collected large
sections of midrash and other lengthy discussions which he inserted in the

149. Ibid. 251-252.

150. Grossman (1990) 67-88; Touitou (1991) 85-115; Grossman (1992)
305-315; Touitou (1993a) 297-303.

151. Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1) (IMHM 30142).

152. Grossman (1990) 70.

153. Grossman (1990) 79; Touitou (1991) 86.

154. Grossman (1880) 79, 88; Grossman (1892) 305.
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manuscript.'s Grossman's suggestion was that removing all of Rabbi Shemaya's
and Rabbi Makhir's comments would result in the text closest to Rashi's authentic
work, 1%

Touitou's problem with this approach was one of consistency and one of
dating. The manuscript contains within it numerous levels of commentary, much
of the annotation is written in acronyms, and by Grossman's own admission, the
text is often illegible.'S” Touitou questioned to what extent Rabbi Shemaya feit
bound to the text of Rashi and what degree of freedom he took in entering
changes. He wondered how one can be certain Rabbi Shemaya always marked
what Rashi instructed him to change in contrast to what he commented on his
own. The same questions can be asked of the scribe. His claim of consistent
annotation must be explored beyond his own statements.!58

The legibility of the manuscript is also important in qualifying the text based
on its supposed accurate annotation. Touitou pointed out that a smudged n (for
naon) can easily be read as a 4 and thus interpreted as a comment authorized by
Rashi, rather than an addition made anonymously at some time in the
manuscript's transmission. Since many of the annotations are in fact
abbreviations, the potential for deciphering them incorrectly is great.!%®

The issue of the date of the manuscript contributes further to these
uncertainties. Grossman argued for the thirteenth century. He suggested two
possible identifications of Rabbi Makhir based on mention of his father, Rabbi
Karsavia. The first possibility is that Rabbi Makhir's father is the same Rabbi
Karsavia who refused to obey the ordinance of Rabbenu Tam to retum the dowry
to the bride who was widowed in the first year of marriage without having bom any
sons. This would place Rabbi Makhir in the first haif of the thirteenth century. The
second possibility is that he is the son of Rabbi Karsavia, the expert scribe who
worked in Paris and Rouen in the first half of the thirteenth century. This would
place Rabbi Makhir in the second half of that century. In either case, Rabbai
Karsavia was a distinguished scholar and an important man who may have

155. Grossman (1990) 70-73.

156. Ibid. 97-98; Grossman (1992) 305.
157. Grossman (1980) 69-72.

158. Touitou (1991) 86-87.

159. Ibid. 87.



possessed a valuable scroll such as one belonging to Rabbi Shemaya. In
addition, Grossman validated his dating of the manuscript with codicological
analyses.!50

Touitou preferred the fourteenth century. He presented seven examples
from the manuscript in which comments appearing to be Rashi's can be proven
from other manuscripts and commentaries not to be his. Comments appeared in
the manuscript that were not in other early texts, and at the same time, were
attributed to Hizkuni in other sources, thus confirming they did not originate with
Rashi. Since Hizkuni himself lived in the thirteenth century, the comment needed
time to be transmitted from text to text to eventually be embedded in the
commentary of Rashi and attributed to him. Regarding the codicological analyses,
Touitou responded that codicology was not an objective science, that codicologists
and paleographers acknowledge the lack of certainty that accompanies each
hypothesis, and that one should be cautious regarding definitive statements and
hypotheses. 6

Both the thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries are significantly later than
the lifetime of Rabbi Shemaya, and one cannot be certain that Rabbi Makhir really
was copying from Rabbi Shemaya's personal copy of the commentary or that the
statements attesting to the manuscript's importance were not also copied by the
scribes in each subsequent text.'62 Such attestations would lend great authority,
reliability and value (both academic and financial) to any manuscript, and hence
this prestigious reputation would be carried along with each copying.

An attestation of authenticity, however, does not preciude the incorporation
of extraneous material that did not originate with Rashi into his commentary.
Touitou, in fact, cited a number of examples in his rejoinders to Grossman, which
demonstrated that not every addition made in Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1) is accounted
for by the annotations of either Rabbi Shemaya or Rabbi Makhir.'$® This supports
the conception that the many years separating Rabbi Shemaya and Rabbi Makhir
may have witnessed numerous changes to the commentary no longer detectable
by deciphering this manuscript alone.

160. Grossman (1980) 88-93; Grossman (1892) 314.
161. Touitou (1990) 109; Touitou (1993a) 302.

162. Touitou (1990) 87, 114; Touitou (1983a) 298-299.
163. Touitou (1980) 91-109.
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The issues debated by these two scholars clearly describe the problems in
finding the original text of Rashi's commentary. The analyses of the transmission
processes are complex; the evidence culled from the manuscripts is intricate and
enigmatic; and the original text of Rashi's commentary is deeply hidden behind
countless layers of additions, annotations and corrections. The extensive
examinations and elucidations of the intricacies of Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1) that have
been exposed by both Grossman and Touitou are invaluable; their articles are
dense with information and rich in examples. The essence of their combined work
reflects back to Sonne, i. e., that the answer to recovering the original Rashi
commentary lies not with one individual, nor in this case, with one manuscript.
The complexities inherent in its compilation based on generations of contributors
preclude an obvious and straightforward solution. Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1) is certainly
an important component to the study of the text of Rashi, but not the only one; a
focus on this manuscript to the exclusion of others would only obscure further the
original text.

15. E. Touitou and A. Van der Heide

In 1993, Touitou and Van der Heide each contributed an article on the
subject of the text of Rashi's Torah commentary to Rashi 1040-1990, Hommage a
Ephraim E. Urbach, edited by Gabrielle Sed-Rajna. In "Quelques Critéres Pouvant
Aider a Etablir la Version Originale du Commentaire de Rashi sur le
Pentateuque,"'® Touitou analyzed four examples of Rashi's commentary to which
he applied a combination of methodologies. He began with a critical analysis of
the printed text, noting contradictions or ambiguities within the interpretation, as
well as oddities such as an abundance of homiletical passages.'®® He then
compared a selection of manuscripts, looking for that keme! of the interpretation
common to all texts. 168

Finally, Touitou explored the issue of Rashi's goal in writing his
interpretation. This content-based analysis considered the general trends in the

164. Touitou (1993b) 399-409.
165. /bid. 400.
166. /bid. 401.
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text of Rashi and also the influences on Rashi's intentions that are attributable to
the historical context, from the local exegetical schools, community interests and
needs, and relationships with Christian neighbours in general, and Christian Bible
scholars, in particular.'6”

This non-textual approach suggests that finding the original commentary
requires more than a comparison of variant versions; indeed, an insight into the
mind of an eleventh century French exegete. While an appreciation and
understanding of the content of the commentary is crucial to an analysis of its
authenticity, one should be wary of drawing conclusions as to the goals and
intentions of the commentator based on a corrupt text, the intricacies of which
scholars are only beginning to understand.

In “The Longer Variants in Rashi's Commentary on the Torah,"'%8 Van der
Heide explored the issue of establishing criteria through which to analyze the
longer midrashic passages that appear in some manuscripts and printed editions,
but not in others. He opposed the idea that all the variant passages were additions
to the commentary as "too easy"” a solution.'® He suggested that knowing the
purpose of midrashim in Rashi's commentary would help in judging the variant
passages.'® While Van der Heide acknowtedged the existence of conflicting
opinions as to Rashi's purpose in using midrashim, he seemed to propose that the
possible inaccuracy of the text did not preclude an analysis of the exegetical
methodology of the commentator.17*

Van der Heide suggested focusing on only two groups of midrashim found
in the commentary in order to assess their authenticity. The first are those that
present an interpretation of the biblical text "completely at variance with its natural
meaning;"'72 the second are those that have been adapted or rephrased, rather
than quoted literally, and thus can be judged based on style and function. He

‘admitted the inherent difficulty in identifying Rashi's style from an uncertain text, yet

167. Ibid. 401-402.
188. Van der Heide (1993) 419-4268.

169. /bid. 422.
170. Ibid. 422-424.
171.  Ibid. 424,

172. Ibid. 425.
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he maintained that the division of midrashic passages into variant types presented
an opening into judging their authenticity.'”

Van der Heide did not present any concrete answers in his article, nor did
he actually examine individual examples. His conclusion was that in order to
determine the validity of these longer passages in the commentary, one first must
examine its use of midrashim in general. He wrote that at the same time, "it may
be profitable to concentrate renewed study of the textual evidence."'’4 His
preference was obviously for the precedence of exegetical methodology, while still
considering the problematic nature of the text.

The issue of textual reliability and exegetical methodology is compiex. Van
der Heide's repeated waming of the "lure of the circular argument" is justified.”5
But the task of determining Rashi's use of midrashim in general in order to resolve
the validity of these longer variant passages is arduous and uncertain, when the
text required for such an analysis remains in doubt. Classifying the different types
of passages found in the commentary heips to confront the chaos in the state of
the text, but one cannot compare one category of passages to the others without
first ascertaining the reliability of the other passages. The process becomes
circular and non-productive. After much scholarly focus on Rashi's exegetical
methodologies based on a faulty text, precedence should be given to establishing
a reliable text on which to confirm or redefine these methodologies.

173.  Ibid.
174. Ibid. 426.
175. Ibid. 424, 426.
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16. Yitshaq Penkober

in 1984, Y. Penkober examined the text of Rashi's comment on Ezekiel
27:17.178 In his article, "1, SNpY »wa Y11 NoV YD) Yy, he explained the
convoluted and contradictory nature of the printed text and then proceeded to
illustrate the process by which the comment evolved to this state.'”” Through an
analysis of seventeen manuscripts, in addition to evidence from two manuscripts
he himself did not see, Penkober established four stages in the printed text's
development. These included Rashi's initial comment, a revision of that comment
by Rashi at a later stage, a remark by Rabbi Shemaya as to a variant reading of
Targum Yonatan cited by Rashi in his initial comment, and another addition from
an anonymous hand.'”®

The manuscripts Penkober consuited could be divided into families
representing each of the different stages in the comment's development.'”
Although Penkober’s work is not concemed with Rashi's Torah commentary, and
his study is limited to one comment, the principles of his work are significant and
valid. Through a comparison of fewer than twenty manuscripts and by analyzing
the content of the printed interpretation, he was able to confirm his suspicions of
textual corruption and demonstrate the process of textual transmission.

176. Rashi's comment for this verse, from the Venice 1524 printing of the
Rabbinic Bible in m>1m mxpp, vol. 9 (New York: Pardes Publishing
House, 1951), fol. 42a, is the following: ma Mmynw 0pn oW - MM vna
PUPY PRINI 0MIONIN POI P PUN TN YT (N DXUNVY) TIH TN TY 11D
D XNPYOA3 1AM 17993 ORPYIV NI 0OPID NP PP ¥INd YVN3a 0XIN
NADY ONINYD NYDY Y2790 1D YT N 023 N IO N POV VI 0T
VX NIV NOVINT YWY NoaDP NOVINT 119) 1D YON3 MOV ONIN NWpna
YT VT TP 29D GNY D PIND D NYD 1ID NN IDINY O*NYD DY DMWY
VN NMIBN VYN OV DN 0X AN P NYVTTH O YYD By NINN 0IINY PO DY
PRIDT KIVIP PN0P O Yamd R 01 IM N PPan N DM DY O* TP
NV PAIED P 1S NIN PBOIIN WY NON GO 10T PN - 1N :NTINYNVONR
YDA N"POYNA 1 NP 20N M DY D

177. Y. Penkober, "v 13 YNptwY vwn w1 e now soud Sy», Tarbiz 63.2
(1994): 219-233.

178. Ibid. 230-233.

179. Ibid. 232-233.
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17. Hananel Mak

Most recently, H. Mak explored the attribution to Rashi of a well-known
homiletical passage. In his 1996 article,'% 1297 - PpnY MNP ¥9M >nM 1 oy »
PAMND 'Y VI ON WO YN M S yvon nvath Yy, Mak claimed that, prior to the
first quarter of the sixteenth century, the midrash that follows the words anN 12T at
the end of Rashi"s comment for Genesis 32:5'®! was not part of the original
commentary. In order to demonstrate this, Mak traced the appearance of the
comment in the exegetical literature before and after Rashi, the presence and
absence of the midrash in six important manuscripts of Rashi's commentary, and
the mention of Rashi's use of this passage by commentators on his work.

180. H. Mak, M Yv Moon YT DY NOTT - PRIDY INND 1M 1ab oy ¢
TND e wrYes,” SN Y n nwup Tarbiz 65.2 (1996): 251-261.

181. The comment in the Venice 1524 printing of the Rabbinic Bible in
mon mnpw, vol. 1, (New York: Pardes Publishing House, 1951), is
the following: by »MIN NDYY INTD 1K, NON 2N W0 TOU) N - M
NN 137 02 TIONPIV N MINY,PAND P2 MN (VD 1 yH) 1913Y PN Mo1a
FTHD NOY VY AV 277N M FUIN 139 B MWV 27NN NIVRNS YY)
0% rwynp The phrase in bold is the midrash discussed in the
article.
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According to Mak, the midrash appears in three separate eleventh or twelfth
century works:'82 Lekah Tov,'® Bereshit Rabati'® and Midrash Aggadah.'®s In
addition, it is mentioned in works by both Ashkenazi and Sephardi writers.'® Not
one of them claimed to have read the passage in Rashi's commentary.
Furthermore, the passage is absent from five of the six manuscripts Mak
consulted and which he considered to be the most representative of the original
commentary, as well as most of the earliest printings. 67

Most of the pre-sixteenth-century commentators who usually cite Rashi by
name in their writings do not mention this midrash at all, and those who mention
the passage do not attribute it to Rashi. However, beginning in the sixteenth
century, Rashi's commentators clearly attribute the midrash to him.'8® Moreover,
Mak consuilted nine sixteenth-century printed editions of Rashi's

182. Mak 252-253.

183. Lekah Tov was written by Tuviah ben cliezer at the end of the
eleventh century, or the beginning of the twelfth. it comments upon
the Torah and the Megiilot, and its sources include the Babylonian
Talmud and many midrashim. See: H. Strack, G. Stemberger,
Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, trans. Markus Bockmuehi,
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992) 389-390; E. Touitou, Yv mapy”
NNY Y vIMY,” NDVA W NPY o Yy 15 (1988-89): 38; "Midrash
Lekah Tov," EJ, vol. 11, 1516-1517.

184. Bereshit Rabati is believed by some to be an abridged version of
another of Rabbi Moshe Ha-Darshan's works. It is a midrashic text on
the book of Genesis that utilizes sources from the entire corpus of
rabbinic literature especially, Genesis Rabbah. Rabbi Moshe
ha-Darshan lived in Narbonne in the first half of the eleventh century.
He wrote commentaries on the Bible and he is frequently quoted in the
writings of Rashi and Rabbenu Tam. See Strack and Stemberger
388-389; Mak 253; "Genesis Rabbati," EJ, vol. 7, 401-402; "Moses
Ha-Darshan,” EJ. vol. 12, 429,

185. According to Mak, Midrash Aggadah was compiled sometime around
the twelfth century, and a connection appears to exist between this
work and the midrash of Rabbi Moshe Ha-Darshan. The work is an
exegetical midrash on the Torah and consists of many passages that
are paraliel to Bereshit Rabati and the citations of Rabbi Moshe
Ha-Darshan in Rashi. The titie of the work was coined by S. Buber in
1894. See Mak 253; Strack and Stemberger 289; "Midrash," EJ, vol.
11, 1511-1512; "Midrashim, Smaller," EJ, vol. 16, 1517-1518.

186. Mak 253-258.

187. Ibid. 258.

188. Ibid. 251.
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commentary, of which six contained the midrash as a nondescript part of the
text.1®9

Mak concluded that the midrashic passage, known from the time of Rabbi
Moshe HaDarshan, was recognized in many different places. Over time, however,
the source of the passage was aimost forgotten, and an anonymous compiler or
copyist molded the midrash to the style of Rashi's commentary. Once
incorporated in the Migra‘ot Gedolot editions of the sixteenth century, the passage
was indistinct from the rest of the commentary.'%0

Like Penkober, Mak was concemed with only one small part of Rashi's
commentary, and his purpose was not to generalize to the larger textual issues.
Nonetheless, his methodological foci regarding the citations of Rashi, or lack
thereof, as a means of determining the authenticity of a given passage have
significant implications for the study of Rashi's text as a whole.

Mak has demonstrated that evidence of the presence or absence of
citations of Rashi's comments in works centred on the commentary can introduce
an opening into determining the authenticity of certain passages. His ability to
support the preliminary suspicions with evidence from the manuscripts and printed
texts strengthened the validity of this approach.

18. Conclusion

Despite the consistent popularity of Rashi's commentary over the
centuries, the issue of the problematic nature of his text has been the focus of
serious exploration only in the last century, and with the exception of Sonne, really
only in the last two decades. Variant texts, scribal and printing errors and the value
of citations of the text in other works on Rashi have been recognized, in varying
degrees, by many scholars. Perhaps the availability and accessibility of diverse
resources in modem times has permitted a better appreciation of the textual
problems while more advanced technologies heip collect and synthesize the
enigmatic data.

189. /bid. 258.
180. Ibid. 260.
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The articles, books and commentaries reviewed here utilized different texts
and methodologies, and their authors approached their task with different goals
and intentions. Each work has its strengths and weaknesses. If a reliable and
useful critical edition of Rashi is ever to emerge, approaches that benefit from
each study would need to be considered and incorporated.

The sections below describe a different component of this quest for the
authentic Rashi, one that makes a significant contribution to determining what
originated in his Torah commentary and what are additions and corrections made
by later scribes and students. This component is the citations of Rashi in the
Torah commentaries of the Tosafot and the treatments of it there.

C. Citations of Rashi in Tosafot Torah Commentaries

One key to uncovering the most authentic version of Rashi's commentary
is to examine texts written as close as possible to his lifetime. Until Rashi's own
copy of his commentary or any reasonable altemative is discovered, the Torah
commentaries of the Tosafot provide the closest possible substitute. The Tosafot
included relatives, students, and colleagues of Rashi who focused their work
around his.'®! For the most part, their writings were additions to his, and took the
form of glosses, explanations and criticisms.'%2 The citations of Rashi in the
works of the Tosafot should theoretically reflect a Rashi text close to the original,
and their comments should help clarify which parts of the present printed version
were his and which were not.

1. The Tosafot

The Tosafot were tweifth-and thirteenth-century Jewish scholars, who were
descendants and students of Rashi and his school. They were recognized

191. J. Gellis, ob>vn maom 9o, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: "Mifal Tosafot HaShalem"
Publishing, 1982) 7; Urbach 21.
192. Gellis 7, Urbach 21-22.
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specifically for their innovative methodology in studying Taimud.'$® Their
dialectical method consisted of comparing distant Talmudic passages containing
any common expression or phrase, accompanied by an acute, critical reading of
the text.'4 Their fundamental priority was to resolve the contradictions and
dilemmas present in the Talmud.'%

The very name of this distinguished group of scholars alludes to a second
important component of their work. The word tosafot means “additions," and
indeed, the Tosafot saw much of their work as only modest expansions upon or
explanations of Rashi, an icon of leaming they would never surpass.'% Tosafot
commentaries on both the Taimud and the Torah often begin with a citation of
Rashi's comment foliowed by the explanation, addition or criticism of the Tosafist
exegetes.1%

For the most part, the Tosafot worked and wrote anonymously. The
commentary that appears on the outside margin of a standard page of the
Babyionian Talmud often attributed a comment to a specific Tosafist, but more
frequently the comments were stated without notice of authorship.'%® The same is
true of the Tosafist Torah commentaries.'® While individual Tosafot did write

193. Inrecent years, A. Grossman has suggested that the dialectical
method of study associated with the Tosafot and originating with them
after the death of Rashi may actually have begun a generation or two
earlier, in the study houses of Worms. The Tosafot's disregard for
any earlier Franco-German literature except Rashi may have
contributed largely to the disappearance of many eleventh century
works; but, the extant remnants suggest that this critical method of
study associated with the Tosafot did not originate with them.
Nonetheless, for the purposes of this study, the Tosafot connection
with Rashi is the primaray focus, and therefore, whether the exegetical
methodology emerged in the twelfth century or the eleventh century is
of no fundamental consequence. |. Ta-Shma, "The Library of the
French Sages, " Rashi 1040-1990 Hommage & Ephraim E. Urbach,
536; A. Grossman, moonn,” YV YrUNY? 1PY2 02y e, ed. 2vi Arie
Steinfeld (Jerusalem: "Daf-Noy" Press Ltd., 1993) 57-68; Grossman
(1996) 439-456.

194. E. Kanarfogel, Jewish Education and Society in the High Middie Ages
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1992) 69.

195. Ibid. 67.

196. Gellis 7.

197. Kanarfogel 74.

198. Urbach 21-31.

199. Poznanski xcii-xciii.
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commentaries on the books of the Bible, they are few in number® and consist
mostly of the well know circle of peshat-oriented writers, such as Rashbam, Yosef
Kara, 2! Bekhor Shor?2 and Eliezer of Beaugency.?®

The majority of Tosafot Torah commentaries are anonymous compilations
in which the author or copyist would periodically reference a comment to "my
teacher” or to a particular exegete.24 Urbach suggested that the earlier
generations of Tosafot may have attempted to record the names of the writers with
each of their statements, but that essentially the Tosafot saw their work as part of
their teacher's scholarship and therefore were at liberty to add, change, and
comment as they saw fit, without bothering to leave a note or a signature.®

The method of Tosafist exegesis of the Torah paralleled their work on the
Talmud. The dialectical analyses applied to the Talmud were exercised regarding
both the biblical text and Rashi's commentary of it, and resolving perceived
contradictions in Rashi's interpretations was a common concem. 20

200. Kanarfogel 82.

201. Yosef Kara was a student and colleague of Rashi. He was bom
around 1080-1070 and died between the years 1120-1130. He lived
mostly in Troyes, although he spent a significant amount of time in the
study houses of Worms, and he is known for his commentaries on
piyyutim, his polemic discussions with Christians, and his Bible
commentaries, in which much is related to Rashi. See Grossman
(1996) 254-346; Greenberg 75-77; Poznanski xxiii-x0dix; "Kara,
Joseph," EJ, vol. 10, 758-760; G. Brin, 7 909 1 o¢ wr»az 0o
(Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University The Chaim Rosenberg School of Jewish
Studies University Publishing Projects, 1989); and M. Ahrend, 37 119
2N 1902 XIp 9op (Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 1988) 11-22.

202. Rabbi Yosef Bekhor Shor was a twelfth century French exegete and
Talmudist. He was bom around 1140, and was a student of Rabbenu
Tam and Rashbam. He wrote a commentary on the Torah and on
Psalms, and he is meniioned by name a number of times in the
Tosafot literature. See Poznanski Iv-bocv; Greenberg 79-82; Y. Navo,
1NN 5y MY 123 9op 227 W (Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook,
1994) 1-17.

203. Very little is known of Rabbi Eliezer of Beaugency. He was a twelfth
century French exegete of the same generation of Bekhor Shor. Hints
throughout his extant writings suggest that he wrote commentaries for
all the biblical books, but only his works on Isaiah, Ezekiel, and the
Minor Prophets are available. See, Poznanski cocv-cixvi; Greenberg

82-83.
204. Kanarfogel 81-82.
205. Urbach 24.

206. Kanarfogei 81.
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The integral link between the commentaries of the Tosafot and Rashi is
undeniable. The Tosafists’ loyalty and affiliation with the master of exegesis is
tangible in almost every comment, and whether they agreed with his
interpretations or not, they demonstrated an intense desire to be connected to the
genre and quality of exegesis they associated with Rashi.?? These intense
associations and powerful links are the reason the Tosafot are an important
component in recovering the original commentary of Rashi.

2. The Citations

The Tosafot lived close to Rashi, in geographic and chronological proximity,
as well as in a common intellectual milieu. Many of the Tosafot studied with Rashi
or were students of his family members. All of them considered ~ashi to be the
erudite master they would never surpass, but to whom they could contribute
modest additions for the purpose of partaking in a greater exegetical enterprise.
Rashi's passive participation in the writings of the Tosafot was consistent and
systematic.208

These very concrete characteristics of the Tosafot intimate that the
commentary of Rashi they cite in their own writings should be the best witness to
the original version. Theoretically, one shouid be able to collect and organize the
citations of Rashi from the numerous manuscripts and printed compilations of
Tosafot commentaries and produce the text closest to Rashi's own lifetime and
the best altemative to his own copy.

The issues involved in implementing this theory are complex. First, the fact
that several readings of the same comment may have originated with the exegete
himseif complicates the recovery of the best possible version. For the purposes of
this study, a text reconstructed as close as possible to the original presumes that
the work preserved by his students and relatives at the time of his death includes
what Rashi himself wrote, what he taught, and what he instructed his students and
scribes to write, to copy and to correct on his behalf. In the subsequent analysis of

207. K. Stow, Alienated Minority (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1996) 140-141.
208. Malchi 234.
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Tosafot citations, references to the authentic Rashi or the original text imagine a
critical edition with multifarious apparati of which the Tosafot are one element.
Changes instituted by Rashi after his work had already begun to circulate are a
significant, yet separate, area of concem.

Second, the reliability of the text of the Tosafot commentaries is debatable,
and the accuracy of the citation itself always can be questioned. Scribes may have
“corrected” the Rashi citation in the Tosafot comment to make it it conform to the
version of Rashi with which they were familiar.

Furthermore, the unintentional scribal comruption that one encounters with
the Rashi manuscripts must also exist for the Tosafot texts. The prevalence is
greater among Rashi manuscripts because of his popularity and the extent to
which his commentaries circulated, but one can assume with a fair amount of
certainty that the manuscripts of the Tosafot writings also contain mistakes,
additions, and traces of the ravages of time that render any text suspect.

Third, the nature of a citation is problematic. Essentially it consists of a
portion of another author's text included for the purposes of support or
disagreement. The extent to which the Tosafot felt bound to the exact words of the
text from which they were citing and the degree to which they took liberties with the
comments and paraphrased the general sense of the content is an important
consideration. Citations that are not direct quotations but reflect evidence of
paraphrasing suggest that certain forms of textual variants may reveal not a
different text, but the influence of the Tosafot themselves.2

In addition, the anonymous quality of the Tosafist's own writings,21° as well
as the conviction that their work was only an affiliated extension of the primary
commentary, may have affected the consistency with which they credited the
author of their sources, including Rashi. For this reason, the comments in Tosafot
that are similar to the printed Rashi but are not attributed to him, are suspect. On
the one hand, they may have originated with Rashi and were commonly known to
be associated with him, and hence appropriate credit was not necessary. On the
other, Rashi may not have made these particular comments, but they were
attributed to him at some point in the commentary's complex, enigmatic

209. /bid. 234-235.
210. Stow 148-149.
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transmission process.2!! The fact that these anonymous comments are not
credited to Rashi by the Tosafot may indicate that Rashi was not their original
source.

Finally, the issue of content and the concems and interests of the Tosafot is
crucial. The premise of this examination is that the Tosafot would represent in
their citations of Rashi the version of the commentary they had before them, and
when these citations differ from the printed versions available today, the Tosafot
rendition would be considered closer to the original, and the variants would be
explored further. However, when, relative to the printed texts or the manuscripts,
the Tosafot appear to omit a comment of Rashi, or when they only cite a portion of
what appears in standard Rashi editions, the question arises as to whether this
comment was not part of the commentary utilized by the Tosafot, and hence, not
part of the original Rashi, or whether the content of this particular interpretation
was of no interest to the Tosafot or of no relevance to the lessons they wished to
generate from a given interpretation. Determining general trends of interest in
Tosafot writings would sharpen the evaluation of the citations. Despite the
methodological issues that require serious consideration in the examination of
citations of Rashi in the Tosafot, this suggested approach to the text of Rashi's
commentary constitutes significant and legitimate analyses. No one manuscript is
free from all forms of corruption, nor is any extant manuscript close enough to
Rashi's own lifetime to be a reliable representation of the original text.

Previous research has demonstrated that plodding through hundreds of
manuscripts and sifting out all the marginal notes and other additional comments
clearly marked as such in the body of the commentary would not be sufficient.212
Over time, scribal errors, insertions by students and other textual alterations have
become so embedded in the manuscripts to be virtually undetectable. The
Tosafot offer a resource in which the very style of the work is defined by the
distinction between the citations of Rashi's interpretations and the comments,
additions and explanations that follow. While the presence of textual corruption in
these works can be presumed, the allegiance and connection

211. Grossman (1996) 124.
212. Touitou (19886), (1991), (1993a).



48

the Tosafot held for Rashi's commentary should have a preserved a version of the
text in accord with the author's own interpretations.

D. Methodology

In order to research the value of citations in the Tosafot Torah
commentaries, a number of methodological steps were employed. The first step
invoived a thorough examination of the early printed editions of Rashi's
commentary on Genesis published at the back of Rashi HaShalem (Rome 1470,
Reggio di Calabria 1475, and Guadelajara 1476),2'"2 as well as the main text of
Rashi HaShalem (i.e., Venice 1524), and Berliner's 1905 edition.2'4 The three
earliest printings were chosen based on their relative chronological proximity to the
manuscript traditions and their availability, and Venice and Berliner were chosen
because of their popular acceptance.

This initial investigation illustrated the types of variants that exist between
the different editions and the extent to which no acronym, phrase or paragraph
escaped corruption. In addition, it served to highlight individual comments that
varied significantly from one edition to another, such as lacking large passages or
key phrases to the interpretation.

The second step explored the printed comments of the Tosafot on Genesis,
and specifically their citations of Rashi. J. Gellis' o5vn mooin ‘e o served as the
resource for the Tosafot comments because of the anthological selection it
provided from both manuscripts and printed editions.2'S Gellis' work is not a
textually accurate representation of the original comments, and his concem was
not the textual discrepancies between the sources he employed. One passage
often has many sources attributed to it, suggesting that the exact comment can be
found in each of these manuscripts and publications. However, upon further
investigation of the original documents, the content can be demonstrated to be
similar, but the texts are not identical. In fact, two medieval manuscripts of the
same document are rarely completely identical. This organization of similar

213. Rashi HaShalem, vols. 1-3, (1988-1990).
214. Berliner (1905).
215.  Gellis, vols. 1-5, (1982-1988).
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passages with numerous sources listed below them seriously misleads the reader
in his or her understanding of the nature of these medieval texts. Consistency and
conformity were not the norm; rather, the lack thereof is what characterizes these
texts. The uninitiated reader of Gellis cannot appreciate this quality of the Tosafot
literature. Furthermore, his subtie editing of the passages to achieve conformity
contributes to the same kind of textual corruption being struggled with in the Rashi
manuscripts.

Nonetheless, the purpose of utilizing Gellis at this stage was to gain an
initial sense of the role of the citations of Rashi in the Tosafot literature, and their
relationship to the printed editions of the commentary, as well as an appreciation
for the style and content of Tosafot interpretations. The concem was focused
more on what the Tosafot cited from Rashi's comments and what they did not,
rather than the exact words and phrases of both the citations and the comments.

The impression drawn from this starting analysis was that an average of
half of Rashi's printed comments were not cited in the Tosafot commentaries, and
many of the comments that were cited were not complete representations of the
printed version. The portions of the commentary missing from the Tosafot
appeared to be no more or less relevant to their exegesis than what was cited.

The idea that Rashi's comment was not going to be recovered down to
every letter and acronym also became apparent. The scribes and printers
themselves were not meticulous about such details, and the variants among the
editions and the citations could simply drive one who attempts such restoration
mad.

The third step sought to confirm the data extracted from Gellis in the
manuscripts of the Tosafot Torah commentaries. Due to the sheer length of
Rashi's work on Genesis, the scope of the research was limited to the
commentary on chapters 6 through 17, or Parshioth Noah and Lekh Lekha. The
exploration did not commence with Parshath Breishith because of the tendency for
many manuscripts to lack the beginning pages, which were more subject to
damage and loss. The potential for examining consistently ten complete chapters
in all manuscripts increased when launched part way into the commentary.
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Approximately fifty manuscripts of Tosafot Torah commentaries were
examined. These included super-commentaries on Rashi, anonymous collections
of Tosafot commentaries, exegetical works by individuals, and multiple copies of
N1 ruye and nm nnm.2'6 They ranged in date from the thirteenth century to the
seventeenth century. The manuscripts were chosen primarily based on the list of
sources utilized by Gellis,2'7 since the comprehensive nature of his work
suggested he would have explored a large selection of the more important
manuscripts. in addition, the catatogue of the Institute for Microfiimed Hebrew
Manuscripts (IMHM) at the Jewish National and University Library in Jerusalem was
consulted for twelfth-to fifteenth-century manuscripts not mentioned by Gellis.
Manuscripts copied after the fifteenth century and after the advent of printing would
not be as reliable as those copied closer to the actual period of the Tosafot, and
those cited by Gellis in his list provided a sufficient sample of later texts.

The citations of Rashi were extracted from a careful reading of each of the
fifty manuscripts, and the Tosafot discussion surrounding the citation was
analyzed for its relationship to the text of Rashi. Specifically, the analysis
compared the citations of Rashi to the printed texts of the commentary, and it
searched the comments of the Tosafot for explanations of the variations and for
traces of the present Rashi and its origins.

The final step involved an examination of over thirty manuscripts of Rashi's
commentary. These texts were chosen mostly from the sources utilized by
Touitou in his work,2'® and they were supplemented by other pre-fifteenth- century
manuscripts found in the catalogue at the IMHM.

From these two resources, the manuscripts were selected based on
legibility, dating, and the number of marginal notes and corrections present in the
text. A greater number of visible additions to the commentary, and the facility with
which to read them, increased the possibility of deciphering earlier layers of the

216. Ar nuois a thirteenth century collection of comments on the Torah
gathered from earlier works on abbreviations mp o) and Gematria.
The work was compiled by Rabbi Yitzhaq ben Rabbi Yehudah ha-Levi.
i anp is a super-commentary on Rashi written in 1313, in Troyes,
by Rabbi Yehudah ben Eliezer. See: Geliis, vol. 1, 15-16.
217.  Ibid. vol. 1, 21-38.
218. Touitou (1986) 212.
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original text. Manuscripts dated closer to the period of the Tosafot were preferred
over those copied after the beginning of printing.

The purpose of exploring the Rashi manuscripts was two-fold. First, the
large differences between printed editions of the commentary suggested that a
perusal of older versions of the work would elucidate additional aspects of the text
and its transmission. Moreover, a true cognizance of the state of the text of Rashi
can only be discemed through an examination of the manuscripts.

Second, the manuscripts of Rashi's commentary held the tenuous potential
to confirm the texts extracted from the Tosafot manuscripts. In other words, if the
Tosafot cite only half of a given comment of Rashi (compared to the present
printings), then a Rashi manuscript that contains only that same haif, or has the
omitted half marked as an addition, would authenticate the citation as the original
text.

This potential of the Rashi manuscripts is tenuous because, as already
discussed, even the earliest of these texts cannot be deemed reliable. Many
additions and changes have lost distinguishing marks and notations and no ionger
can be differentiated from the body of the commentary. The lack of profuse
corroboration in the Rashi texts does not weaken the value of the citations for this
very reason.

The manuscripts of Rashi's commentary may substantiate the version of
the text cited in the Tosafot occasionally, but consistent corroboration would
suggest that the Rashi manuscripts were reliable, and the reconstruction from the
citations unnecessary. Since the questionable nature of the manuscripts has
been demonstrated by a number of previous researchers,2!? the lack of findings in
the manuscripts supports the value of the citations and their contribution to
recovering the original commentary.

The subsequent chapters will reveal the various types of citations that were
extracted from the Tosafot manuscripts; they will demonstrate the processes of
analysis that were undertaken in order to substantiate the relationship of the
citations to the original text; finally, they will prove that the citations are an essential

219. See in particular: Touitou (1986); (1991); (1993).
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component to recovering the commentary that Rabbi Shiomo ben Isaac wrote in
. the eleventh century.



Chapter One: The Printed Texts

A. The Standard Printed Text

A standard printed text of Rashi's commentary is an oxymoron. The
adjective standard is defined as "having recognized and permanent value,
authoritative;" the noun means "an object or quality or measure serving as basis or
example or principle to which others should conform or by which others are
judged."! The text of Rashi's commentary has no standard. The manuscripts and
printed editions vary tremendously, and while popular editions like Venice 1524 and
Berliner 1905 have value, they have been falsely deemed authoritative and should
not serve as an example to which other editions should conform.

The text of Rashi's commentary contains many layers of additions and
corrections made by both scribes and students, and the printers of the work
compounded the problem by attempting to remedy the state of corruption. Their
lack of explanation and annotation regarding their own corrections only served to
add more strata to an already complex excavation.

The Venice 1524 edition of Rashi is that text included in the second
publication of the Rabbinic Bible.2 The consistent reprinting of the same text of
Rashi in other compendia of medieval exegesis standardized that version of the
commentary. The public's general lack of appreciation for textual difficulties
precluded a demand for altemnate readings or details of corrections, modifications
and editing, and the extensive circulation of the Rabbinic Bibles and partial copies,
which insured the relatively universal accessibility of this version of the text,
attributed an authority not eamed by scientific means of accreditation or by any
documented methods of verifiable textual reliability.

The objective of the Berliner edition was to fix the corrupted text and to
establish the true text of Rashi, but while it became a standard version of the
commentary, it does not represent the text of the original commentary and

1. The Oxford Dictionary of Current English, ed. R. E. Allen (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1887) 733.

2. David Amram, The Makers of Hebrew Books in italy (London: Holland
Press, Ltd., 1968) 172.
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therefore should not be the measure by which other texts are judged. Berliner's

lack of proof for his textual choices, as well as the lack of altemate readings and

objective methodology, only adds his version to the number of textual layers that
need to be stripped away before the original commentary can be revealed.

Rashi HaShalem is the first edition of the commentary to acknowledge that
a standard text does not yet exist. it does so by including in the volume four
versions of the commentary. Venice 1524 is placed as the main text under the
Torah, and the early printed editions of Rome 1470, Reggio di Calabria 1475 and
Guadelajara 1476 are included in parallel columns at the back.

The introduction to Rashi HaShalem explains that Venice 1524 was chosen
because of its clarity as a text as well as the fact that it constitutes a prototype of
the printed editions that have circulated and that are extant.3 The three editions at
the back are intended for the benefit of the reader, to better grasp Rashi's true
meaning in his exegesis.* This statement of purpose makes abundantly clear that
one text of Rashi is not sufficient to standardize the text of the commentary; even
four fall short of attaining this goal.

Nonetheless, certain editions of Rashi have become familiar to the generai
public and accepted as a standard. No text other than Rashi HaShalem exists to
serve as this standard; any initial study of the text of Rashi requires an examination
of the more customary editions of Venice 1524 and Berliner 1805. The easy
availability of the earliest printings allows for a more extensive exploration into the
state of the text of Rashi and is an obvious starting point towards grasping the
depth of the problem and the manners in which it manifests.

This chapter will explore the types of textual difficuities evident in the printed
editions. The examples will demonstrate the tenuous nature of the texts accepted
as standard and utilized as the basis for many of the exegetical analyses of Rashi.

In addition, this chapter will justify employing these comrupt editions as the
measure by which to judge the citations extracted from the Tosafot commentaries,
while refraining from using them as the exampie to which the citations should
conform.

3. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 27.
4. Ibid.



55

B. The Textual Pattern

Patterns in the variants of the printed texts of Rashi's commentary do not
exist. Missing or additional letters, words, phrases, paragraphs, or entire
comments can be discemed in all editions, and while some variants are obviously
more significant than others, they all contribute to the complexity of the text, and
they are consistent only in their lack of consistency.

The examples that follow demonstrate this lack of consistency and
differentiate between those variants that convey significant textual evidence and
those that are characteristic of scribal copying, bear no relevance to the
interpretation, and essentially, are irreparable. The accompanying analysis will
explore possible reasons for the variants and the processes through which they
occurred; it will also demonstrate the perspective offered by citations regarding the
resolution of the textual difficuities.

1. Numbers, Letters, Abbreviations

Approximately three hundred and eighty-three lemmata are commented
upon in parshiyot Noah and Lekh Lekha. This number is only approximate,
because the counting surveys five printings of the commentary, and not all
lemmata appear in all editions. However, of these 383 lemmata found among the
five editions, only nine comments are exactly identical in all five printings.5 While
some of the comments may vary as insignificantly as an absent yod or vav, many
more contain complex differences, and the fact that only 2% are without any
vanants further elucidates the degree to which the texts are comupt.

Regardless of the extent to which comments can differ with respect to
additional phrases or entirely unique interpretations, all the comments in the
remaining 98% of the lemmata contain the basic variants of missing or added

5. The foliowing are the chapter.verse references for the lemmata that are
identical. The letters a, b, efc., indicate which iemma in the verse is
identical in corresponding editions, since many verse have comments for
more than one lemma: 7:5; 10:2; 11:10; 12:13; 14:2¢; 16:4a; 17:10a;
17:12b; 17:23b.



letters, as well as numbers and abbreviations that may differ in their
representation, from edition to edition.

(1) Gen. 10:13 lists the offspring of Mitzrayim who was the son of Ham and
the grandson of Noah. The name of one of Mitzrayim's progeny was 0°2n0.
Rashi's comment is identical in meaning in all five editions. He explains that this
descendent was called ©>anY because the faces of those in this genealogical line
resembled a flame (anY). The Venice and Berliner texts read D7 DOV
anYH.5 Guadelajara (1476) has anb P17 1™9v; Reggio (1475) reads onov
oanvy ©'m1T; and Rome (1470) mixes both mem and nun endings with oY
andy yoant.’

The significance in this variant to the meaning of the exegesis is nil. The
sense of the word does not change at all whether it ends with a mem or a nun.
The pluralization of 11 in the Reggic edition may have been an attempt to fix the
comment to the same number or to render the connection between 11> and
D*anY unmistakable. This type of variant is rampant throughout the commentary,
without pattemn. in this example, three editions preferred the mem ending, one
preferred the nun, and one used both. The editions are not consistent in their
preferences.®

The question of whether Rashi preferred mem or nun endings is
unanswerable from the commentary. Scribes were consistent only in their
tendency to interchange these endings without concem. Similar situations exist
with p/ene and defective spellings and the random appearances of yod and vav. In
a simple comment such as 10:13, the variants can be overiooked in the face of the
clear interpretation that emerges from the comment. In more intricate
explanations, these insignificant variants add to the confusion and to the
complexity of sorting through the layers of corruption.

The citations of Rashi in the Tosafot will not enable us to decide whether
the words in the comment on 10:13 should end with a mem or a nun, or a
combination of both. The scribes of these manuscripts were no more concemed

8. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 107, Berliner (1905) 20.

7. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 335.

8. See for example, 6:12 where Venice and Berliner now prefer the nun
ending and 6:20 where all editions contain a combination of the endings.
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with this type of minutiae than were the copyists of Rashi's manuscripts.

(2) Gen. 8.4 is an example of the representation of numbers and
abbreviations in variant forms among the editions. As in the preceding example,
the meaning of the comment is not affected by the variants, but the complexity of
the textual analysis in the larger context is increased.

The biblical verse describes how the ark has come to rest on Mount Ararat
on the seventeenth day of the seventh month. The comment explains how this
date allows us to leam that the ark was, on that day, submerged in eleven cubits of
water. The versions of the comment contain numerous variants besides the
differing representations of numbers and abbreviations, and the texts will be
compared, line by line, in order to fully appreciate their intricacies.

Berliner's text begins: N ©03 NYPVWN NIMNN NTONY THY NN INOD
7N The Venice edition spells nann without the yod;'° Guadelajara does not
include the word Na>nn at all; and Reggio spells N> with a yod. Rome's first
line is identical to Berliner's.!

Did Rashi include the word 2’1 in his comment, and a scribe or the
printers of the Guadelajara edition omitted it, or was the word added in to the
tradition of the text to better clarify the sense of the comment? Touitou would
argue for the latter scenario. According to him, scribes rarely omitted words in
their copying but were more likely to insert comments or clarifications; hence
words that are not common to all editions are not authentic.'?2 While the
Guadelajara version of the comment is certainly clear in the context of the verse,
the word N2 nn is not superfluous in the other editions, and either altemative offers
a reasonable version.

The text of the comment continues with its explanation of how this verse

9. Berliner (1905) 16. For purposes of comparative analysis, the texts of the
editions are often presented in orders different from the chronology in
which they were printed. This in no way suggests that one edition was
aware of the text of another, or utilized another edition in its own
preparation. Despite the great extent to which Berliner's edition
resembles the Venice printing, nowhere in either of Berliner's editions
does he mention the use of Venice 1524 as one of his sources. See
Berliner (1868) xi-xiii and Berliner (1905) xiv-xv.

10. Rashi HaShaiem, vol. 1, 8889.

11. Ibid. 330.

12. Touitou (1986) 214; Touitou (1993b) 401.
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suggests the ark was submerged eleven cubits. Berliner reads: >2>wya 2’0 »nv
DRV NTPY (MYNIND) MPYY NINY AN N DMINN YWNI N wInY 1NN Part of
verse 8:5 is quoted stating that on the first day of the tenth month, the tops of the
mountains could be seen. The comment explains that this tenth month is the
month of Av, which is ten months after Marheshvan, when the rain began. Berliner
is not clear in his introduction as to the significance of words that appear in
parentheses,'4 but they seem to be parts of the commentary he was unsure about
including in his text. In fact, while Guadelajara and Venice both contain the word,
Rome and Reggio do not.'S

Rome and Reggio also differ from the other versions in their expression
ax Ny, rather than an nt, and their abbreviations of the word 1> (3>n2).
Guadelajara cites 8:5 only until the word 1) and then has 'm1.'¢ None of these
variants changes the meaning of the comment. The way different students and
scribes understood the explanation, the minor adjustments they noted to
themselves to ensure a clear comprehension, and different styles of speech and
writing probably account for most of these types of variants.

The core of the interpretation follows. Berliner's text reads:'”

TY P02 TAN DN IONY NN NIWY WNN DMINN DY DM PN 1M
YHIW RYND) DM 119 AN N O OWYY NNK NWY ¥NN AN TN
NIAY NTRY NINNN DY NN NN NN T NON 1MON NI 1102
DN WX DYV DN NN N YWD
The comment explains that the rain water (yn1) was higher than the mountains by
fifteen cubits,'® and since by the first of Av the tops of the mountains were
visible,'® then, in sixty days, from the first of Sivan until the first of Av, the water
subsided fifteen cubits. This amounts to one cubit every four days. On the
sixteenth day of Sivan, the water would have subsided only four cubits, so when
the ark came to rest on Mount Ararat, on the seventeeth day of Sivan, the seventh

13. Berliner (1805) 16.

14. Berliner (1905) xv.

15. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 89, 330.

16. Ibid. 330.

17. Berliner (1905) 16.

18. As it says in Gen. 7:20: 0NN Yo D*nN 1 NYYRYN BN MYVY YoN.
19. As it says in 8:5: 0> IN *wN WV YINY TN *Pwya
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month since the flood began in Marheshvan, it would have still been submerged
eleven cubits, in water that covered the mountain tops.

The variants of this explanation, in each edition, should not change the
meaning. in Berliner's text, all the numbers, except for the v indicating the
sixteenth of Sivan and the '19, for the four days, are written out in words.2 The
Venice text is the reverse. The number four is represented by the '7 as in Berliner,
but both NN "Wy wnn are written as NHN 11V, and the phrase DY DXwYY is
presented as 0y '05. Despite this edition's apparent preference for letter
representations of the numbers, the phrase 10 bw vy Nwwaw is written out in
words.?’

Guadelajara consistently represents all numbers in their letter symbols, but
the phrase indicating the sixteenth of Sivan, 102 v»avw in Berliner, was
transmitted as 1103 1av in this edition.2 The date of the sixteenth of Sivan was
changed to the sixth day of that month, rendering the entire explanation
incomprehensible. The scribal or type-setting error that occurred in this case is
easy to imagine. The distinctive length differences in the letters vav and yod are
not usually clearly apparent in manuscripts, and some sort of quotation marks or
supralinear notations abbreviating the letters, and maybe a few smudges of the
ink, could easily lead one to mistake sixteen () for six (").

The error demonstrates the unconvincing reliability of the printers’
corrections. Even if this error existed previously in the manuscripts, the printers
were supposed to have corrected and improved the text of the commentary.
Since the sixteenth of Sivan fits more logically with the soundness of the
interpretation, and since manuscripts must have existed in which the word sixteen
was spelled out, as opposed to symbols, the fact that this error exists in an early
printing questions the undescribed methodologies of the printers and confirms the
corruption that continued to manifest beyond the scribal influence.

The Reggio edition presents the numbers fifteen and four in symbol form,
but the numbers sixty and sixteen are written out in words; the Rome edition

20. /bid.
21. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 89. Berliner's text also has y»os rather than v

wo.
22. Ibid. 330.



presents all the numbers in their letter symbols.Z in addition, the phrase in
Berliner ©>Ma3 11 M also varies from edition to edition with the same lack of
consistent mem and nun endings. Guadelajara has ©>M3a) »N ©M; Reggio reads
1M1 1 1Y, and Rome has the exact opposite of Berliner with 1121 ¥n oM.
The Venice text is identical to Berliner.24

Numerous scenarios can be developed to explain the variant ways the
same explanation is presented in each of these editions. The most compelling is
the error that emerges in the Guadeiajara text, which does not change the
meaning of the interpretation, but rather, renders the interpretation meaningless.
Perhaps conscientious scribes noticed a development of problems in the
transmission of numbers in their letter symbols as they were more easily misread
and misinterpreted, and hence they began writing out key numbers in their full and
unmistakable words. Perhaps the choice of how to represent numbers was as
random as the mood of the scribe at the time of writing or the amount of room he
had left on the line.

In general, variants of letters, number representations and abbreviations do
not affect the meaning of the word or the interpretation; however, this assumes
that the abbreviations have been comrectly interpreted in their transmission. In
some cases, even these minor textual "adjustments” can alter the sense of the
comment.%

The prevalence of these types of variants throughout the printed editions of
the commentary, the fact that only two percent of the commentary attributed to
Rashi are identical in early and popular printed editions, and the randomness with
which these types of variants are manifested confirm extraordinary corruption and
suggest that a comparison of a selection of texts of the commentary would not be
sufficient to resolve these variants.

The citations of the commentary in Tosafot, by the very tenuous nature of
quoting another’s work, are removed from the intricacies of textual minutiae. Once
they determine which lemmata were part of the original commentary and which

23. Ibid.

24. /bid. 330, 89.

25. In Gen. 11:1, Rome, Venice and Berliner record the number 856 in the
letters v»n and Guadelajara has non or 665. Reggio omits the number
completely.
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were not, the exegetical methodologies can be analyzed, and perhaps at that point,
Rashi's style of presentation, his preference for plene or defective spelling, for
mem or nun endings, or for writing numbers out in words or symbols, or even,
whether any of these details concemed him and with which he was meticulous will
be more accurately evident.

2. Syntax

In some comments, the words of the interpretation are more or less the
same, and the sense of the content is maintained from edition to edition, but the
order of the words or phrases varies. This phenomenon might suggest that parts
of the comment originated as marginal notes that were incorporated into the
commentary by different scribes and in different ways. The lack of consistent
order intimates that the copyists or printers were unsure as to where certain words
or phrases beionged. One could also argue that the marginal note was not an
addition, but a correction by the scribe who had omitted the dubious phrase
intended to be reinserted in the subsequent copying. Unfortunately, the next
copiers were unsure where it should be inserted.

Comments that appear convoluted when compared with other versions
express textual difficuity. Whether the word or phrase that is presented in varying
positions in the comment was an added remark or explanation or whether it
originated in Rashi's commentary and was misplaced because of human error
and the obscurity of textual transmission, the comment exhibits signs of
corruption.

(1) In Genesis 6:9, Rashi's comment addresses four lemmata. Let us look
at the second lemma, Yn1711. This verse is the first of Parashat Noah, and,
although Noah himself is mentioned in the previous verse, this one introduces the
story of him and his family.

) TONAN ONY-NN NN PIITA 7PN 0NN PIIY WIN M) N NTOHN NN

Rashi's comment deals with the idea of Noah being blameless in his generations
(»m13). According to the interpretation, this phrase can be understood eitherin a
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positive sense, which praises Noah's character, or in a negative sense, which
does not. The positive attitude would imply that even if Noah lived in a generation
of righteous people, he would still be considered a righteous person, indeed a
greater moral character. The negative view insinuates that, compared to his own
generation, Noah was considered righteous but, had he lived in the time of
Abraham, he would not have been considered exceptional.

Berliner, Venice, Guadelajara, and Reggio all present the same basic text.
The following is Berliner's version,?® and the minor variants from the other versions
are presented below in the notes:’

PY1IY 7PN DT NTA 7N VN PY D MAYY NIN DOWNT 1SN0 v
YV T2 7N WYY X1 N INT 29D NN IMIN DIWNT U Ny
0W9Y 2wM) PN NY ONMAN
This comment identifies the praise (nav) that can be associated with the
qualification of »n72 and explains its implication,; it then presents the aitemate
interpretation of disgrace or shame (°N13) and explains the sense that way. This
syntax is what differentiates the Rome text from the other editions.
The following is the version of the comment in Rome:28

IMIN PYNTH NN NN DWNT ¥ NAYY MIN DOWN'T "NID v
D18 NTI MM ON PV I PY1Y 71PN PAYNTA ON OMN/IN NIAYH
WNY PYTY 7PN INT 29D PADIN INNY MNIN PYINTN NP PO Y
.0199% awn) NN KDY DNNAN YV Y T1a N

Here, the reader is first told of the varying ways one could understand the
qualification of yn111: in the sense of praise or in the sense of disgrace. The

26. Berliner (1905) 13.

27. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 72-73, 126-127. Venice differs from Berliner only
in the plene spelling of both occurrences of v'x. Guadelajara does not
attribute the comment to the rabbis directly. This text reads: ymere v
nav> and then afterwards, »o» X yv it vn. Here pvan has the nun
ending rather than the mem in Berliner and Venice. This edition aiso
reads 0>p1y Y m1a rather than 0'pr1y 113 as well as YnTa i Yo Yan
as opposed to ¥ In Reggio, both occurrences of ¥ are written plene,
and pvnT always has the nun ending. The word wnx is abbreviated to
nma o and the second occurence of Y»x does not have the preceding vav
as it does in Berliner and Venice, or the word >ax as in Guadelajara.

28. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 126-127.
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comment then goes on to explain the nuance of each approach. The meaning is
maintained in both syntactic arrangements, and the common source from which
the differences developed is obvious.

The basis for this comment stems from a variety of similar remarks in the
midrashic literature. The varying syntactic arrangements may reflect the way the
different texts expressed this idea in their original location. Midrash Tanhuma®
(Warsaw) contains the following passage:%

N OB AN TN NI 937 AT 219 ,0NAN NNTI XD PIIMTI
N8P N 1°aN DNIAN YV 113 19N HNY ,M2ON NTIY 51100 NI
YIONN OIPNI NNNN NNIY IMNDION SV NIANY Hwn PN PP
10 OMN N TN ,QTH NN PN ANIPHNI NOV TN NN NNPRa
NN NNIY UMD W NIMDYY DN ,DMNN NIMTI VD PRMNMTI
LOVIN DIPNRI NN NNN OX W7D NONVLN DPNI
The midrash is clear that »n412 distinguishes Noah's generation from the other
generations. Rabbi Yehudah and Rabbi Nehemiah differ on the intended meaning
of this qualification. One says that Noah was blameless or righteous when
compared to the flood generation or the generation of the Tower of Babel; had he
lived in Abraham's generation, he would not merit this designation. This
understanding of 1°n111 is compared to a barrel of persimmons placed in a dirty
location. In that spot, the scent of persimmons carries, and hence, is
distinguishable; however, when the barrel is removed from the fiith, its scent no
longer stands out.

The other rabbi claims that, as Noah was righteous in his generation, so too
would he be in others. The parable here compares Noah to a flask of spikenard oil
(which is an aromatic ointment made from this sweet smelling plant). Whether
this flask is placed in a dirty spot or among pleasant scents, it would retain the
same fragrance.

29. Midrash Tanhuma is a homiletical midrash on the Torah, It exists in two
editions, with very different texts for Genesis and Exodus, but compatible
texts for Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy. The Ordinary edition was
first printed in Constantinople, in 1520, and the Buber edition, based on
seven manuscripts, was published in Vilna, 1885. See: Strack and
Stemberger 329-333.

30. Midrash Tanhuma, vol. 1 (Warsaw: Lewin Epstein, n.d.), Parshat Noa/ n,
fol. 13a.



The syntax of this passage is similar to Rashi's comments in Berliner,
Venice, Guadelajara and Reggio. Were this one of Rashi's sources, the present
printed text could be regarded as a loose and simplified paraphrase of the main
idea expressed in the midrash.

Midrash Tanhuma (Buber) offers a different passage, although with the
same basic interpretation.3! It reads:

V2,017 30 . [PRYITA 7PN OMN PN YN MY M) MTOM MON
,DMNAN NNTA N AT PYTY ONND PYNT ¥ ,Mavd puant

2V OWOD (NND] TN 901 W YO0 OIN PP ON , T 92TN Md dwn
VY L2000 NTA PYTY AN NI N T ,NND PN 90D HW NTIN ,WN)
NI MM YV PV NMIY AW NP, T¥D MWD MIN PUNT
YY MIANY HVN ,NNY NN ANN Y MIWIN Pl AN YN ,NIWD

5 N2 NN IYIN L3N NN NPT 3P NN NNV IDION
.1NP2Y N NNN

The syntactic arrangement of this interpretation is parallei to that of the Rome
edition of Rashi. First, the midrash presents the two possible nuances that can be
understood from the qualification Yn373, and then each nuance is expounded. As
with the Rome version, Taniuma (Buber) states that n1123 can have the sense
of praising Noah or shaming him. An understanding of shame would intimate that
Noah was righteous in his generation, but not in any others; a parable comparing
him to a silver coin among one hundred copper coins illustrates his distinction only
among the flood generation, as the silver coin appears beautiful among the copper.
Regarding an understanding of >n413a as praise, the midrashic passage
provides two parables. The first compares Noah to a young girl who lived among
harlots, but was noble; had she lived among noble women, she would have been
even more noble. The second compares him to a barrel of persimmons that emits
a pleasant smeil, even though placed in a grave. If the barrel was in the house,
rather than the grave, it would smell even better. Aithough the midrash does not
describe the analogy to Noah directly, like the comments in the Rashi editions it
suggests that Noah was righteous among the flood generation; had he lived
among righteous people, he would have been
even more righteous.

31. Midrash Tanhuma, ed. S. Buber (Viina: 1914) (Jerusalem: Ortsel, 1964),
Parshat Noah, fols. 168a-18b, (pp. 31-32).
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The comments in the varying editions of Rashi do not contain parables, but
the interpretation is the same. The differences that one finds in the syntactic
arrangement might be accounted for in the discrepancies of the midrashic texts.32
Perhaps a scribe or student attempted to "cormrect” the comment in Rashi in order
to align it better with the midrashic source with which he was familiar. He may not
have considered the idea that Rashi may have been employing a different source
or intentionally altering it.

The passages in both Tanhuma (Warsaw) and Tanfuma (Buber) present
the negative interpretation of yna1a before the positive. In all the editions of Rashi,
including Rome, the positive is expounded before the negative. A vague
paraphrase of a known interpretation of Yn472 would probably have encouraged
many a scribe or student to expound the comment with more details from the
midrashic source. Perhaps, the random mem and nun endings may be visible
seams of an attempt to sew pieces of text together, while still maintaining the very
basic structure of the interpretation. Rashi may have presented the positive view
of Noah before the negative, and this was not "corrected," but additional words and
phrases were included so that the passage was more similar to its assumed
midrashic origin.

Inconsistencies in syntax are a clue to textual difficulties.®® Variant
midrashic traditions provide possible sources for the problems. The citations of
Rashi in the Tosafot will elucidate the text that was familiar to the exegete's
descendents and students. They can shed light on those comments in which the
syntactic arangement asserts corruption, and they can contribute data to the
larger picture of the text's transmission.

if citations in Tosafot consistentiy follow the syntax of the Berliner, Venice,
Guadelajara and Reggio editions, then one could conclude that the variant order in
the Rome edition emerged as a result of later interference. The
midrashic evidence supports this claim. If the reverse situation is the case, that

32. Other variantions of this comment are in Sanhedrin 108a and Bereshit
Rabba 30:9, Midrash Bereshit Raba, eds. J. Theodor and C. Albeck, 2nd
ed., vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Wahrmann Books, 1965) 275-276.

33. For a more complex example of this phenomenon, see Gen. 15:6 in all five
editions, as well as Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 144-145, notes 13 and 14,
regarding the midrashic sources.



the citations parallel the comment in Rome, the midrashic evidence can support
this too, but one would want to inquire why this version is not manifested in the
so-called standard editions. In such an analysis, the citations work together with
the printed editions not only to determine the original text, but to elucidate the
process by which the corruption developed.34

3. Examples and Prooftexts

A common variant among the printed texts arises in the examples and
prooftexts provided in a given comment. Often biblical verses cited to support an
explanation or to elucidate an interpretation differ either in the verse utilized as
proof or in the amount of the verse included in the exegetical text. Some citations
end with an abbreviated 'm, indicating that the entire verse has not been quoted,;
others cite only the few relevant words and do not indicate whether the text
includes the full biblical source. Occasionally, one edition will have an additional
example or prooftext that is not present in the others.

(1) In Gen. 9:24, Noah awakes from his drunken sieep and realizes what
Ham has done to him. The biblical text reads:

AUPN 12D WY WN DN YT M0 M) P

Rashi's comment focuses on the meaning of 1opPN 113. In all editions, the
explanation suggests that YO does not refer to age or size, as in the younger or
smaller son, but to character, as in the son who was unfit and despicable. This
comment is supported with another biblical verse in which YOp clearly does not
refer to age or physical size. The comment in Berliner's edition is as follows:35

LOTNI N2 DM TRM 1OP N M MAM NN

The supporting verse in this edition is Jer. 49:15, and the entire verse is cited. The
synonymous parallel structure of the verse confirms the meaning of YOp proposed

34. After the compiete analysis of the methodology comprising the use of
Tosafot citations for reconstructing Rashi, Appendix A reviews the
examples of this chapter and explores their representation in the Tosafot
manuscripts.

35. Berliner (1805) 19.
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by the Rashi comment. God states he has made Israel "small among the nations”
and "despised among man," and the sense of small is despised or unworthy.

The Venice and Guadelajara editions do not disagree with Berliner's text,
but they do not cite the whole verse. Venice reads: YO MN 12 MMaAM 09N
"3 0°NM3 PN ¥ and Guadelajara has: D\ THN YOP MM M MIAN DION
"3 12 .37 in the latter case, the abbreviated ") shows that the biblical verse
does not end with the cited phrase. The inclusion of the word >n2 as the last word
of the citation ensures that the meaning derived from the paralle! structure of the
cited verse is clear. The omission of the word DTNa might suggest the word was
unnecessary to the intended message of the prooftext; the omission of '
suggests either that the scribe was unaware the verse continued or that he or the
author assumed the reader would be familiar with the biblical source.

The Rome edition of the cornment cites even less of the prooftext than
Venice and Guadelajara: 710 P 13 "nam 509n.32 The first word of the
verse (M) and the key part of the parallelism (1t2) are missing. With only the
data from these four editions, one would be required to ask how much of the verse
was cited in the original commentary. Rashi could have cited the entire verse, but
lack of space on the line, error, or an illegible or corrupt text from which the
subsequent one was copied may have led to omitting the end of the verse. The
more likely scenario is that Rashi cited only a few words of the verse and, at
various points in the text's transmission, the rest of the verse or the important
aspects of the defining parallelism were added. The Reggio version of the text
supports this assumption.

Rashi's comment in the Reggio edition does not provide the same prooftext
as the Berliner edition, and the verse it does use calls into question the source for
the citations in Rome, Guadelajara, and Venice. The text is the following: Y090
NS NN NI DM TN VP NN MO Mam. ¥ While aimost identical to the
verse in Jeremiah presented in Berliner's text, this verse is Obad. 1:2. The

36. Rashi HaShaiem, vol. 1, 103.

37. Ibid. 334. Guadelajara does not have the vav on »na as do Venice and
Berliner.

38. /bid.

39. /bid.



meaning and the synonymous parallelism are the same. The word >1ta is parallel
in meaning to the word P, as God states "Behold, | have made you small among
the nations; you are greatly despised.”

Rashi's original comment probably cited only a few words to remind the
reader of the use of Yop in the Bible in the sense of despised. Since the cited
words could apply to one or both of these very similar verses, different textual
recensions developed. Berliner's use of the whole Jeremiah verse disregards the
textual evidence in Reggio, as weil as the fact that the incompiete citations do not
refer necessarily to Jeremiah. The same criticism can be made of the printer of
the Reggio edition, who has decided the verse cited in the comment is from
Obadiah.

In most exampies of this type of variant,“° the resulting textual corruption is
not as intriguing. As with p/ene and defective spelling, where one might want to
know whether Rashi had a preferred way of spelling, the differing amounts of a
verse included as a prooftext encourage us to ask whether Rashi tended to include
more or less of a verse to support his interpretation. In this example, the verse
itself is dubious. Perhaps Rashi only included a small part of the verse so that it
could apply to either source, and the meaning and proof would be clear.

The citations of Rashi in Tosafot Torah commentaries can heilp to resolve
these types of examples as well. Scribes and students copying and studying the
text made numerous changes and additions. Often they added parallel exampies,
or they completed cited verses and midrashic passages in the margins of text for
their own leaming or mneumonic purposes. Since many of the Tosafot studied
from Rashi directly, or from his students, the Tosafot texts have the potential to
demonstrate how much of the verse was cited in the original commentary, which
verse Rashi was considering when it was included in the interpretation, or whether
the prooftext ever formed part of the original interpretation.

(2) In Gen. 8:11, the dove retumns to the ark with an olive branch in its
mouth, and Noah knows that the floodwaters are subsiding. The verse reads:

OMN VP 1 M) YT 193 470 Nt 1YY NI 39 NYY PN PON NamM
NOIND YYD

40. See aiso 17:9 for comparison.
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Two lemmata are explained in Rashi's commentary, and the first, n°93 90, is the
comment to be analyzed. In this explanation, Rashi sees a contradiction between
the male form of 970 and the female form of 7%0. He explains that the dove is
male, but in Scripture, its grammatical form is feminine, and therefore the dove is
sometimes described with feminine forms and sometimes with masculine ones.
The comment also includes a number of examples from other biblical verses in
which the grammatical form of n)» is feminine.

Berliner's text is the following:4!

9% NP WY ODYI DT PN DINYD INNP 102 7PN DWW 1IN DN
M (MM M PPN DY D) 1D NIPI WD NIPRIV MY 20w
MO I 1) NN BY NN
The three prooftexts utilized in Berliner's edition are Ny 0 PN Dy DD
from Song of Songs 5:12, MmN OY NYPNAN MO from Ezek. 7:16, and Nmd MM
from Hos. 7:11. In each example, the noun dove is followed by a feminine verb or
adjective. In Song of Songs, the lover's eyes are compared to doves by streams
of water, bathed (Mmsr) in milk. In Ezekiel, those that escape God's
punishments through the sword, pestilence and famine, are compared to doves of
the valleys, all of them moaning (n1n), and in Hosea, Ephraim is compared to a
silly dove (nnw). None of the verses is cited in full in Rashi; only the relevant
grammatical association is provided. As mentioned earlier, Berliner's use of
parentheses suggests he was unsure about the inclusion of this example in the
comment.42
The Venice edition has the same text as Berliner without the parentheses
around the Song of Songs citation;*2 however, neither Guadelajara, nor Reggio,
nor Rome include this example. Guadelajara reads:4

1P WY DBY9) 93T YD DINYD MNP RN 7Y 7O 1Y NN IDIN
1OV MIDIN B9 NYNIN 3D NN NIPI IWHS NIPHIY MY YoV %9
1D MY

41. Berliner (1905) 17.

42. Ibid. xv.

43. Rashi HaShalemn, vol. 1, 91. Venice has ymp instead of wmp in Berliner.
44. Ibid. 331.
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Reggio's text is very similar:45

MUY DY) 0T PWH DY N NP NN 72D NN IDTY MIN IDIN

099 NPNAD 917 1D NN NIAPI WY XAPRaw MY YW Y NIy

M9 NN MM

Finally, the Rome edition includes more of the verse from Hosea but is still
analogous to Reggio and Guadelajara:46

00 NIAPI WY DMYD DT )WY DMNYD YD /S99 NIN DY MIN IDIN

PN DO NP NN O NN M NIAPY (WY PNV MY b::v;
Besides example missing from the early editions, the renditions of the comment
vary in their introductions of the examples. Berliner has the word 1> before the
first example and its parenthesis and before the last example; Venice is the same
as Berliner. Guadelajara has the word 121 before its last example (from Hosea)
and nothing before the citation from Ezekiel. The Reggio text introduces the verse
from Ezekiel with the word 1), but has nothing before the Hosea verse, and the
Rome edition introduces neither verse.

The discrepancies in the examples and in their introductions, as well as the
other small variants,*” render suspect all the citations inciuded in the printed
comment. Comparable examples written in the margins were often incorporated
into the text of the commentary, and later scribes would add words like 15 or Y0
to eliminate the seams of merging texts. While the verse from Song of Songs is
obviously a questionable part of the commentary, because it appears only in later
printed editions and in parentheses, the other prooftexts could have been
appended to the comment as well. The lack of infroductions to the examples
supports this suspicion.

Touitou stated in his work that phrases such as »N 9N were indications
of additional material in the commentary.® This would render suspect the entire
comment for this lemma and not just the examples used to support the gender

45. Ibid.

46. Ibid.

47. For example, Berliner and Venice have > mn where Guadelajara and
Reggio have xwn 12> mn and Rome has nab nin.

48. Touitou (1986) 214.
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representation of dove. The text of Rashi's commentary needs to be determined
before one can decide whether Rashi ever used terms such as "N 9PN in his
work. Since one would assume he is stating all or most of his explanations, one
might wonder why this comment requires a special assertion of authorship.4°

The citations of Rashi in Tosafot can address both the question of the
examples used in the comment and the comment as a whole. As with the
comments expounded above, the textual variants in the printed editions insinuate
the presence of textual corruption and the need for analysis and restoration. The
true depth of the cormruption is obscured by layers of additions, errors and editing.
The citations represent a text that preceded many of these layers, and their
representation of Rashi's commentary will help sort through the textual
complexities of comments such as this one.°

4. Missing or Added Comments and Phrases

In general, the variants explored in the previous exampies did not alter the
meaning of the interpretation, and while the authenticity of the comment as a whole
could be questioned, the differences in letters, syntax and even prooftexts were
significant only in their contribution to the complexity of the textual minutiae.

In the subsequent examples, the textual evidence will demonstrate that
even independent comments and phrases do not appear consistent in all printed
editions. These erratic components of the printed commentary include distinct
explanations that have no necessary connection to the interpretation common to

49. interestingly, in a responsum by the Radbaz addressing, in part, gender
inconsistency in the Bible, he claims to cite Rashi on Parashat Nega'im
(Leviticus 13): ©»n NN 13 LYW OTXA DNV 9D DN NV YIND PNT M gy
NTOP N9 O™ A 13 PRY 1373 YaN HMvh o v oosya oon on. No such
passage can be found in any of Rashi's commentaries, thus providing
another good example of the difficuities with Rashi's text, but also
demonstrating a problem with the perception of Rashi's opinion regarding
masculine and feminine words in the Bible. Together with the textual
inconsistencies in the printed editions for Rashi's comment for 8:11, as
well as the use of »n W, this attribution to Rashi of a no longer extant
passage on a similar subject in the Radbaz magnifies the complexities
invoived in resolving the text of Rashi's commentary and understanding
his exegetical methodologies. 21y mawm moay, vol. 1, #336,
responsum 31.

50. See also 7:16 for a comparable example.
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all editions as well as explanatory phrases that clarify the idea expressed in the
"regular” comment. The overall sense of the interpretation is usually enhanced
rather than changed by these additional comments.

(1) The third lemma of Rashi's commentary for Gen. 9:20 is a
straightforward example of this phenomenon. The biblical verse reports that Noah,
the farmer, planted a vineyard after he and his family left the ark: ¥’N 1) D"

09 YO MNTNN. The comment for the lemma DD YU responds to the idea of
how Noah could have planted a vineyard if all had been destroyed in the flood. The
texts in Berliner, Venice, Reggio and Rome are basically identical. The following is
Berliner's version:5!

LONNN MNIN NNt MY 0N NN DY

The Venice text has the word nan® without the yod,52 and Rome spells 1 with
only one yod; otherwise the editions are the same. They all explain that when
Noah entered the ark, he brought with him vine-branches (n1t) and shoots from
fig trees (D*INN MINY).

The Guadelajara edition of the comment has an extra phrase, clarifying the
meaning of 0NN N, The text is the following:54

DIND YT 79 DINT XN AYNDT Y 0XION NDNY DI

After the interpretation common to all editions, this text has a brief phrase that
explains the term D°NN 1 as the stems from a fig tree. The likelihood that
this comment was added on to the original interpretation is high, given the
gloss-like character of the phrase. It explains an element of the explanation, rather
than the biblical text, and therefore, seems more characteristic of a
student leaming the commentary, as opposed to the author writing it.

‘ The abbreviated 9 is not uncommon in exegetical works expiaining
Rashi's interpretations,> and the Tosafot Torah commentaries might provide the

51. Berliner (1905) 19.

52. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 102.

§3. Ibid. 334.

54. Ibid.

55. See, for exampie, Gellis, vol. 1, 199, par. 34; 201, par. 50; 228, par. 4;
234, par. 1.
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original context in which this comment may have been appended to Rashi's text.
In other words, Tosafot Torah commentaries cite their version of Rashi's
commentary and then comment upon it, and their interaction with it as super-
commentary has the potential to reveal the source for the explanatory comments
that do not appear consistently in all editions.

The fact that the printer at Guadelajara included this phrase in his version of
the commentary exposes the tenuity of his textual choices and the need for
methodological justification for establishing textual reliability. The presence of this
obvious addition in an edited and "corrected"” printing of the commentary confirms
the visible level of corruption and magnifies the extent of its subtiety.56

(2) In Gen. 8:12, Noah waits an additional seven days after the dove
retumed with an olive branch and then sends forth the dove again, which no longer
retums to him. The verse reads: N1 MmN NN MYV DMINN DM NYyaw Ty M
7Y PON 2w NOD>. The lemma commented on in Rashi's commentary is the word
), and the explanation, in all the editions, explores the sense of the verb in its
grammatical construction.

The texts in the Berliner and Venice edition are identical, and read as
follows:57

M9 INNDN DM HYAN WD ITY DYDM WY MY NN DN WY NN
ANNRN”N
The comment explains that the word > has the same meaning as b in verse
ten, where Noah waited another seven days before sending the dove out a second
time. The difference is that r1in verse ten is conjugated in the simple form of
the Hebrew verb (Op/5yo y13) and Srw1 is conjugated in the
reflexive form (Dyonn y13). The word brv) is the equivalent of ypn?), "and he
waited,” and Y1 is equivalent to \pRN?, or “and he made himseif wait."5®
The Rome text differs only very slightly from this version. Instead of N

56. See Rashi's comment for the first lemma of 8:13, and 11:2, where the
Rome edition has an added phrase that does not appear in any other of
the printed versions of the commentary anaiysed here.

57. Berliner (1905) 17; Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 91.

§8. The dagesh in the second yod marks the assimilation of the n of the dyann
conjugation.
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Srn Y, this edition begins with YN 9. In addition, the phrases Sya” b and
Svann 1w are prefixed with a 3 and are read Yyo* ywHa and Syan» ywha.
Finally, the meaning of the word b is presented as ynn", with an additional
yod, as compared to yp1 in the other editions.®

The comment in the Reggio edition is not as extensive in its elucidation of
the grammatical contrasts between the two verbs. The text is the following:

ANNN SN PNNd DM DY9A PYHY MY NIX DN Wwd NN

Missing from this edition is the direct connection of 5r» to the refiexive form of
conjugation: Yyan» ywo .

The text in the Guadelajara printing reads only: ynnn".%! The entire
explanation of each verb's meaning and their separate forms of conjugation is
absent from this version, and a cognizance of the grammatical nuances is
assumed of the reader.

The variants between Berliner, Venice and Rome and the Reggio edition, as
well as between the three parallel examples and Guadelajara can be explained as
haplography. With the Reggio text, the similar endings of Y¥9" and Yyan» might
have caused the scribe inadvertently to skip the intervening words. A similar emror
may have occured in the Guadelajara edition, since the word that precedes ynnnn
in the other versions, is the lemma 5,

However, because the Guadelajara text is so different from the other
editions, and the Reggio version lacks the phrase that balances the explanation,
one must consider the possibility that the original Rashi commentary was the
single word in Guadelajara. The auxiliary phrases in the other editions elucidate
and facilitate the explanation, but the fundamental element of the comment is
the one-word definition in its reflexive form.

Like the preceding example, the explanatory phrases that appear here in the
maijority of editions can be regarded as explanations of the comment, as opposed
to interpretations of the biblical text. A student leaming the comment may have
noted to himselif the grammatical clarification, and over time this gloss was

59. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 331.
60. /bid.
61. ibid.
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included as part of the main exegetical work.

The variants in this comment demonstrate the importance of establishing
the text of Rashi's commentary before analyzing his exegetical methodology.®?
The issue of whether Rashi would have provided only one nuanced word as the
explanation or whether he tended to be more comprehensive in his grammatical
descriptions begs an extensive examination of his commentary to determine
pattems and tendencies. Such an analysis, however, is futile, until a reliable text is
published.

The citations of Rashi in Tosafot can contribute to the resolution of an
example like this by clarifying the amount of the comment known to the Tosafot.
Like the example of the added phrase above, the additional phrases not included in
the Guadelajara edition might have originated as part of the Tosafot
super-commentary on Rashi. As well, the possibility remains that the citation in
Tosafot could reflect the longer comment from the printed texts, which would
mean that the version in Guadelajara is, in fact, the result of scribal error. The
generations of sustained corruption in the printed texts and in the manuscripts
precludes an accurate analysis of only these witnesses; their potential for accurate
testimony is buried behind the layers of textual corruption. The Tosafot offer a
resource outside the complexities of the extant texts.

(3) The last example for this section consists of a comment that does not
appear in all editions and that could exist independently of the explanation common
to all texts.® In Gen. 11:3, the men of the generation of the Tower of Babel are
planning the construction materials with which to build the tower. The verse reads:

NN ONY NN NSIWD NOIWN D23Y MAYI NAN NY N LIN NNNN
MNY DAY N MM ANy
Rashi's comment discusses five lemmata; the second, nan, is the subject of the
following analysis.
The Venice and Berliner editions have the same explanation for the

62. See also 9:3 and 11:8 as additional examples.

63. The following verses in Noah and Lekh Lekha are examples of comments
that contain lemmata not addressed in all editions: 6:19, 6:22, 9:10,
12:17, 13:16, 13:18, 14:1.
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meaning of nan:54

D™MANNM YINY DWINY NI NN PO NAN 9D DONNY 1PN
2992 Y9N MO NIAN NWNY IN NYY IN NIONODD
The comment explains that the word nan addresses the audience to prepare
themselves, and that every use of nan has the sense of preparation, that they
should ready themselves and unite for some work or plan or undertaking. The last
phrase of the comment translates the original definition of nan, wntn, into the Old
French equivalent, apareiller.®

The version of the comment in the Reggio edition is essentially the same.%
The phrase in the later editions, D*annM Yayy DoV, has consistent nun
endings in this text: Paannm I8y PranvY. In addition, the words N Nwnb are in
square brackets, suggesting the editor's uncertainty with the reliability of these
words. The /a‘’az comment appears as 'y>3 1929N.

The /a‘az translations in Berliner and Venice and Reggio, while slightly
different, are obviously related. The variant of a 3 and a 2 can be explained
through scribal error - the smudged letter could appear as either of the two - or due
to the transmission of unfamiliar words. Italian scribes or printers would not
necessarily have understood the translation into French, which could result in
miscopyings.

The Guadelajara text differs a litle more dramatically from the Reggio
edition, and its /a‘az translation is presented as its own separate lemma.5’ The
comment reads:

IN NINONDY 1IINNNIY PONY PPNV NN WD NAN DD DINYY NN
3T DVND
.1y Y9N TN Man

The phrase 927 NPNY N appears in place of NUNY IN NYYY N and, when
considered with the reversal of the terms Ny and Nun in Reggio, undermines the

64. Berliner (1905), 21; Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 112.
65. See A. Silbermann, vol. 1, 44.

66. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 336.

67. Ibid.
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authenticity of both phrases. Furthermore, the presentation of the /a‘az translation
as its own lemma intimates its existence as a comment independent of Rashi's
work. The appearance of a seif-sufficient comment in different places within the
commentary hints at an origin extraneous to the body of the work, like a marginal
note, inserted erroneously into the text in varying loci.

In the Rome edition, the /a‘az translation is missing completely.® The text
reads:

PIINNN) BNSY AN 11NV X NI WY NAN 9D DONIY 1IN
NUNRY IN NSYY IN MONINY

Excluding the insignificant additional words Ny and NN, this text differs only in the
absence of the French transiation. The presentation of the /a‘az as its own
separate comment in Guadelajara strengthens the argument that the foreign
translation may have originated as a marginal note, later incorporated into the body
of the commentary.

In general, the actual /a’az words in Rashi's commentary vary greatly
between the different editions, probably because of the scribes’ ignorance of
French. However, scribes were paid to copy, not to think or understand, and the
likelihood that they would decide to omit a /a‘az because of their lack of
comprehension, or even the lack of relevancy for the commissioner of the
manuscript, is slim. Moreover, the possibility that /a‘azim were added into the
commentary by students and colleagues of Rashi is certainly conceivable.

Menahem Banitt has referred to a French translation of the Bible that was
accessibie in an oral form to scholars of Rashi's time, if not before.®® This would
suggest that students of the eleventh century and later first leamed the Bible in
French, their mother-tongue, before progressing to higher levels of leaming
involving the Hebrew text and commentaries. In such a setting, one can imagine

68. Ibid.

69. M. Banitt, 7obwn wh xpnd »en vvro» Benjamin De Vnes Memornial
Volume, ed. E. Z. Melamed (Jerusalem: Tel Aviv University Research
Authority and Stichting Fronika Sanders Fonds, 1968) 252-253; M. Banitt,
“Les Poterim," Revue des Etudes Juives 125 (1966): 21-24; M. Banitt, "La
Langue Vemaculaire dans les Commentaires de Raschi,” Rashi
1040-1980 Hommage & Ephraim E. Urbach, 412; M. Banitt, "Le Francais
chez Rachi," Rachi: ouvrage collectif (Paris: Service technique pour
l'education, 1974) 123-130.
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easily the French speaking student having the need to jot down here or there the

. French translation of certain words, be they of the Bible text itseif or of a word in
Rashi's commentary. Some of these /a‘azim may have originated from Rashi,
instigated by a student's query or the resuit of Rashi's later editing; many may
have originated from scholars, students, and scribes, even generations after
Rashi, who were teaching, studying or copying the text, and who wished to clarify
words or ideas for themselves or others.

The resources for French equivalents of difficult Hebrew words were
certainly available, be they in the French translation of the Bible, in the French
glosses that emerged in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, or in the work of the
Poterim, like Menahem Bar Helbo, of the tenth century.’® The question is whether
Rashi's commentaries were a resource for French transiations of Hebrew words
or a repository for definitions assembled from eisewhere. The evidence from the
early printed editions suggests that the answer is far from clear.

Of seventy-two /a‘azim counted in the printed texts of Rashi's
commentary on all of Genesis,”! only nine appear in all five of the early editions

. examined,” and M. Alberts mentions two that do not appear in any of them.”™
Twenty-six /a‘azim do not appear in any of the three early printed editions, Rome,

70. Ibid.

71. The process by which the /a‘azim were gathered is as follows. The words
1o, tryd, vd3, and y>a were searched in the Bar llan database (Bar flan's
Judaic Library CD- ROM (Spring Valley, N. Y.: Torah Education Software,
1994) to attain an initial list. This provided 61 sources. A. Darmesteter's
work, "Les gloses frangaises de Raschi dans la Bible,” Revue des Etudes
Juives, 53-56 (1907-1908) and ¥ oyp by Moshe Alberts, vol. 1 (New
York: s.n., 1917-25), both systematic examinations of every /a‘az in
Rashi's Bible commentary, were then consuited. Many of those words
missed by the computer were not identified as /a‘azim in the text. The only
way to have found them would have been to have known the exact word,
or at least the comment in which it appears. Other /a‘azim that were not
found with the computer do not appear in the better known editions of
Rashi's commentary, and therefore, were not in the text of the database.
Some of these were iocated in the various editions consuited for analysis
and some were not. An additional eleven /a‘azim were identified from
these sources.

72. The verses in Genesis in which the /a‘azim are found in Rashi's

. cofresponding commentary are: 1:27, 3.:24, 4:18, 4:23, 11:3, 14:14, 30:37
(na> Ypn), 30:37 (nown), 43:11.
73.25:25, 32:33. Alberts, vol. 1, 94, 111-112,
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Reggio, and Guadelajara,’ and thirty-four do not appear in some combination of
these three editions.” In other words, sixty /a‘azim are missing from one or more
of the three early printings, but appear consistently in Venice and Berliner. The
remaining two /a‘azim appear only in Reggio and Guadelajara,’® respectively, but
not in any of the other editions, including Venice and Berliner.

The significance of this data is puzzling. The /a‘azim are considered to be a
characteristic part of Rashi's commentary, and yet over 85% of them are missing
from the early printed editions. In this example, the missing /a‘az from the Rome
edition is only the tip of the iceberg. While, historically, the idea that
Rashi may have included French in his Hebrew commentaries to help explain
certain concepts to his non-Hebrew speaking readers certainly makes sense,
textually, such a characterization of Rashi's exegetical methodologies is based on
uncertain data.

Since the texts of the printed editions and the manuscripts are corrupt and
their obscurity among centuries of non-French speaking scribes and students
increased the probability that the foreign words in particular would be subjected to
error, the Tosafot's citations of Rashi's use of /a‘azim would help to resolve this
question. Geographically and intellectually close to Rashi, the Tosafot included
French translations in their own commentaries. This fact preciudes the argument
that a lack of citations of Rashi's use of French reflects a Tosafot lack of interest in
such exegesis. Rather, a significant lack of citations of Rashi's French definitions
could signify an inauthentic component of the commentary.

Independent phrases or self-sufficient comments that do not appear
consistently in all printed editions indicate some type of textual corruption. Utilizing

74. The verse that contain /a‘azim that do not appear in Rome, Reggio, or
Alkabetz are the following: 19:19, 22:3, 24:17, 25:21, 29:17, 29:27, 30:32,
31:34, 33:10, 38:16, 40:1, 40:10 (oaw), 40:10 (nn9d), 41:2, 41:3, 41:5,
41:6, 41:15, 41:18, 45:2, 48.7, 49:6, 49:11, 49:13, 49:19, 49:26.

75. Verses in which /a‘azim are missing from Rome and Reggio: 19:17, 19:28,
23:16, 24:14, 30:20, 33:13, 41.5, 44:2. Missing from Rome and Alkabetz:
1:2 (v ynn), 41:7. Missing from Reggio and Alkabetz: 4:18, 23:13, 25:25
(wv), 26:14, 26:21, 31:10, 31:37, 37:2, 40:16, 41:40, 47:7. Missing from
Rome: 1:11, 11:3 (man), 41:6; Missing from Reggio: 15:2, 20:16, 30:32,
30:37 (), 33:11, 37:25, 41:14, 43:16. Missing from Alkabetz: 1:2
(nonp), 1:24.

76. Genesis 7:22 in Reggio and Genesis 14:14 (pm) in Alkabetz.
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the texts themselves to resolve the corruption runs the risk of developing circular
arguments. The data on the /a'azim emphasize this concem. Rashi may not have
included French translations consistently and deliberately in his commentary. His
exegetical methodologies cannot be analyzed or even defined until the issues of
text have been resolved. Employing the evidence of corruption from the printed
editions, the citations in Tosafot can substantiate textual inconsistencies and
propose authenticity, or lack thereof.

5. Differing Explanations

At times, the variants between the printed editions of Rashi's commentary
are more substantial than altemnative spellings, word order, or prooftexts. The
actual interpretation differs from edition to edition. Excluding the lemma itself, a
common core is non-existent. Choosing one comment over the other as the
authentic Rashi implies that in the process of textual
transmission, the original comment was omitted and replaced by a new one. The
admission of such a possibility widens the depth and breadth of corruption
considerably.

(1) In Gen. 12:16, upon arival in Egypt, where Sarah's beauty is praised
and she is taken to Pharaoh, Abraham is given sheep and cattie, male and female
servants, male and female donkeys, and camels. The lemma to be discussed
states: N71y1 20N ODIINDY, "and he did well to Abraham, for her sake." As a
unit, the five printed editions answer the questions who did well to Abraham and
how did he do so; however, no edition addresses both issues.

Berliner's text has the following comment:””

PN 1D Y] AMAVA YD 307 DIANDY

Since the subject for the verb 2>v°n is not obvious from the verse, and the subject
in the previous verse is the plural Ny »wv, this comment clarifies that Pharaoh
did well to Abraham for her sake. The words in brackets tell the reader that he did
so by giving Abraham gifts. According to Berliner's infroduction, he inciuded in
square brackets an altemate version of the comment that differed from the

77. Bedliner (1905) 23. The iemma is presented in italics.
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"standard" printed editions, and that in his opinion, was usually the better text.”
(Once again, Berliner demonstrates how he favoured the familiar text over the
reading he felt to be textually more accurate.) The phrase nunn ¥ Y is not
meant to supplement the first part of the comment but to replace it.

The Venice, Guadelajara, and Reggio editions do not respond to the
question of how Pharaoh did well to Abraham. The comments in these texts are
variants of only the first half of Berliner's version. The Venice edition has o2
nMava Ny 2097 ;72 Guadelajara reads NYMS 30N MDD 172V 2007 DIINS?
nMaya ;% and Reggio includes only the one relevant word ny1o 217 D88
In contrast, the Rome edition reflects the bracketed part of Berliner’s text. It states:
NNIND Y NN N3V 007 DIINNSR

Two distinct explanations of the lemma are revealed in the printed editions,
each responding to a different aspect of exegesis. The majority of texts responds
to the ambiguous subject of the verb 3>v°n. In other words, they clarify that
Pharaoh did well to Abraham for Sarah's sake. The Rome edition explores the
meaning of NMaya and explains how Pharaoh did well to Abraham for Sarah's
sake, i. €. by giving him gifts. Either comment is a legitimate query about the
verse, and Berliner lets the reader decide the preferred version. The question as
to which explanation, if any, Rashi wrote, remains.

One can resolve this textual difficulty and others like it in a variety of ways.
in separate contexts, Rashi may have offered different explanations for the same
word or verse, perhaps like in a classroom setting, where students recorded
incomplete notes. He may have changed his interpretation in a later editing, and
the alteration only affected manuscripts not yet in circulation. Different traditions of
the commentary may have circulated,® neither based, necessarily, on an original
recension. As well, either comment or both could have originated as a marginal
note, embodied into the commentary at different points in its transmission.

78. Ibid. xv.

79. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 130.

80. /Ibid. 340.

81. Ibid.

82. ibid. The plural v might be intended to refiect the piural subject of the
previous verse.

83. See: Sonne (1940); Maichi (1982).
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Additional manuscripts and early printings will only provide more texts with
one or the other, or maybe both, explanations. None of the versions can really be
deemed more reliable than these early printings, because even texts that appear to
be reliable are generations later than the original writing of the commentary and
may include corruptions no longer detectable. The Tosafot, however, would know
the comment Rashi offered for this lemma. Their citations of his work can help to
authenticate one, both or neither of the comments offered for this verse.

(b) In a similar example, contrasting explanations appear in the printed
editions for the lemma DY D*Y2IX \PN, in verse 8:6,% where, at the end of forty
days, Noah opened the window of the ark. in Berliner,% Venice % and Rome,*’
the comment explains that "the end of forty days" refers to the appearance of the
tops of the mountains: 0NN *UNI WM. The previous verse had stated that,
on the first day of the tenth month, the mountain tops were visible, and then this
verse began, "at the end of forty days,"” and the comment linked the two clauses.

The text in the Reggio edition identifies the end of forty days as referring to
TMTND 9 137w TY - "until the face of the earth had dried up."®® According to the
chronology of the biblical text, this occurred on the first day of the first month of the
year six hundred and one (8:13), after Noah had sent out both the raven and the
dove. The Guadelajara edition includes both comments. It states: o3aN Yoo
NTNM 229 129NY TY 0NN WX INVWD 018 The inclusion of both options
could be regarded as complementary or contradictory. Either the comment
means to say that the end of forty days is referring to the time between the visibility

84. The verse in Hebrew is: Ny YWN MINN NN-NN M ANSM O OYAIN XPD ™™

85. Berliner (1905) 17.

86. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 90.

87. Ibid. 331.

88. /bid. The Reggio text actually includes a number of lines that, in most
editions, appear in the previous comment, and it repeats both the iemma
MY 0yaIN \pn and the comment naINN %29 1NV 1y at the beginning and
end. The entire passage reads: YONN ONY) MTINN %9 TNV TY OY D P
MYUN MON N PRI PUKT TR KNP NV NYNIBI TINY N3N DINN UKD IND ON
ANDTNM M9 TINY TY OY D P .10 NN YYUP M2 02WN M01Y PUNI NNy
Because this example is concemned with the explanation, the textual focus
was on the meaning given for the lemma. The parentheses inserted by
the editor of Rashi HaShalem indicate that the text is erroneously placed
and should be removed (p. 308). For these reasons, the analysis above
does not concem itself with this additional passage.

89. /bid.
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of the mountain tops and the drying up of the earth, or each comment stands on its
own and was emroneously appended to the other. The latter seems more likely.

In the lengthy comment on the previous verse, the reliability of which is, of
course, debateable, Rashi clearly refers to the idea that the end of the forty days is
noted by the visibility of the mountain tops. in addition, the comment counts sixty
days NIND 9 1INY TY DMINN WX WIWnN. The confusion in verse 8:6 could
be accounted for by the similarity of the 1 and the © in representing forty and sixty,
respectively. As well, the scenarios suggested for the example above persist as
possibilities.

Both 12:16 and 8:6 are examples of comments that differ among the
editions, % obviously demonstrating the corrupt state of the text. The processes
involved in resolving these textual inconsistencies must include the literature of the
scholars who best knew Rashi and the commentary he wrote. The Tosafist's
representation of Rashi's commentary through citations has the potential to offer
this resource.

C. The Corrupt Editions - The Standard for Comparison

The textual difficuities in the printed editions, including both the early
versions and the more popular later texts, are severe. Comparisons of comment
after comment demonstrate the unreliable textual choices made by the printers as
well as the complex and intricate levels of corruption. Despite this poor standard
of textual quality, these editions are utilized routinely as the basis for exegetical
analyses of Rashi's commentary. Textual ambiguities are commonly ignored in
favour of the more familiar reading, a practice in which Berliner himseif engaged .

The search for an accurate text is frustrated by the fact that these texts
represent the extant commentary, and while the two hundred or so manuscripts of
the work may offer compelling aitemnatives, no criteria have yet been developed by
which to measure the value, reliability, or authenticity of the older, and less legible,
remnants. Until a mechanism by which to judge the texts of the commentary is in
place, the standard printed editions are the only texts to function in such a
capacity, although with restrictions and qualifications.

90. See also 13:6.



The acknowledgement that the printed commentaries are textually
problematic precludes utilizing them as the example to which other texts and
citations should conform. Obviously, the goal is not to reconstruct the corrupt
edition. Nonetheless, an example is needed with which to compare the citations
and by which to explore the processes of textual transmission and corruption. The
imperfect texts must serve as this qualified standard. However, employing the
printed editions as the standard for comparison in no way attributes to them textual
authority, and the comments in them should not be
considered more accurate than, for instance, the versions extracted from the
Tosafot citations of the work.

The variety of categories of variants above elucidates the contributions of
the Tosafot to the resolution of the textual difficulties. The assumption, from the
beginning, is that the citations of Rashi in the writings of his students and relatives
will reflect more accurately the original rendition. However, the Tosafot literature is
extensive, scribal influence had an impact on its transmission as well, and at times
the citation of a given comment may differ slightly from one Tosafot text to another.

For this reason, the assorted versions of the commentary must not be discarded
completely in favour of only the citations. Rather, the texts of the citations must be
analyzed in conjunction with the extant, but admittedly corrupt, editions and
manuscripts to ensure a comprehensive appreciation for the intricacies of the
text's transmission and to more accurately reconstruct a text closest to the
original.



Chapter Two: Conformity

A. The Nature of Citations

The previous chapter demonstrated the extensive problems with the printed
texts of Rashi's commentary and suggested that, since the citations of the
commentary in Tosafot have the potential to represent a text closest to the
exegete's own writing of it, expioring this resource can help to resolve some of
these textual difficulties and contribute to the reconstruction of the original version.
But citations by their nature are not uniform. Depending on the writer's objective
for including a portion of another's work in his own, the amount that is cited, the
degree to which the "citer” reproduces the passage accurately, and the way in
which the citation is referenced can alter its representation and reliability. The
context in which a citation is included in a Tosafist manuscript is also integral to its
analysis. Whether a given Tosafist work is an anonymous compilation of a variety
of comments on the Torah, or a super-commentary specifically on Rashi, or the
work of one identified Tosafist can affect the way the citation is used in the work,
the amount of the comment cited, as well as which comments were of interest to
the Tosafot.

The variety of Tosafot commentaries explored for this research offered a
selection of the styles of the Tosafot in their inclusion of citations and in the nature
of their works in general. In addition, the topics of exegesis that concemed the
Tosafot more regularly became evident. in the fifty Tosafot manuscripts
examined, numerous comments were cited multiple times, and in varying ways,
and many comments were never cited at all.!

The issue of whether a citation of Rashi in Tosafot that represents less than
the comment in the printed editions implies that the Tosafot had a briefer
comment, and hence the original commentary was shorter, or whether they cited
only a small portion of a longer text is essential. However, the problematic printed
texts have been shown to fail as an authoritative standard, and the ambiguous

1. A total of 147 lemmata from the printed texts of Rashi's commentary on ra
and 7> 1> are never cited in the Tosafot manuscripts verified.



nature of a citation precludes a straightforward collection of all Tosafot citations of
Rashi and a conclusion that this collection constitutes the original commentary.
For this reason, until @8 more accurate text is found to serve as a standard for
comparison, the printed editions and the citations must help each other to
eliminate the errors of textual transmission and the subjectivity of textual citations.

Initially the complex and intertwined contextual factors contributing to a
citation's framework can be facilitated by a bipartite search for conformity. If the
textual difficulties in the printed editions signify corruption, and the Tosafot
theoretically offer the means to resolve the problematic passages, then those
comments that conform from edition to edition also could be substantiated in the
texts of the Tosafot. Comments that do not display variants among the printed
editions and that are cited consistently and identically in the Tosafot manuscripts
can be deemed authentic.

Similarly, citations of Rashi's commentary that appear regularly and
consistently in the Tosafot manuscripts can be verified against the evidence from
the printed texts for substantiation. Citations that represent the entire printed
comment can help resolve minor variants, and citations that consistently bring only
half of a particular comment, suggesting that only half is authentic, can be
considered in light of the kinds of variants that appear among the printed versions
of the text.

Akin to the search for conformity in both the printed commentaries and the
Tosafot citations is an appreciation for conformity in content. in other words, those
comments that are consistently not cited in the Tosafot manuscripts also hold
information regarding both the interests and goals of the Tosafot as well as the
authentic Rashi commentary. The question of whether the absent comments
were of no relevance to the Tosafot or not present in their version of the
commentary is a salient and intricate issue. Exploring the nature of those
comments that are never cited will help to strengthen the arguments supporting
the reliability of the Tosafot citations of Rashi and their insight into the original work.

This chapter will explore conformity between comments in the printed texts
that are identical and the citations in the Tosafot manuscripts that
consistently represent the entire content of the printed version. In addition, vanants
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of the printed comments that are not exactly identical will be examined in light of
the citations in Tosafot that reflect them unabridged and invariably in their own
works. The subsequent chapter will discuss the printed comments that, on a
regular basis, are cited only partially.

B. Identical Comments

In five printed editions, from 383 lemmata with comments attributed to
Rashi, only nine were identified as being exactly identical.? "Exactly identical”
means that neither a vav nor a yod was different, nor was any word abbreviated in
some editions and not in others, nor was any other form of insignificant error
excused or overlooked. Ina text where so much variance exists from edition to
edition, the most objective line of distinction was considered to be one that, at least
initially, regarded all variants as equal, and therefore excepted none.

Of these nine comments, four are not cited by the Tosafot in any of the
manuscripts verified,? two are cited in only one manuscript,* one is cited in only
two manuscripts,5 and the remaining two comments are cited consistently in
numerous manuscripts.®

The issues that emerge from this division are intriguing. First, the
authenticity of the two comments cited consistently in numerous manuscripts can
be strongly considered. Second, the specific manuscripts that cite the comments
not appearing in any of the other manuscripts examined should be assessed for
style, date, clarity and relative value and reliability. This evaluation will help
determine the significance of the citations in these manuscripts and their ability to
offer a text of Rashi close to the original.

Finally, the contents of all these comments, as well as the Tosafot interest
in those that are cited, should be explored in terms of why the maijority of these
identical comments is not cited by Tosafot at all, and whether they

Gen. 7:5; 10:2; 11:10; 12:13;14:2¢; 16:4a; 17:10a; 17:12b: 17:23b.
Gen. 7:5; 17:10a; 17:12b; 17:23b.

Gen. 10:2; 11:10.

Gen. 14:2¢.

Gen. 12:13 and 16:4a.

oA WN



were excluded because of lack of relevance and interest or because they did not
actually exist in their version of the commentary.

1. Consistent Conforming Citations

(1) Rashi's comment for Gen. 12:13 aimost certainly formed part of the
original commentary. The lemma for this comment is T72y3 ’ 3V WnY, where
Abraham asks Sarah, on their way to Egypt, to pretend to be his sister, "so that it
will go well for me, for your sake," and that he will live because of her.” The
explanation in all five printed editions elucidates the sense of °> aV» and states
nunn Y .8 In other words, if Sarah pretends to be Abraham's sister, "it will go
well for me"” in that Abraham will receive gifts from the Egyptians. The comment is
brief and simple and focuses on the meaning of one word from the verse in the
context in which it appears.

This comment is cited in eighteen Tosafot manuscripts of assorted styles
and from varying centuries. A review of each citation will help to explore the
criteria through which the comment's authenticity is assessed.

(a) Warsaw 204/27 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth-century manuscript of a Torah
commentary. The manuscript is fairly easy to read, but aithough each lemma is
identified by dots over the words, the comments within each parashah do not
follow a sequential order. The marginal notes consist of both scribal corrections
and additions to the main text, and they all appear to be written in the same
handwriting as the main text.

To some extent, the various types of marginal notes are differentiated by
scribal symbols. The majority of glosses is marked by a symbol like o-
corresponding to the equivalent -0 in the body of the text and signifying that the
marginal note is meant to be inserted at that point. Occasionally, one or more
words in the margin are marked by dots above them. Sometimes, corresponding
dots are present in the text to indicate the point for insertion; at other times, the
word is meant to be part of the lemma, aiready marked by dots in the main text. A

7. The verse in its entirety is >wa) M TV ¥ 30" PHY NN OINNN N3 Y ION

™na
8. Rashi HaShealem, vol. 1 340, 129; Berliner (1905) 23.



number of lengthy passages are unmarked in the margins of
the manuscript and appear to be late additions. Finally, illustrations such as a
hand with a pointed index finger appear in the margins on some pages; they
appear repeatedly throughout the document and seem to be motioning from a
marginal note towards the main text.

The citation of 12:13 and the accompanying remark appear as follows:®

191N N NNND NI INOY NHDY NNNN D 1N W9 D 20> wnd
<INV NINNI

In the manuscript, the lemma and the subsequent abbreviation > have dots
above the words. The phrase 1 n nNN XN is from Prov. 15:27.1° The
essential problem with Rashi's comment for this verse is the suggestion that
Abraham was greedy and in search of gifts. The explanation in this text claims
that the dictum m°>n NN X relates specifically to gifts from other Israelites,
and therefore, since Abraham was hoping to receive gifts from the Egyptians, he is
not acting in defiance of the aphorism. Rashi is clearly associated with the
comment NN Y MM, and the comment itself appears exactly as it does in the
printed editions.

(b) A second citation of the comment appears in Oxford - Bodleian 271/2
(Opp. 31), a fourteenth-or fifteenth-century manuscript of a Torah commentary.
This text is written very small and is more difficult to read than the previous one. In
addition, the format of the pages of this manuscript is unique. Each page consists
of a rectangle of text; within that rectangle is the main text and independent
paragraphs separated by space all around. Each independent paragraph is a self
contained comment, many of which contain a citation of Rashi. This phenomenon
does not preciude the appearance of citations of Rashi in the main text of the
commentary as well. The manuscript does not contain any marking indicating that
these independent paragraphs are intended to be part of the main commentary.
Marginal notes are seidom present outside the rectangle of text. The reason these
passages are singled out from the rest of the text is unclear.

9. Warsaw 204/27 [IMHM 10112], fol. 222b.
10. The entire verse reads mn® JUND NN Y¥I Y812 1IN 1DY.



The citation of Rashi for 12:13 in this manuscript appears in such an
independent paragraph.'' The passage reads as follows:

ANMI PR ANAN XMWY NN NNNN D NN WO TNV M 30 Wnd
T2%99 PV MN DYTOW 299 9 YY) Trw T3 VIND DN 'N OYTO oD
DAN PY ¥ ONY AN ONDN DN PION MINY 1D 13T 0NN 73P N
0NN P 1OV 1Y MIN P XY 0NN
This comment is responding to the same issue as the previous manuscript. After
the lemma from 12:13 and a citation of Rashi's commentary, the verse from
Proverbs is contrasted to the idea that Abraham was seeking gifts, suggesting a
flaw in his character. The passage then contrasts Abraham's actions in this
incident in Egypt with his refusal to take even a thread or shoelace from the king of
Sodom (14:23).'2 The commentator explains that the king of Sodom was
two-faced or crafty (1°¥ »n), and so Abraham would not take anything from him,
as it says in Prov. 23:6: "Do not eat the bread of one who has an evil eye."? The
Egyptians, on the other hand, were not two-faced, and so Abraham accepted gifts
from them.

The missing yod from the word 2n in this manuscript's citation can be
regarded as a simple scribal error or an unclear text. The previous word ¥
ends with a yod and might account for the lack of one in the following word. In any
case, this representation of Rashi's comment still conforms with the version in the
printed editions as well as with the previous citation.

(c) London 173,2 (Add. 11, 566) is a fourteenth-century manuscript,
catalogued as a super-commentary on Rashi.'4 Each page of the manuscript

11. Oxford-Bodieian 271/2 (Opp.31) [IMHM 16739]. The foiio numbers are
illegible. This passage appears on the eighth side, from the beginning of
muxa neo. itis the second side from the beginning of 1> 1v.

12. After Abraham saved Sodom from the kings of Elam, Goyim, Shinar and
Elasar, the king of Sodom offered Abraham the loot in exchange for the
retumn of his people, to which Abraham replied in 14:23: T T VIND ON
OTaN AR MTIYY N BN NN 1D N 298 RPN ONY Y.,

13. The verse in its entirety is PYIEYVLY WO SN PY Y1 OND AN ONYN ON.

14. The Margoliouth catalogue, Catalogue of the Hebrew and Samaritan
Manuscripts in the Bntish Museum (see Appendix C), describes the
manuscript as a "super-commentary in the style of the Tosafists" and in
fact does not call it a super-commentary on Rashi as is stated in the title
on the IMHM catalogue card.
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places the entire Rashi commentary in the centre with a secondary or "super”
commentary around it. The assumption that the text surounding the Rashi
commentary is intended to relate directly to it should preciude the need to
associate Rashi by name with every comment. In reality, the secondary text
appears to be a Tosafot commentary that often refers to Rashi but is not
necessarily meant to accompany it. For this reason, Rashi's comments are
identified as such, other unaffiliated comments are included as well, and citations
of Rashi and the response to him often do not appear on the same page as the
text of the commentary itself. The script is fairly clear and legible, and marginal
notes are minimal.

The citation of and response to Rashi's comment for 12:13'5 is brief and of
the same concem as the previous examples:

NNNNI DM NIND NIV MDY NN NNNN D NN’ ¥ ¥ 0% Wwnd
INY YOIN DY

Once again, the comment explains the contradiction between Abraham's
desire for gifts (according to Rashi) and the adage from Proverbs. The citation
conforms with the previous examples as well as the printed versions, and the
resolution of Abraham's character flaw continues to lie in the specification of gifts
from Israel.

(d) Parma 837 (2058) is a fourteenth-century manuscript of a super-
commentary on Rashi. Parts of this text are smudged and unclear, but otherwise
itis fairly legible, with a style that is easy to follow. After each lemma, Rashi's
comment is cited with the introduction *w19 (which has an arrow € above it), and
most of the explanations that succeed the citation begin with the term oyom,
clearly distinguishing between Rashi's comment and the super-comment.
Marginal notes are infrequent.

The citation in this text is as follows:'6

TN IPAN BN D DYOM NNNN 2 VN WD TV M AV WD
27 P27 INY WO MY 0N 0NN MNOT I TOUA W)

15. London 173, 2 (Add. 11,5886) [IMHM 4921], fol. 12b.
16. Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135). The folio numbers are illegible. The
cited passage appears on the second side of 1> 1> nvo.
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The explanation provided here for Rashi's comment that Abraham was
expecting gifts from the Egyptians lies in the second phrase of 12:13, "that my soul
may live because of you." Since Abraham'’s life and well-being is to be dependent
on Sarah, and since in 12:16, the verse then reports that Pharaoh treated Abraham
well for Sarah's sake and gave him sheep and cattle and donkeys and camels and
slaves,' the two concepts of well-being and the gifts later given by Pharaoh must
be related.

This interpretation of Parma 837 (2058) is not concemed with the character
of Abraham or the idea that he is seeking gifts. Rather, its purpose is simply to
explain the rationale behind Rashi's comment and the process from which it
emerged. This approach is dealing directly with the text of Rashi's commentary
and less with its own interpretation of the biblical verse. Despite the difference in
explanation, the citation of the comment is the same, and its association with
Rashi remains uncontested.

(e) The fifth citation of Rashi's comment on 12:13 is found in a fifteenth- or
sixteenth-century manuscript of another super-commentary on Rashi. The text of
Moscow-Guenzburg 317 is clear, with few marginal notes, but the handwriting is
often difficult to decipher. The beginning of each new comment is identified with a
supra-linear squiggle resembling the letter L. Some comments begin with a
lemma from the biblical verse followed by a citation of Rashi identified as *w"9;
others begin with the citation and its designation *w~9; and still others begin with
only a citation from Rashi, but without the preceding source reference. The reader
is expected to recognize the origin of the quoted phrase.

The varying styles of presentation suggest an anthological nature to the
work. Comments on Rashi's exegesis of Genesis were collected from various
Tosafot sources and incorporated in a new edition, without eliminating the
distinguishing characteristics of each source.

The citation of Rashi for 12:13 in Moscow-Guenzburg 317 conforms to its
representation in the other manuscripts.'® The comment that follows also

17. The text at 12:16 is: © T2y 0> MWNT WPAFINY V=51 TNWI DVN 01NN
01! VTN MNOYN.
18. Moscow-Guenzburg 317, fol. 14a.
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addresses the issue of Abraham's apparent desire for gifts despite the dictum in
. Proverbs:

MY ONMANY /YAYN 27N NNN Y NN Y9 TV M 2V Wi
N YT DY HYN HY) TV T TrIvN DN DYTO 2) 1IPY "anna
NN DIN MNNI Y NNNNI NN NY 17N D¥INIDN 10 1YLV MY VY
01 TOY TITY NN D 1PN NOW PYOY DY PR ININN NIW 1ND
To1°IN %207 JIN PRWP IOV PYONY TON DY 10D WA M Mo
NIW DWN 501 NO HNH PN 131D I AN IDON AT W N
PN nUND
This passage goes to great lengths to demonstrate that generally, Abraham
did follow the Proverb, N> nunn xow, even when he had a right to accept the
gifts, and to suggest a reason for Abraham's acceptance of, apparenty
undeserved gifts from Pharaoh. Abraham legitimately captured the loot from the
warring kings and yet refused to accept anything from the king of Sodom (14:23).
However, when he was in Egypt, he did not have provisions for the joumey back to
Canaan, and he therefore accepted the gifts. The proof for Abraham's lack of
provisions is Rashi's comment on 13:3, for the lemma vyonb 1o, in which he
. states PYNOPN Y19 MtN3.19 The superfluous presence of the word vyonb
suggests that Abraham paid his debts. The implication in this text is that he was
able to repay his debts only because of the gifts he accepted from Pharaoh.
As final evidence of Abraham's general adherence to "> nunn Nw, this
text relates that, with regard to Abraham's visit with Avimelekh in Egypt (Gen. 20),
he did not take even that which was rightfully his because of the adage nnn Now
e,
Several problems emerge in both the text and the content of this comment.
The biblical quotation from 14:23 should read Yy) 7w T VNN instead of Trwn
Y3 v T, and the word 0N should probably be ©'Yn indicating the kings
from whom Abraham captured the loot. Finally, contrary to this comment's

19. The printed editions of Rashi's commentary all present two interpretations
for the lemma vyonb 7o, separated by the phrase '1nx 1a1. Only minor
textual variants distinguish each version. The Venice text has: .ryonb 7™
,073NY YN O PV AMITIXI AWORA PY TOW PN PI3 I DMYDD 1)
PRVOPN Y13 IMNIN NN 13T .Y NOIDIND DTN Y NOVY NIN T 100 . Rashi

. HaShalem, vol. 1, 132-133. For variants with the other editions, see /bid.
340 and Berliner (1905) 24.



assertion, the biblical text does not seem to suggest that Abraham refused
Avimelekh's gifts. In verses 14 through 16 in chapter 20, Avimelekh gives
Abraham sheep, cattie and servants. He offers him settiement in his land, and he
tells Sarah that he gave "her brother” a thousand pieces of silver. The text states
neither that Abraham accepted nor that he refused these gifts.

The difficuities with this passage may be due to its later dating, the sources
from which it was copied, or even the competence of this particular scribe.
Nonetheless, the text of the citation is certain and the issue from Rashi's comment
that concemed the Tosafot is consistent with the previous examples.

(N In Paris héb. 167/3, a fifteenth-century manuscript of a Torah
commentary by *» 13 3y Y8t wN 173 19PN NOYT,D the contrast of Rashi's
suggestion that Abraham expects gifts in Egypt with his refusal to accept anything
from the king of Sodom persists. This manuscript is written in Eastem or
Byzantine script and is very clear and legible. With the exclusion of omitted words
or letters included at the end of or above the line, marginal notes seldom appear in
this document. The commentary incorporates interpretations from numerous
sources and citations from Rashi are identified as »en9. Often, lemmata from the
biblical text are not provided.

The passage is as follows:?!

S¥) TV TV VIND ON MN DANAN XM DN ANNND D NI WO
21 7R NN NI ANV NI NNNND XMW ONNAN MY YNwn
NI NOW NNNN DAPY BN 199 MDY NINY IMIN Y1 NOW Drava
UN WA NINY MDINY 1D THAT NI YIY 1N 2y I D3 'OIN
PN N IWYTIIV 1070 9NN DaN 00N9Y 312 NINKN Y2P TOY 3y
SIYW T OINND ON 2y oM

Rashi is cited in conformity with the printed editions and the other citations
examined so far. The comment of >N NOYT begins with the assumption and
proof from 14:23 that Abraham did not seek out gifts but in fact
refused them. Two reasons are supplied here to expiain his deviance in
behaviour. First, since the Egyptians did not know that Abraham was Sarah's

20. Dosa ha-Yevani was a student of Rabbi Shalom Ashkenazi of Neustadt.
He lived in Buigaria and wrote his super-commentary on Rashi in 1430.
See. "Buigaria,” EJ, vol. 4, 1482, and "Vidin,” EJ, vol. 16, 121.

21. Paris héb. 16773, fol. 108a.
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husband, he did not want to offend them by refusing the gifts and risk being killed.
Second, he was responsible for a large entourage during the time of a famine, and
therefore he accepted the gifts in order to provide for them. When Abraham
became wealthy and he was not subject to a famine, he refused to accept gifts, as
one can see from his response to the king of Sodom.

(9) The citation of Rashi in Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) is the first that does
not conform exactly to the previous examples. In addition, the comment on Rashi
refrains from excusing Abraham's behaviour. This sixteenth-century manuscript is
a Torah commentary comprised of comments drawn from various sources. The
primary text is written in tiny handwriting which is fairly clear, aithough difficuit to
decipher because of the size. Surrounding the main text, on aimost every page,
are numerous marginal passages. These glosses contain no marking to indicate
intended insertion into the main commentary. They are written in a larger script
and most appear to be in a different handwriting. They also are occasionally
written at right angles to the text at the bottom or top of the page.

The citation and comment read the following:%

D TR MIND NIW PN XM NBND WD THNIYA Y 30 Wwnd
NM N NI YAN 'V XYY

The citation in this manuscript consists of only the word nnn, still
conveying the idea that in requesting Sarah to pretend to be his sister, Abraham
would receive gifts. The absence of the words *» 11n* might be due to the brevity
of this text in general; it can also call into question the authenticity of these words.

The response to the citation of Rashi's comment contrasts the idea of gifts
to the adage from Proverbs and suggests that perhaps Abraham feared being
shamed or discovered in his cover-up, if he refused the gifts; therefore, he
accepted them. Regardless of his fear, according to this text, he was not
permitted to have accepted them.

General conformity persists even with this citation. The idea that Rashi
commented on this iemma with regard to Abraham seeking gifts has not altered
with the absence of two words. Furthermore, the difficulty justifying this behaviour
with the verse in Proverbs endures, despite a negative interpretation of Abraham's

22. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 901], fol. 10a.
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actions. The disorderly presentation of the manuscript, the frequerit abbreviations,
and the numerous passages in the margins added by different hands, could
contribute to the discounting of these textual variants in the citation, especially if
the remainder of the manuscripts cite the comment in conformity with the previous
examples. [f other texts reflect this shorter comment, then more serious
consideration must be given to the possibility that the authentic commentary
consisted of only the word nunn.

(h) The next citation was extracted from Hamburg 46 (Cod. hebr. 108), a
manuscript of a Torah commentary dated 1628. The text is clear and legible with
an inordinate amount of blank space between the lines, and very few marginal
notes or intralinear corrections. The passage is the following:2

NNNND NI PN XM DN NNNN D NN W9 MIYI M 3V» Wb
95 Y1 M) HY) T TYY VIND DN BN BYTO TONY 0N M
NN DNDN NY 0N 1NAT 17N D3P KD 799 PY My DN DPMTONY
Yy ond
Similar to the comment in Oxford - Bodleian 271/2 (Opp. 31), this text compares
Abraham's behaviour with the king of Sodom (where he refuses to accept gifts)
with his behaviour in Egypt, in light of the adage from Proverbs. It resolves the
difficuity with the suggestion that the Sodomites were shrewd and deceptive, and
therefore Abraham did not accept from them gifts, in accordance with Prov. 23:6:
"Do not eat the bread of one who has an evil eye." The citation is consistent with
the other examples and with the texts of the printed editions, and the issue that
concems the Tosafot exegete persists as well.
(i) Munich 50.1 is an undated manuscript of Nt1 ny9.24 The text is written
very clearly, with few marginal glosses. Rashi's comment is again cited in
conformity with the previous documents.?®

23. Hamburg 46 (Cod. hebr. 108) [IMHM 942], fol. 1b.

24 See Gellis, voi. 1, 16 for a description of Nty nays, a collection of brief
comments on the Torah by »¥n i 97 pny = who lived at the end of
the thirteenth century.

25. Munich 50,1 [IMHM 1692], fol. 28b.
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DMIAN N TND WP ANNND O NI 7YY 19 TMIYI Y 2V YWnd
ONAY? HY BINND POHIT NN PR ANNN XMW 2PN XM ANND ININ
DY DaAN MNIN 0NNY 2D

The issue that concems this Tosafist, like those presented above, is the
suggestion that Abraham was seeking gifts despite the proverb Nn® nunNn NwW.
The resolution to this problem translates as "and it appears he pursues Israel's
money because he lacks his own money, but he is permitted [to do so).” The
explanation intimates not only that Abraham was seeking gifts, but that he was
doing so from Israel; however, because he himseif did not have any money, he
was permitted to do so.

The next nine citations of Rashi for 12:13 are all from variant manuscripts of
the thirteenth-century work N1y nnan, written by Rabbi Yehudah ben Eliezer.2®
The citation in all these documents is identical to its representation in the
examples above and in the printed texts. In addition, the comment that
accompanies the citation briefly contrasts the sense of Rashi's comment to the
phrase from Proverbs and then stipulates that m>n nunn Nw refers specifically
to gifts of Israel.

(j) vat. Ebr. 506, dated 1414, contains extensive marginal notes on every
page, but remains quite legible. its text reads:?’

R NNNND NI NNV AN ANND D NIV W THAYA ¥ 20 Wwnd
Y ANNNI WO

(k) Parma 537 (2541) is dated 1466 and contains occasional lengthy notes
in the margins in a different handwriting from the main text. The lemmata

are written larger than the rest of the commentary, with additional biank space
surrounding the word or words. The passage in this document is: 2

PR NN NI ANDY N VNN D NNS w9 T ¥ 30> Y
INW N S nanpa

26. Gellis, vol. 1, 15.
27. Vat. Ebr. 506 [IMHM 542], fol. 12a.
28. Parma 537 (254 1) [IMHM 13503], fol. 13b.
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(1) Budapest-Kaufmann A31 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth-century manuscript
with few marginal notes. The comment here is:Z®

NN NIW NIV AN NNNN D NN HWIN 9 TNV D 2V» Wwnd
SONIW INNN3 1N NN
(m) Paris héb. 168, also a fifteenth-or sixteenth-century manuscript, is
identical to the example from the Budapest manuscript:%

N MIND RN WY DY HIND 3D NN wIN 9 THIYA ) 3V Wb
NI NN ON
(n) New York - JTS L790 is a fifteenth-century manuscript. The writing of
this document is extremely small, with parts faded beyond legibility; it contains no
marginal glosses. Its textis also identical to the previous examples:3!

PR ANNND XMWY DY DY NNND D NN KW TV H 20» Wb
SN DY TN 0N
(o) New York - JTS L787 is a sixteenth-century manuscript written in tiny
script. It too is free of marginal notes. This text lacks the attribution of the
comment to Rashi as well as the word T™aya. The word *» in the lemma has
become 5. These variants appear to be due more to sioppy copying than to a
different original source that should alter the picture of conformity demonstrated in
the above citations.32

YV NNNNA PN ANNND XIWH NV NN NNNN Y NN 159 2V Wb
DN IN

(p) New York - JTS L789, also a sixteenth-century manuscript written in tiny
script, contains the same variants as above, except in this text the citation is
attributed to its author.3

29. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833}, fol. 27a.
30. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155], fol. 14b.

31. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020], fol. 15a.
32. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017], fol. 9b.

33. New York - JTS L7898 [IMHM 24019), fol. 10b.



N ANNND NI 2NV AN ANNN D NN 'Y 19 TY VM WNd
ONIY YIN DY nanna
(q) Vat. Ebr. 53, dated 1459, is clearly written, with much space between
the lines and no marginal notes. its text reads:34

A NY INND NI INT N NNND M NN 39 TV Y 2V wnd
SN NN WO
The insertion of the word NY in the citation of the verse from Proverbs drastically
changes the sense of the comment. Since it obviously does not reflect accurately
the biblical source, it can safely be deemed a copying error.

(r) Finally, Parma 527 (2368) is dated 1412 and is written in clear, deliberate
script. Some pages have faded and are illegible, and some marginal notes appear
throughout the document. Its comment is no different from the examples already
presented:®

MO N ANND XMWY MDY NI ININN D PN Y9 THIYI Y 3V
INW Nunna

Seventeen of eighteen citations of Rashi's comment for 12:13 are identical.
In addition, the citations conform with the identical texts presented in the printed
editions. The citations appear in different styles of text, from various centuries,
and in manuscripts of varying qualities. The eighteenth citation® maintains the
basic idea expressed in the other representations and could be a deliberate
abbreviation of the source. The lack of variants in the printed texts, together with
the conformity among the citations in the Tosafot manuscripts, strongly supports
the authentic nature of the comment.

(2) The second comment that appears identically in all five printed editions
and is cited consistently in the Tosafot literature is the explanation for the lemma
M N ON XA, in 16:4. In this verse, Abraham has relations with Hagar and

34. vat. Ebr. 53, fol. 15b.

35. Parma 527 (2368) [IMHM 13233]. The folio numbers for this document
are illegible. This passage appears on the 19th side, or the third page of
™ P v,

38. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 801), fol. 10a.
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she conceives.¥ In the printed editions, Rashi's comment is NNy NNoan. The
remark responds to the apparent redundancy of the word Na”, since if Hagar
conceived, Abraham obviously had relations with her. The superfluous Na" is in
the text to imply that Hagar conceived from their first encounter. Similar to the
previous example, this comment is short in length and simple in meaning. Its
source is Bereshit Rabba 45:4.38

The comment for this lemma is cited in thirteen Tosafot manuscripts. Ten
of these citations are in manuscripts of Ty nnn. With slight variations, these
passages all question the possibility of whether a women in fact can conceive in
the first occurence of relations. They refer to the comment in BR 45:4, which
presents two opposing opinions in this matter, and they conclude that Rashi was
following the opinion of Rabbi Levi, who argued that a women could conceive
MUNI NN,

(a) The passages in the N1 NN manuscripts are the following. In Vat.
Ebr. 506, dated 1414, the texts reads:3°

YN PR MNNT WP MWNI NN FIIYN) W9 1NN NN X NN
1332 NN DONIN NPNAN AT 2TT Y9 UK NN NYIAYNND

D29 MNYON NN NIAYNI NN NINAN 1N MY MHNT ONN MINNDT
N2 M3 19 DT I MWNT NINIAN NNIAYIND IWN PN

(b) In Parma 537 (254 1), the difficulty with Rashi's comment is attributed to
Rabbi Elyakim:40

DN 1 M) THNNI NNYAN MY W9 9NN TOM NN HN Nam
TMYNT NN RN I3 MY M /HN MNPT M2 DN W M 13737
Doy MWK NINYAN NMIAYNA IUN PN OYY 1YHON M HX YN
19N M2 MY M3 o Dt v

37. The entire verse is m»ya NI YPM NN 3 NI 0 0N IN Xan.

38. The printed texts of Rashi include only one of the opinions expressed in
the midrashic passage. See Midrash Bereshit Rabba, eds. J. Theodor
and C. Albeck, 449-450; and Midrash Rabbah, ed. M. Mirkin, 4th ed. vol.
2 (Tel Aviv: Yavne Publishing, 1986-1987) 157-158.

39. Vat. Ebr. 506 [IMHM 542], fol. 13b.

40. Parma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503], fol. 15b.
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(c) Budapest-Kaufmann A31, from the fifteenth or sixteenth century, has a

similar text:4!

WK PNT WP MIWNT NN NNIYND AN P9 9NN DN ON XaN
1139 7923 ONIN ¥ NT A2 TAT HPPOON N M IWNT NINOAND NN
PN YN M AN TIYN MWNT NINYIN NN NAN 12 M"Y M DBNT
D 13 19O MWNT AN NIAYNN IUN

(d) Paris héb. 168, also from the fifteenth or sixteenth century, is almost

identical:42

WN PNT U MWK NINIAND TN2YNI WM 19 900 230 DN NI
N33 0NN ¥ Nt 3727 DYPOOUN N AN MIWNY AINCIN NNAYNND
AYON M NN MY MIWNT NINPAN DN NNIAYN M3 MY M MNT NI
Y M3 9 WM MIWNY NN NYAYNN YN PN

(e) In New York - JTS L790, Rabbi Elazar's opinion is excluded, despite the
reference to its source in BR 45:4. In addition, Rabbi Elyakim is designated the

teacher of the author or scribe of this text, a relationship not mentioned in the

previous examples.*

PANN XNT NP TN IN3ND D3YNI DT W9 970 930 ON xan
W 11T 93737 DOPOON VIR N N MIWND NINYIAN NYNN NUN PN
MIYNI NMIYNT NNAN M MY M NN MNN NPT NIT 21 OONIN

D M3 9w DY

(f) New York - JTS L788 is a sixteenth-century manuscript of the work, and
its representation of the citation and the comment also conform with the rest.4

PN IDNT VP MIVRI NN NNAYNI YT %9 37N NN ON NN
DONIN ¥ NT 92T DPON M N XM MIVNY NN NYNND WX
PN ODWY MYON 1 DN TIYNI AMIWNI NN M1 MY M DN MININDT

YD 192 19 MM MWNY INAD NN2YNN NYND

41. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 31a.
42. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155), fol. 17a.

43. New York - JTS L7980 [IMHM 24020], fol. 16a.
44_New York - JTS L788 [IMHM 24018], fol. 8a.
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(g) In New York - JTS L787, Rabbi Eliezer's opinion that a woman cannot
conceive the first ime she has intercourse is extended to suggest that she can
conceive during the second encounter.45

O 'PPYN 1237 HNY TN NN MNAYNI WO NN NN ON XN
MMYNY NNYAND 7N NAN 93 Y M NHNPT 923 0NN W1 At 3TN
919y IV NNIAN NON NIAYND YN PN DDWH NN M N N3V
NAN 72 MY M3 20um

(h) Except for the different name of Rabbi Levi's father, the passage in New
York - JTS L789 is essentially identical to L787.46

DPIIN 1937 DN MWNI NN NNIYNI A 9 N1 N IN NN

YNNI NININ DN NOMN 3 D M RPT 933 DININ ¥ M 93T

VW NN XYN NIINN IUN PN ODYY IIPON /1 99N MMV

NOMT3 MY 111 19 Y DY
(i) In Vat. Ebr. 53, the issue that arises from Rashi's comment is mentioned
anonymously and not attributed to Rabbi Elyakim. In addition, the citation of Rashi
itself begins N 2yMv instead of N1ayn). Such a variant does not alter the pattem
of conformity demonstrated in all these examples, since the letter v may be linking
the source of the comment to the actual words, without implying direct speech and

open quotations.4”

AUN 1N MINT WP VN NN MMAYTIY VI 901 N DN NN
TIWND AININ 97 MY AN 922 PNIN UIT 9 MWK INYAD NAYND
M3 Y9 IMVNRD NINYIN NIIVNN NUND PN AN IMPON M 193yM)
R,

() Finally, Parma 527 (2368) resembles numerous examples presented
above:4®

2N OXPPIN N YN TN NN MY VIO NN 130 UN Nan
ANCAN NN NN 12 N M MIN IHBNPT 129 123 0NN ¥ Nt AT

45. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017), fol. 11a.

46. New York - JTS L789 [IMHM 24019], fol. 11b.

47. Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170), fol. 16a.

48. Parma 527 (2368) [IMHM 13233). The folio numbers in this document are
illegible. This passage appears on the twentieth side of the manuscript or
the fourth page of 1> 1> nv.
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TMYNT NN NIAVTID NWND PN MIOON M DN NIV MWK
NOM 13 MY M3 19 W DDy

The citation of Rashi, while the same in all these manuscripts, differs, in
fact, from the version in the printed editions. With the inclusion of the word
mayn), the Tosafot citations of Rashi follow the midrashic source for the
comment more closely than the printed texts of Rashi's commentary, which read
only MwXA NNan. The sense of the comment remains intact with either version,
and the Tosafist concern with this expianation would apply with either rendition. Of
course, the question arises as to whether Rashi's original comment included the
word, based on its source in BR, and then through the process of transmission it
was omitted, or whether, as they examined the source of the exegesis for further
clarification, the Tosafot studying the comment added the word naayn.

The significance in the resolution of this question is minimal. Because the
source from which the word appears in the comment is obvious, and the meaning
of the comment is maintained in either version, determining whether Rashi
actually wrote the word n2ym in his commentary adds very little to the larger
picture of textual corruption. In a comment as simple and brief as this one,
ascertaining the authenticity of this particular comment as a whole is more
important than the minutiae. The citations can confirm that Rashi did write a brief
comment on the lemma 97 7N YN XM, and that his explanation was based on
a midrashic source.

The conformity among the Tosafot discussions of Rashi's comment in
these examples is expected since all the above texts are from manuscripts of the
same work. As with the previous Rashi comment expiored through citations, the
passages from the numerous manuscripts of NTy® NN are better explored as a
unit, rather than ten single citations emerging from manuscripts of different works.
The conformity among these texts, while supportive of the potential authenticity of
this comment, can be negated easily by the argument that they all emerge from
one original source, and hence reflect only one representation of the citation and
the accompanying issue that concemed the Tosafot. Had the citations in these
texts differed significantly,
the variants might have suggested corruption in the transmission of this comment.
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At the same time, however, the conformity in the citations in N7 NN are not
sufficient to confirm its authenticity.

Rashi's comment for 16:4 is cited in three other Tosafot manuscripts. An
examination of these passages in conjunction with the information from the nrn
N7 manuscripts will illustrate more clearly the text accepted by the Tosafot to
have been written by Rashi.

(k) In Warsaw 204/27, the citation conforms with its presentation in nrn
N7, The comment explicating Rashi refers to the content of the passage in BR,
but without the detail provided in the examples above, and it points out a
contradiction in Rashi between this interpretation and his comment for 19:36. The
text reads:49

2YNNY Y9N 1 MIN NN W ANYNT NININ NIIYN) 1 W9 N
MIIUNI NINYIN NIIYN 2D MINY WY P N3 I2IN KD 1D 'MIN YN
TDIWND NINOIN NNAYNIND AWND PN D VY MI23 NHNY
At the base of this comment is the question of whether a women can conceive the
first ime she has relations. The exegete addresses the issue by confirming that
both opinions are expressed among the Tannaim. The persistent problem for him
is that, in different places, Rashi himself expresses contradictory opinions. In this
verse, Rashi appears to support the possibility of a woman's ability to conceive her
first ime. However, in 19:36,%° where Lot's daughters conceived from their father,
Rashi comments the following for the lemma v nm:5!

NI 1ANYI OOV VN MIWNI NININD NIIYNN IYUNRND PNY 9"YN
JMUND NN YN ND Y
In this instance, Rashi states that although a woman does not conceive from the
first ime she has relations, these particular women were able to take control of
themselves and conceive the first time.

49. Warsaw 204/27 [fMHM 10112], fol. 222a.

50. The verse itself is: yraxn viv-mxa nw pnm

51. The rendition cited here is from Berliner (1905) 39. Minor variants can be
found among the other printed editions. For example, neither the Rome,
Reggio or Guadelajara editions inciude the word \n> and the Guadelajara
edition alone has the phrase mv nvand at the end of the comment. For
further comparison, see Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 226, 362.
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Unlike the comments in the N1 NI manuscripts, this text does not
explain Rashi's comment. It acknowledges the existence of the variance in opinion
related to conception and indicates that Rashi himself accepts both opinions.
Whereas in N nran the justification for Rashi's explanation lies in BR, in the
statement of Rabbi Levi, this comment does not rationalize the contradiction it
presents. Nonetheless, Rashi's affiliation with the comment for 16:4 is certain,
and the citation is consistent with the above examples.

(1) in Parma 837 (2058), the Tosafist comment attempts to expiain how,
despite the opinion of the rabbis, that a woman could not conceive her first time,
Hagar was successful in such a feat.52

AIVN PN IR 1INNY YN IIYNT PN IO 3NN NN ON NI
IN 9YTY NI MW DNNIN INYT WIN MIWNT NN NIIYNN
IO 19 TN N2YNNY NNNY NIYNY WON IN NPV HYaV WIIN
.01 MO NN D3N ONa

The citation of Rashi in this manuscript conforms with the comment's presentation
in the printed editions; the word naayn) is not included. The reaction to Rashi's
comment in this passage is a justification of Rashi's position despite the
contradictory opinions expressed by btn. Hagar may have been able to conceive
her first time having relations because of Abraham's extraordinary strength, or
because he was able to have relations with her without causing her to bleed, or
because Hagar herself destroyed her own virginity in order that she would
conceive right away, lest Abraham and Sarah changed their minds and separated
her from him.

The explanations provided to rationalize Rashi's comment express the
same basic difficuity with it as do the previous passages. The accepted idea was
that a woman could not conceive the first time she had relations. In all
cases, though, Rashi's association with comment, be it of three words or two, 33 is
undeniable and consistent.

52. Parma 837 (2058) {IMHM 13135]. The folio numbers in this manuscript
are illegible. This passage appears on the the twenty-third side, or the
eighth page of T 1> nvo.

53. In other words: mwNT NNVAD MAYIV OF just MR NCAD.
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(m) Finally, Rashi's comment for 16:4 is cited in the fourteenth-century
manuscript London 173.2 (Add. 11,566). This passage is the same in content and
regarding the citation as the passages from the N1y1> nMIN manuscripts.54

DYPUN M 390 DN MWNI NINN NIYNI YA NN 10 ON NaN
NMUNT NN TN NON M3 MY M MHNPT 123 OONIN ¥ Mt 93717
90¥ MY NNOAN NIUN NNAYNN NWN PN 02D YION M DN N2YN)
NON 72 D 2 oYM
Similar to the examples above, this comment justifies Rashi's explanation as
following the opinion of Rabbi Levi expressed in BR 45:4, in contrast to the
opposing position presented by Rabbi Elazar. The citation of Rashi conforms with
the other manuscripts and the association of this comment with Rashi, despite its
very slight variation among some texts, is inarguable.

Through the use of citations of Rashi in the Tosafot manuscripts, as well as
the identical representations of the comment in the printed editions, two
comments, so far, can be deemed original to the commentary written by the
exegete himself. The citations of the comments conform from text to text, and the
discussion of Rashi's comment clearly associates the remark with him.

The variety of documents from which the passages were extracted further
supports the claim for authenticity. Generations of Tosafot studied not only Rashi,
but the works of their predecessors, as well. Their tendency to address similar
issues, in similar ways, should be expected. The fact that Rashi's comments are
cited invariably in general exegetical works, in super-commentaries specifically on
Rashi, and in commentaries by identified individuals, as well as in manuscripts
demonstrating different qualities of scribal transmission, legibility, and marginal
notes, weakens the argument that the conformity is due to Tosafist mimicry.
Rather, these factors suggest the accuracy and consistency with which Tosafot
cited Rashi in their works, as well as the central place Rashi held in their exegesis.

These examples demonstrate
that textual evidence extracted from the Tosafist citations of Rashi can help to
determine the authenticity of the commentary.

54. London 173.2 (Add. 11,566) [IMHM 4921}, fol. 14a.



107

2. Limited Textual Evidence of Citations

Three of the nine identical comments in the printed texts of Rashi are cited
in only one or two of the Tosafot manuscripts verified. The comments for 10:2,
11:10 and 14:2 are all cited in Moscow-Guenzburg 317; in addition, 14:2 is also
cited in New York - JTS L818a/1. The nature and quality of these manuscripts, the
subject matter of the Rashi comment, and the Tosafot concem with it must be
explored in order to determine the reliability of the citation.

Moscow-Guenzburg 317 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth-century super-
commentary on Rashi.5* By definition, its style examines more comments by
Rashi, in a more systematic manner, than a Tosafot commentary that refers to
Rashi frequently, but not systematically. Furthermore, the varying ways in which
the citation of Rashi is introduced, sometimes with an introductory >vn9 and
sometimes without, was suggested above to indicate a compilation of comments
by and about Rashi drawn from a variety of sources. This anthological process
may have had as its objective the inclusion of a comment on Rashi for every
lemma. Finally, the late date of the manuscript, after the beginning of printing,
might lessen the reliability of the citation, especially when the comment is not cited
elsewhere.

(1a) Gen. 10:2 lists the sons of Japheth: Gomer and Magog and Madai and
Yavan and Tuval and Meshekh and Tiras.5 The only lemma for this verse in
Rashi's commentary is the word ©>m, and the comment in the printed editions
reads: ©9 1.5 The citation and comment in Moscow-Guenzburg 317 is the
following:58

YINY DN 0N 1N AN NP W YD AnY AN 09 At 0N
TNV YD NIAY NOYY DXMON NDW YN DYY n9n 195 D BMNNA
VIO TIY TN NOY 21315 NNYYT 1N 09T VI WPN INY D R’ 2130
NI O2Y D09 TON M1 YD N9’ %130 PN OIWOT NN D9 Nt 0PN
TN D0 YT NIPN N D921 IND T "NOY DWN D3 M09 N

55. See Appendix C.

56. The Hebrew text of the verse is: o m Teo) Yam Y ¥ aap) 1 N "M
§7. Berliner (1905) 20. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 105, 335.

58. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585), fol. 11b.
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T 0N 79 NN TIY 079 MNI N9Y Y10 IND 99N NNY Wpn M
The citation of Rashi in this manuscript differs from the printed editions only in the
word nt instead of . The idea that Rashi is associated with the identification of
U as D9 is certain from this passage. The concem in this comment is the
reason why Rashi chose to single out o> for identification but did not comment
on the names of the other sons of Japheth.

The explanation suggested by the exegete refers to Rashi's comment on
the lemma ow *HNa Yav, in which he refers to a midrash that claims Cyrus,
King of Persia, was a descendent of Japheth.® In order to support the familial
affiliation between Persia and Japheth, Rashi takes the opportunity in 10:2 to
substantiate the relationship. By identifying ©n as Persia, he is able to
demonstrate that Persia is a son of Japheth. Since Cyrus was king of Persia and
a Persian himself, he too was a descendent of Japheth.

The exegete also offers a second interpretation for Rashi's comment. He
suggests that since 10:2 mentions the son >, and in most places > and U
are mentioned together, Rashi aims to indicate to the reader who among Japheth's
SONs represents ©9.

The fact that the identification of ©9°n as ©19 appears in a variety of earlier
sources,% yet is only affiliated with Rashi in this one manuscript, and that in
relation to the emergence of the printed editions, the manuscript is a late text of a
super-commentary minimizes the reliability of this one citation and renders its
ability to authenticate the comment inconclusive.

59. The lemma commented upon is in Gen. 9:27. The verse is: no 0NN N
wY TIY WD M OV YNNa Puvn. Rashi's comment in Berliner's edition reads
AV Y DTN NV M Dy N DORON YITH ININI IOV MYL BV YNNI NOVN
NDYY MY NN YIPDA Y 1PH POV 13 MY XD I¥ 3 N9 %30 MY v
ov »an (mnv). Berliner (1905) 20. For textual variants, compare with
Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 104-105, 335. Rabbinic sources are Tractate
Yoma 8b-10a, in which ovn is associated with v and BR 38:8 (Theodor
and Albeck, vol. 2, 342-343; Mirkin, vol. 2, 70-71) in which v is identified
as a descendent of n». See also 127 X029 v7D, €d. M. Friedmann
(Vienna: 1880; Tel Aviv: s.n., 1983) n"»9, fol. 160a, in which v To0 v >
is identified as a descendent of no.

60. B. Yoma 10a, BR 37a, P. Megillah, vrn n»9.
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The presence of the comment in the Talmud and Midrash, although not
uncommon sources for Rashi, intimates the ease with which scribes and students
had access to this comment and could have incorporated it onto and eventually,
into their own texts. At the same time, the anthological nature of
Moscow-Guenzburg 317 implies that this comment and its association with Rashi
were drawn from earlier sources. Its citation only in this one manuscript may be
accounted for by the inclusive quality of this text, and perhaps, not being a
comment that concemed the Tosafot regularly, it is not mentioned in other works.

Unlike 12:13, where Abraham's character was at issue, or 16:4, where the
troublesome suggestion that a woman could conceive with her first sexual
encounter was made, the reaction to Rashi's comment in this passage does not
have a greater moral or edifying concem. The explanation relates directly to
Rashi's exegetical motive and hence may not have been a question for regular
consideration.

(2a) In 11:10, the verse relates that Shem was one hundred years old and
he begot Arpakhshad two years after the flood.5? Rashi's comment for the lemma
MV NNN 12 OV clarifies simply: Y1200 9NN OPMIY TWIOIN NN TONWI.2 The
passage in Moscow-Guenzburg 317 cites the comment in conformity with the
printed editions and explains the following:&

2NOW ANT 7 213NN NN DNV TYIIN TN MY NNN 11 DV
.. THY NIND 12 DY 'NONP O3 TWIDIN AN YD /N INP D1anN NN
In this example, Rashi's name does not precede the citation of his comment, a
phenomenon not uncommon in this text. The passage explains that the phrase
"two years after the flood" refers to both the age of Shem and the fact that he had a
son. In other words, when Shem was one hundred years old, he had a son, and
this, the birth of his son and his hundredth birthday, occurred two years after the
flood.
Rashi's explanation simplifies the sense of the biblical text by utilizing the
words of the verse and adding one letter, v. The passage in the manuscript

681. The verse in the Hebrew is TYN9IN AN oM MY NND VB OV OV O™ DN
51N NN OTIV.

62. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 117, 336; Berliner (1905) 21.

63. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585}, fol. 12b.
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clarifies the problem anticipated by Rashi, as well as the solution he offered.
Without the understanding that both the birth of Arpakhshad and Shem's one
hundreth birthday occurred two years after the flood, the latter statement of
Shem's birthday would suggest uselessly that Shem tumed one hundred years oid
at some point in his fife.

As in the previous example, the ability of the Tosafot citation to authenticate
Rashi's comment is inconclusive. The exegesis could have originated with Rashi
as easily as it could have been a clarifying marginal note. The sole occurence of a
citation in the manuscripts verified could be due to the later dating of the
manuscript or the lack of an engaging issue in either the biblical text or Rashi's
comment and not to a consistent concem of Tosafot exegesis.

(3) Finally, in 14:2, Rashi's comment on the lemma y»a is cited in two
manuscripts. The biblical verse lists the kings upon whom war is being made.54
The final king mentioned is ays NN ¥93 Ton. Rashi's comment in the printed
editions states that yba is vyn ow.% The explanation responds to the feminine
pronoun N>, which should be masculine if referring to the name of the king.&
Rashi clarifies that yba refers to the name of the city, which according to the
verse, is also known as “ys.

(a) The passage in Moscow-Guenzburg 317 reads as follows:§”

OV NI ONT WIS NN Y93 PNOTN 9T 0T D' YN DY OU v
ToNRN 273 TN NO Y WP DINN] WY NN MIND THY NY DIN
MYV OV DY MO KD TON IMIN DY DUT IWOINT 5T OINNI 1D
md

PYTINY NON DRINY 9373 ND N N AWIOTD AN 1AINDY
.onyw

64. Verse 14:2 is MIN Ton 20V MDY TN YY1 AN 0T TN Y13 DN NDROD Wy
WY-NN Y23 TONY (DMIY) DM TN 1INDY).

65. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 138, 342; Berliner (1905), 25. (The Rome edition
actually reads vy ov instead of vyn ov.)

68. In other words, if the phrase is meant to read “and the king of Bela was
Tsoar,” than the »on should be 0. However, cities are feminine, and
therefore, the feminine pronoun must be referring to the name of the city -
"And the king of [the city of] Bela {which] is [also known as] Tsoar.".

67. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585], fol. 15a. The word in square
brackets is as it appears in the manuscript. However, it appears to be an
error because its meaning is unclear.
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The comment addresses two issues: the question behind Rashi's comment, and
the variant style in the introduction of this king in the biblical text. The exegete
explains that Rashi specifies that y»a is the name of the city because, if it referred
to the name of a man, it would not read n°n but Nan. The problem that remains is
why the text does not mention the name of the king of yb3, as it does with all the
other kings. The suggestion is made that perhaps the name of the king of y>a did
not express the wickedness of the king as did the names of the other kings, and
that in fact the names of the kings are not in the text in order for the reader to know
the kings' names but that he/she should perceive the evil within them.

(b) The second citation for Rashi's commentin 14:2 is in New York - JTS
L819a/1, a sixteenth-century manuscript of a super-commentary on Rashi. This
text is faded and difficult to read, and the comments do not follow the sequential
order of the verses within each parashah. Each comment and super-comment is
an independent paragraph that begins with a citation of Rashi. The passage for
this lemma reads:%8

M DYV DV DY DN INY MNY YTV YITY Y9 1Nt YN Dw Y0
I NY DY DMONT 1OV NOITIY TIV 1TY DNND NODN) NOW 29D
OV U00Y 1M VY Y my NONN TOD INYN 1D Dvl
The exegete in this text is more concemed with the derash related to Rashi's
comment than with Rashi's explanation itself.®® He expounds that Rashi's
identification of y>1 as the name of a city suggests that the lack of a derash on the
king's name and his wickedness is due to the idea that "their measure was not yet
full,” and therefore his name is not specified like the others.

In both these texts, the citation of Rashi conforms to its identical
representation in the printed editions. The comments refer to the exception that
exists with the mention of y>1 in relation to the other kings in the verse, as well
as to the midrashic texts that explain the names of the kings in light of their
wickedness. The idea that the omission of the king's name is a statement on the
king's wickedness, or lack thereof, is easily assumed.

68. New York - JTS L818a/1 [IMHM 24053, fol. 3a.

68. Tanhuma n 1 and BR 42:5 (Theodor-Albeck, voi. 1, 409-410; Mirkin,
vol. 2, 124) both expiore the meaning in the various kings' names. Neither
passage mentions y»a.
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Similar to the comments for 10:2 and 11:10, these Tosafot passages relate
more to Rashi's exegetical motives and the difficuities in the biblical verse than to
an edifying difficuity with the suggestions made in Rashi's commentary. This
difference may account for the fewer number of citations of this comment in the
Tosafot manuscripts. The style of Moscow-Guenzburg 317 and the late date of
both manuscripts may also render suspect the reliability of the citations of this
comment in them. The appearance of this Rashi comment in these particular
manuscripts is no more vaiuable than its conforming presentation in the printed
editions, most of which pre-date these two texts.

The inconclusive nature of these lemmata that are cited only minimally is,
nonetheless, supportive of the value of Tosafot citations in reconstructing the
original Rashi, as well as of the importance of conformity to this process. The
examples presented above from 10:2, 11:10 and 14:2 are not cited sufficiently in
the manuscripts examined to be deemed unquestionably authentic or inauthentic.
The comments are brief and directly related to the verse, with two of them having a
source in rabbinic texts. All of these factors can be associated with Rashi's
exegetical methods, as well as with the nature of scribal interference.

The comments, however, are similar in style and length to one another, and
the Tosafot exegeses related to them aiso conform to each other in terms of their
concems and interests. In addition, these uniquely cited comments appear in the
same manuscript, and both manuscripts are dated quite late. Had a uniquely cited
comment appeared in an early manuscript or had each uniquely cited comment
appeared in a different manuscript, or had each been of a different exegetical
character, the lack of conformity would weaken considerably the ability of the
Tosafot citations to reflect an accurate text of Rashi.

By examining the manuscripts and the nature of the Tosafot concems, in
the comments that appeared identically in the printed texts, the conformity among
the manuscripts in which the uniquely cited comments appear and in the nature of
the exegeses related to them allows for a stronger analysis of the citations, as well
as of those comments that are not cited at all. In general, the Tosafot tended to be
more concemed with those comments of Rashi that raised a moral issue or
challenged an edifying concem. The simple, peshat-like comments of Rashi are
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often shorter in length and therefore are more likely to appear identically in all
printed editions; at the same time, they are less likely to be of concem to the
Tosafot.

The next section will explore briefly the remaining four lemmata in which
Rashi's comments are presented identically in the printed editions of the
commentary but are not cited in any of the Tosafot manuscripts examined. The
pattems of conformity established among those comments that are cited either in
full according to the printed editions or not cited at all will help in the anaiysis of
those comments that are only cited partially, either consistently or inconsistently,
based on the example of the printed editions.

3. Identical Printed Comments Never Cited

Four comments appear identically in all printed editions but are not cited by
the Tosafot in any of the manuscripts verified. An examination of the exegetical
nature of these comments will help to support the argument that
comments not cited by Tosafot may have existed in the original commentary. The
interests of the Tosafot may not have revolved around Rashi's simpler comments.
Rather, those comments that did not carry greater moral lessons (or in some
other way stimulate or participate in controversy) may not have been discussed
and interpreted by the Tosafot to the same extent as others that challenged or
questioned accepted practices and beliefs. Distinguishing between comments
that addressed issues that could have interested the Tosafists and those that,
according to previously established pattems of conformity, might not have done
so, will help defend the authenticity of those comments never cited.

(1) Gen. 7:5 states that Noah did all that God had commanded him: n) wy"
T MY WN Y20, Rashi's comment for the lemma Ny wyn is Namd N3 .70
God commanded Noah to do a number of things related to the ark, and here and in
verse 6:22, the text relates that Noah did as God commanded. Rashi's comment,
based on a midrashic source,” identifies exactly which command is being
followed for each statement of wy». This verse refers to Noah's coming to the ark

70. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 81, 328; Berliner (1905) 15.
71. BR 32:5 (Theodor-Albeck, vol. 1, 283; Mirkin, vol. 2, 30).
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after its building but before boarding. Since the biblical text essentially declares the
same point twice - that Noah did all that God commanded - the midrash is inclined
to understand a distinct meaning in each declaration. Despite its midrashic

quality, this comment is simple and related to the words of the verse and the
context of the narrative.

(2) In verse 17:10, God establishes through circumcision the covenant
between Himself and Abraham and future generations. The text reads: 'n"3 NNt
921 U2 DY SN TANK TYIT P31 02°32) 03 YINVN WN. Rashi's comment for
the lemma 02321 "1 is YwIY v OMN.72 The plural ©2>»21 suggests that God
is making a covenant with Abraham and his descendants. But this assumption
renders the subsequent phrase in the verse, T NN Tyt ), redundant. Rashi
clarifies that 02>°)2) refers to those descendants that already exist, suggesting that
the subsequent phrase refers to those generations not yet bom.

The concem of this comment with the specific meaning of each phrase of
the text follows the midrashic attribution of purpose and meaning to every word
and letter included in the Torah. The explanation does not take the narrative
beyond its basic context, and is not unlike the comment at 7:5.

(3) Gen. 17:12 specifies the age at which males are to be circumcised, as
well as the application of the covenant to both sired and adopted children. The
verse reads: 13 Y21 902 7PN N1 Y BONITY 19t Y DIV LY’ OB NNV 1)
NN TVt KD 9wN D). Rashi's comment for the lemma 902 Mpm is wWipw
THNwn.”3 It explains that someone bought after his birth must also be
circumcised. The simple clarification defines a term perhaps unfamiliar in the
context of babies and changes nothing from the meaning or implication of the
biblical text.

(4) Finally, in 17:23, where Abraham circumcises his son Ishmael and all
the males bom to his household, as well as those purchased after they were bom,
Rashi's comment for the verb Yo" is identical in all printed editions. The verse
reads: 90t 92 VO MPN Y2 AN M YT 92 NN NI INYHY’ NN DIMIAN PN
D’119=N MIN 72T WND N DPN DY DAYIY W3 NN YD DMIIAN NI WINA.

72. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 172, 351; Berliner (1905) 30.
73. Ibid.
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Rashi's comment for the lemma Yo" is Jyan .7 It explains that the verb >,
and he circumcised, is in the simple, active stem conjugation of the verb (P 113).
The reason for this grammatical comment might be the irregular conjugation of the
root 91 or the desire to differentiate between other uses of the root in this section
of the narrative.”> As with the examples above, the exegetical nature of the
comment does not lend itself to profundities.

The four comments of Rashi that are identical in the printed texts not cited
in the Tosafot manuscripts are similar in style and exegetical character. None of
them addresses an issue of moral character, life lessons, or controversial beliefs
or practices. Rather, each comment focuses on a simple textual clarification
within the context of the narrative.

4. Conclusion

The examples presented in the above three sections demonstrate two
kinds of conformity that both substantiate the ability of the Tosafot citations of
Rashi to offer an accurate text of the original commentary. First, the conformity in
the citations of two identical printed comments among numerous manuscripts of
various styles and qualities demonstrates that the Tosafot did cite Rashi's
comments regularly and consistently. Secondly, the conformity in the exegetical
character of those comments not cited at all, as well as those cited only minimally,
elucidate the types of issues that concemed the Tosafot more regularly and those
to which they rarely had anything to add or need to explain or explore. Moreover,
the conformity in the manuscript that contained uniquely cited comments’s exhibits
the ability of the manuscripts themselves to manifest their own reliability, quality
and value in their presentation of Rashi's commentary.

The second half of this chapter will examine those comments that are cited
fully and consistently in the Tosafot manuscripts but are not exactly identical in the
printed editions of the commentary. This conformity among the citations will
further substantiate the ability of the Tosafot to determine the original text.

74. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 178, 352; Berliner (1905) 32.

75. For example, S>wn or bw» in w. 17:10; 17:12; 17:13; 17:14 and onbon in
17:11.

76. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585).
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C. Conforming Citations

Certain comments among the lemmata of Rashi's work cannot be identified
as identical because of minor inconsistencies that do not alter the essential
meaning of the interpretation but nonetheless are present. The variants in spelling,
abbreviations, and conjunctions that separate the textual version of each edition
are the sort of inconsequential variants routinely overiooked when analyzing
citations. A degree of scribal corruption is accepted in every text, and even greater
textual liberties are expected in the copying of someone eise's representation of
the original writing.

Once these minor variants can be tentatively overlooked, the analysis of the
Tosafot citations of Rashi's commentary on Genesis sheds light on significant
pattems of conformity. Comments that are cited in many different manuscripts of
varying quality demonstrate which issues are of interest to the Tosafot. More
importantly, the numerous, consistent citations extracted from these manuscripts
support a textual authenticity to the comments, despite the presence of variants in
the printed editions. In fact, when pattems of conformity among certain citations
were noticed and the comments then verified in the printed texts, the textual
variants in them were minor and insignificant to the meaning of the interpretation.

Since the printed texts have been shown to harbour much textual
corruption, and their ability to serve as a standard by which to measure the
contribution of the citations is tenuous at best, altemating the sources from which
pattemns of conformity are analyzed helps to overcome the weaknesses in the
texts' ability to serve as standards for comparison. In addition, issues of content,
Tosafist concems, and manuscript reliability can be minimized by approaching the
citations both from the perspective of the problematic printed text and the
unpredictable citations.

The examples in the first haif of this chapter have explored comments that
are exactly identical in the printed editions. The citations in the Tosafot
manuscripts confirmed the conformity of the printed text through numerous,
consistent representations of the comment in a variety of exegetical manuscripts.
in addition, those identical comments that were not cited conformed in terms of the
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nature of the interpretation, suggesting that their absence from the Tosafot
manuscripts may be due to a lack of interest on the part of the Tosafot, rather than
a lack of authenticity.

The subsequent section will examine comments that are cited completely
according to the printed text and consistently in many kinds of manuscripts. With
minimal and insignificant variants in the printed versions of these comments, the
recurting citations in Tosafot will be able to corroborate their authenticity.

1. Genesis 6:13

In Rashi's comment on Gen. 6:13, three lemmata are explained.”” The first
two are cited consistently and frequently in the Tosafot manuscripts, usually within
a single discussion. The biblical verse reports God's statement to Noah that the
end of all flesh has come before Him because the earth is filled with violence and
s0 God will destroy it. The Hebrew text is the following:

DN ONN YIND NNDD 22 1399 NI W1 92 \P MY DINON 9NN
NOIND NN OO 2NM
Rashi's comments on awa Y2 ¥p (6:13a) and ©nN X INN NINON *D (6:13b) explain
why all flesh was to be destroyed. They also clarify the purpose for the phrase »
0NN XINN INDN, since verse 11 has already reported that the earth had become
filled with violence.”® The source for both his interpretations is found in numerous
midrashim.™
in essence, the comment for 6:13a explains that wherever one finds
lewdness (nnt), indiscriminate punishment (N*0M>Y1IN)% befalls the world and
kills both good and evil. in other words, "a// flesh was to be destroyed” because of
the presence of lewdness. The comment for 6:13b clarifies that the goal of the

77. The lemmata are: 1wa 5 P, ©oN YINN OB » and YIND NN,

78. Verse 11 states onn \xn Nonm.

79. The foliowing texts all discuss the indiscriminate punisment (NoWYINN)
that will befall both good and evil because of lewdness. BR 26:5 (Theodor
and Albeck, vol. 2, 248-249; Mirkin, vol. 1, 195); LevitR. 23:9 (Mirkin, vol.
8, 49); NumR. 9:33 (Mirkin, vol. 8, 211); Tanhuma. sowxa 12 (Midrash
Tanhuma (Warsaw), fol. 8b); BT San. 108a; PT Sot. n"n n»9.

80. See M. Jastrow, 0> 9, vol. 1 (New York: 1989) 81.
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seemingly repetitive statement regarding the presence of violence is to specify that
their fate was sealed only on account of the robbery they committed.®'

Excluding N1y nran for the moment, both lemmata are cited in fifteen
Tosafot manuscripts; 9wa Y2 \p alone and ©HN YINN NNON ») alone are each
cited in one document. From the twelve manuscripts of N1 nnn examined,
both lemmata are cited in ten manuscripts; “wa 9> \p appears alone in one. The
fact that both lemmata are cited in a particular manuscript does not suggest
necessarily that both comments form part of one Tosafot discussion. In some
instances, each comment is cited at the beginning of its own explanatory passage.

Since the focus of this section is the consistency among the citations, only
the actual citations of the comments are presented for analysis. The discussions
and concems of the Tosafot regarding these comments are summarized in the
analyses, as required.

(a) Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodi. Or. 604) cites 6:13a as part of its own
discussion and then paraphrases the same comment in a subsequent section that
contrasts 6:13a with a citation of 6:13b. The texts read:®

N2 NOMMNTIN NN XYM NNNY 01PN YD 1179 2390 NI WA DI NP
.. DM 02N 1N YYD

NWNT 29D D1 YY NONX 07 913 DNANI KXY 1179 ONN XIND INOD D
AT ONNIT NON 09D NI N'OMMITIN Nt DWNT 9 TR Nwp
NPT D10 DY KON DT 91 ONNNI NOT T 9NN Mt DY 01T

The citation of 6:13b in the first line sets up the probiem addressed in many
Tosafot manuscripts. Rashi's comment on 6:13a suggests that the reason for the
destruction of all flesh is the presence of lewdness, yet the comment for 6:13b
claims that the fate of the flood generation was sealed specifically because of the

robbery they commiitted. The resolution of this seeming confradiction in the two
comments varies from text to text.®

81. According to Jastrow 478, onn has the meaning of violence or extortion.

82. Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) [IMHM 16738], fol. 3a.

83. See Gellis, vol. 1, 204-207 for a selection of Tosafot comments on this
problem.
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The citations of 6:13a and 6:13b reflect accurately the ideas expressed in
the printed versions of Rashi's work. In order to demonstrate the discemabile
pattem of conformity in the citations of this comment, the presentation of the actual
texts of the printed editions will succeed the texts of the citations. The purpose of
this organization is to impress upon the reader the compelling evidence of the
citations which then can be substantiated by the printed comments.

(b) Parma 837 (2058) cites the following:%4

%Y U2 DTN YY NON 027 13 DNNNI NY YWD ONN YIND INOD %D
N'OINMTIN AN N¥M INNY 0PN 9D 1A 9D XP YY 120 99 NN ™
D% DI MM OO XA
Like the second passage of Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604), the comments
of 6:13a and 6:13b in this manuscript are contrasted; however, in this text, the
comment for 6:13a is clearly intended to be an actual citation as opposed to the
paraphrase presented in the previous manuscript. The phrase \pP Yy 920 19 Nn
w31 90 with its inclusion of the lemma introduces the quotation; in Oxford -
Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604), the words %9 71 submit only what is leamed from
the comment, namely that lewdness leads to indiscriminate punishment. The only
textual difference between the citations in each manuscript is the word 3 in the
first passage in Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) and ™ n in Parma 837
(2058). Obviously, the presence or absence of the n does not alter the meaning of
the interpretation.
(c) New York - JTS L792/1 includes citations of both comments, each at the
beginning of its own passage. The citation for 6:13a is:8

N2 NDOIMDITIN NI NS ANNY DIPH 92 "9 N9Y Na wa h xp
.. DWW 0N MMM OOWY
The feminine nxa, which is Na in the previous citations, agrees better with the
feminine N1, and both N>OMYATIN and NOMNTIN are defined in Jastrow's
O2>p 190 as indiscriminate punisment.% This suggests that the variant

84. Parma 837 (2058) {[IMHM 13135), second and third fols. of ru nvo.

85. New York - JTS L792/1 [IMHM 24022], fol. 8a.

86. Jastrow 81. The actual words of the definition are: "punishment of men
regardiess of guilt or innocence."
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representations in the citations may reflect different traditions regarding the
spelling or pronunciation of this term in its earlier sources and that it is not
necessarily a scribal error or textual inconsistency that arose in the transmission
of Rashi's comment. In any case, neither of these variants affects the meaning of
the comment, nor do they alter the basic conformity between the citations.

The citation for 6:13b is identical to the previous examples:&7

911 YY NN OPT 913 ONANI NY 7179 ONN YIND INORD D

(d) Sassoon 409/1 discusses both comments in one passage and the
comment for 6:13b alone in a second passage. The two texts are as follows:%®

P DTN YY NON DT T NOW /RwN INOD w9 ONN XIND NINDD D
NINI POMYIITIN NNT NN NMNNY DIPN U2V NN MY ¥ MY
TN DY 71PN DPT MMNT NNOYN 03N 0% NN NNt 19 oD

Y2 7PN DTN DY NON DT 913 DNNI NOW MIN W1 ODN NIND INOD
... 00NN YY NON DT 913 ONNI N2 MW

The first passage presents the comments in a looser, paraphrastic style as
opposed to a verbatim quotation, although the essence of both comments is
maintained. The words 'nwn NON intimate an explanation of the comment for
6:13b as opposed to a simpie copying of the words. The citation for 6:13a begins
as a verbatim quotation, prefaced by the words N msya w4, The exegete
interrupts the citation with the explanatory clause nnt 9, to ensure that the reader
understands the contradiction between these two comments.

The second passage cites Rashi's comment in conformity with the
previous examples and supports the notion that the reference to the comment for
6:13b in the first passage was intended as an explanatory paraphrase. Textual
variants between these examples and the previous citations continue to be at the
level of missing or added letters, abbreviations, and, in the first passage, the
reversal of the order of the words 0°a1) 0'y1. The sense of the interpretation is

87. New York - JTS L792/1 [IMHM 24022), fol. 8a.
88. Sassoon 409/1 IMHM 98353), p. 8. [Page numbers are marked on the
bottom of each page).
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not altered nor do any of these variants call into question all or part of the
comments' authenticity.

(e) London 173.2 (Add. 11,566) cites the comments for both lemmata in a
single, lengthy discussion. The citations themseives appear as follows:*®

0PN YIND AINDD D ...101 DYDY NG NYOINTITIN W9 w1l DD P
92 MNY LI DYY ... MNY ROV D1 NON DT T ONNN) NO w9
...DWM DN NINM OYWY NIND NXOMIITIN NN XYM NNNY 0PN
The presence of "1 in the first citation of 6:13a could theoretically raise the
question as to how much of the comment known to modem readers was known to
the scribe and intended as part of the "ef cetera." The complete citation further on
in the comment confirms this text's conformity with the earlier examples. The
citation of 6:13b is consistent as well; the absence of the word Yy can be attributed
easily to scribal error and does not challenge the validity of the text.
(f) Moscow-Guenzburg 317 includes partial citations of both comments:%

NI XYM ANNY OIPN DI 19 DY NM NNXY 1D OPT M) DNNNI NO
. DWN YPWN "D

The use of 101 precludes the comparison of the details of this scribe's rendition of
the comment; however, the juxtaposition of the two comments conforms with their
presentation in the other manuscripts and suggests that the actual texts of the
interpretation conformed as well. The inciusion of 1121 implies that more text
existed but was not cited, rather than that the abbreviated comments were the
original versions.

(g) The issue of abbreviated citations is more complex in Cambridge
1215,5 (Add. 1215,5), where a partial citation of 6:13a, without 1>, begins two
separate discussions, and complete citations of both 6:13a and 6:13b appear in a
third passage. The texts follow:S!

89. London 173.2 (Add. 11,568) [IMHM 4921], fols. 7b-8a.
90. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 475885], fol. 8b.
91. Cambridge 1215,5 (Add. 1215,5) [IMHM 17078]. fol. 12a.
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..09WY NI 722 137 79 DOWY NNA NYOMWITIN W19 Wi YO \p

MWD 19°7 TO OYWH NINI NXDIMTITIN NI NI NN 0PN 9
.71t 1D NN 0WPN3

YINY XU D10 Y NON 07 112 ONNNI NY 010N YIND INOD D
DYWY NN NYOMYITIN NNt NI NANY DIPN Y2 Y0 msy wo
<N DY DT M2 MDY YNWN DY DI MM

With only the citations from the first two passages, which do not include any
indication that more text of the comment follows, one would be inclined to doubt
either the reliability of the citations or the authenticity of the phrase 03w nam
ow. The conformity of the third citation with the preceding texts confirms that
the citations in the first two discussions are abbreviated.

The first passage in this manuscript discusses the sense of the word
NOIMMINN,; the second introduces the question of where else in the Bible
lewdness led to indiscriminate punishment. Neither discussion requires the entire
text of the comment, and this may have been the reason for the scribe's brevity.

The possibility that this particular manuscript is an anthology of comments
on the Torah drawn from different sources must also be considered. The
anthological nature of the document could suggest that two earlier scribes did
have only the abbreviated comments they cite and that the longer version cited in
the third passage was included from a longer text.

The conformity of the longer citation with the maijority of other citations and
the nature of the comments that accompany both the long and short citations
support the argument that the first two citations were abbreviated to the part that
was relevant at the time, rather than that the third citation includes an additional
clause not authentic to the original text. The citation of 6:13b continues to be
consistent from manuscript to manuscript, and its recurrent juxtaposition with
6:13a substantiates the presence of both comments in the original version of
Rashi's commentary.



123

(h) New York - JTS L.791 presents this same juxtaposition in its citations of
6:13a and 6:13b. The text in this manuscript reads:%2

NN 021 93 79 DY MY /P DN HY NON DT 11 ONNI N "o
.01 PN TN ONYY NN NPOMMITIN NIt NN
This passage is the same as most of the citations presented above, and the
textual variants between them are virtually non-existant.
(i) Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) cites each comment as part of its own
separate discussion. The texts are the following:%

"YA AN DYDY NN MMTIN /M 13 YW PN D0 WA Y NP
.0\

.. IT1 YY NON 1T ) NN NY W Onn

Besides the frequent use of abbreviations in these citations, the one significant
textual difference here is the phrase Nt 13 v, which is cited as Mt N¥IMD NNNY
in the other renditions. The sense of the comment is not changed by this variant,
which suggests perhaps that the author was citing Rashi's comment from
memory. One could also argue that the very existence of this variant intimates a
lack of authenticity to the comment; however, the manifest conformity among the
texts of the other manuscripts and in the meaning of the interpretation weakens
this perspective.

(j) Jerusalem 8°5138 (B200) cites both comments in abbreviated form. The
inclusion of 121 in each citation indicates that the scribe was aware of more text
than was being presented in this document. Like Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52),
6:13a and 6:13b are cited at the beginning of separate discussions. The texts are
the following:%

..DMN DI DY INNY DIPN DI W9 Wwa YO NP

92. New York - JTS L791 [IMHM 24021], fol. 7b.
93. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 801}, fol. 6a.
94. Jerusalem 8°5138 (B200), fols. 2a, 3a.
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.."19Y DT 1) DNNNI NY W9 ONN

The presence of /121 in the middle of the citation of 6:13a, with the words 01w
o’y included at the end, confirms the existence of the rest of the comment. One
could argue that the 1> at the end of the citation for 6:13b was added to the text by
a later scribe who was familiar with a longer comment, but that the original author
only possessed these first four words. Even so, the frequent
discussions of whether nut or bta was the cause of the flood generation's
downfall, as well as the particular comment that follows in this manuscript, which
refers to the sin of b, affirm Tosafist knowledge of a comment longer than the
citation above as well as an association of the comment with Rashi.

(k) The citations of 6:13a and 6:13b in Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 appear in
the same discussion in which the concept of Mt and >t are contrasted. The text
reads:%

NN DY NON DT 912 ONNI NI 1) NN XYM ANNY DPN DD
21 DY NYN DN XY DN TONNY
Identifying which aspects of this passage are intended as direct quotations of
Rashi's comment and which are paraphrases of the ideas can prove difficult. One
could question legitimately whether Rashi said the words NON DT 9t DN XY
N Yy in addition to the words 51N Yy NON DN NO.

Since the issue being addressed in this passage conforms with the cited
passages in previous examples, the sense of this text becomes clearer: the idea
that in 6:13a Rashi suggests that n»t is the reason for the flood seems to
contradict his comment in 6:13b, where he states that the fate of the flood
generation was sealed only on account of their sin of robbery. For this reason,
6:13a is only cited up until the most relevant word, nt. The "1 indicates that
more comment exists but is not included.

The remaining part of the citation is essentially a paraphrase of the
confradiction of 6:13a and 6:13b. Using the words of 6:13b, the exegete
expresses the difficulty that from the cited phrase of 6:13a, the fate of the flood

95. Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 [IMHM 15890), first folio of 2 nvw, ninth folio
from the beginning of the ms.
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generation appears to have been sealed on account of nmt, but afterwards the
comment at 6:13b states that bta was the sole cause of their fate.

In this passage, the citations of 6:13a and 6:13b are not complete. In fact,
the comment for 6:13b is not really cited verbatim, at all. However, the information
provided in this citation regarding these two comments does not contradict or
supplant the conformity established in previous examples. Rather, the issue being
addressed in this text corroborates this citation's conformity with
the above citations and supports the interpretations’' presence in the original
commentary.

(1) Oxford - Bodleian 271/8 (Opp. 31) cites 6:13a in one discussion and then
both 6:13a and 6:13b together in another. The citations are:%

...092 NOM /P Hy7 M wa Yo XP

T 19 N P DN DY ON 1T 12 1T ROW INOD NIND NINON D
.Y PAND AN OVW NI NPODMTIN NN NYM INNY PN 9D

The first passage in this Tosafot manuscript discusses whether good people
existed at this time, because verse 6:12 states Yy 1297 NN w3 Y2 MNWN D
XN, that a/l flesh had corrupted its way on the earth. For this reason, only the
relevant words from 6:13a, regarding the good and evil peopie (D DAW), are
cited. The explanation for the incomplete citation is justified by the longer and
complete citation which appears in the second passage.

The citation for 6:13b differs from other renditions of this comment in the
word t)); other texts cite the word onnns (or onny). The root Onn in its Yy9)
form means to be sealed, and 2t in its Yyo) form means to be decreed.¥” The
sense of either word in the context of the comment does not alter the intepretation.

The scribe or student in this text may have been citing the comment from
memory, and the word onn) was accidentally changed to 1tn. The predominance
of onnn (or onn) in most of the cited passages establishes the preference for
this word's legitimacy as opposed to that of 1tn .

96. Oxford - Bodleian 271/8 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 16739), first fol. of ry ne.
97. Jastrow 514, 231.
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(m) Warsaw 204/27 cites comments for 6:13a and 6:13b in the same
passage. The text reads:%

NINT NOIMDATIN BN Y9 P ST DY NON DT 1) DNNNY N W19

PP HY DPT ) DNNI NY NIINO NN D233 NI NIV P ON D

N YNWN M Y %91 DN DI NI NN DI DN DY NON

..D%M MO NN NN 223 INDT

The citation of 6:13b is identical to the majority of representations in the other
examples. The comment for 6:13a is not cited in full anywhere in this text, but its
content is paraphrased throughout. The phrase "9 N3 NPOMIITIN 'ON YD
NN Hawa Nt NIt 10 ON refers briefly to the words of Rashi's comment, while
it explains the main agenda for its inclusion in this discussion, that in 6:13a nut
appears to be the reason for the flood, whereas in 6:13b the impetus is dta. The
words D1 7210 MMM NN 23 ANDT DN YNWN ¢ W 9 confirm that the
scribe had more of Rashi's comment for 6:13a but did not see a need to cite it
completely.

The full citation of 6:13b presented in juxtaposition to fragmentary
representations of 6:13a continues to manifest the conformity found in the Tosafot
manuscripts among the citations of these comments. The lack of a complete
citation for 6:13a in this passage does not undermine this conformity, because the
context in which the partial citations and paraphrases are presented follows the
pattemn witnessed in other documents. Moreover, no element of the brief
references to this comment in any way contradicts or invalidates the full citations
in the other texts.

(n) Vat. Ebr. 48/1 includes complete citations for both comments, one
following the other. it then goes on to discuss the contradiction between them.
The citations read as follows:%®

NI NIOMMTIN DNt XD AN 0PN DD 179510 N3 wWwa O P
DNANI XY W19 OB XIND AINDN D OWAN DY 0N N OO
..JT27 JY NON OPT It

98. Warsaw 204/27 [IMHM 10112, fols. 220a-220b.
99. Vat. Ebr. 48/1 [IMHM 165), fol. 3b.
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Two minor textual variants appear in this citation. The first is N>OMMTIN, which
is close enough to the other renditions of this word to be a simple copying error.
The second is the phrase D ynn Dy DN, which appears in other citations as
0% D2 (or 03N D). The essential meaning of the phrase, that both the
good and evil will be killed on account of the lewdness, is not altered with the
version in this manuscript. The variant perhaps stresses that, while the evil
obviously would be killed, in this particular case the good are killed with them. The
difference in nuance is miniscule in significance and, as a whole, the
citations of 6:13a and 6:13b in this text conform with their citations in the previous
examples.

(o) Akin to Vat. Ebr. 48/1, Leiden 27 (Wam. 27; Cod. Or. 4765) also cites
the comments for 6:13a and 6:13b one after the other.'®

NI POIMNTIN NN NN NMNNY DIPN Y2519 2290 N WA NP
DT T2 ONNY N2 ONN YINN INDN 3D DWAN DY DN INM DOWS
.19 DY DTN VY NON
This passage conforms almost identically to the majority of representations of this
comment in the preceding documents. The textual variant of the phrase 0210
D'YYN DY appears in Vat. Ebr. 48/1 and can be explained in the same way. The
words w19 2y indicate clearly to the reader the end of the citation and the

beginning of a discussion on it, and this confirms the limits inadvertently set in the
citations above.

(p) Similarly, Paris héb. 260 has one passage that cites both comments:1%!

Y10 DY NON DI*T 13 1) NOW MUN INON W ONN XIND NN D
NI NDIMMMNITIN NI NS NNNY DIPN DD MNY WA MIX MY ')
DY O OPT MIT NON N 223w NION N YN D3N N YD
I 7Y NOY D
The passage is reminscent of several texts. The phrase 2t N>v appears in
most renditions as OnNNM XYW (or oNM)) but is not unique to this manuscript, 192

The sense of the comment is not altered by the change in words, and the variant

100. Leiden 27 (Wam. 27; Cod. Or. 4765) [IMHM 17371), fols. S5b-6a.

101. Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839, fol. 19a.

102. See above, the citations from Oxford - Bodleian 271/8 (Opp. 31)
[IMHM 16739).
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may represent a paraphrase that was transmitted erroneously as a verbatim

quote.
(q) Vat. Ebr. 45/1 cites only the comment for 6:13a:'%3

.09%Y N3 D172 937 79 DYYY NI NOMNMTIN W0 Wi DO \p

The purpose of this brief, incomplete citation is the definition of the word
NONNON, and therefore the rest of the comment is not relevant to the exegete.
While one certainly could argue that this citation is evidence of an original, shorter
comment, or at least a sign of the longer version's questionable authenticity, the
conformity among all the previous citations would have to be rejected as
meaningless. Since the comment that accompanies the citation pertains directly
to the cited part of the Rashi, the lack of 121 or the remainder of the comment
does not undermine the conformity found among the maijority of citations or
invalidate the authenticity of the comment.

Also, the lack of a citation for 6:13b needs not question the legitimacy of this
comment to the original work. Since even those comments that are included are
cited only for their relevance to the discussion that follows, the idea that some
comments were of no interest to a particular exegete and therefore not mentioned
at all need not be of any consequence to their authenticity.

(r) Similarly, Oxford - Bodleian 27 1/2 (Opp. 31) only cites the comment for
6:13b:104

TN YY NN 1T 2 DN XY W9 ONn

This text presents the comment in conformity with the majority of examples above.
The lack of a citation for 6:13a can say more about the interests of the Tosafot in
this exegetical work than about whether the comment was part of the original work

of Rashi. Since both 6:13a and 6:13b are cited regularly in many manuscripts,
their absence in any one particular document does not discard the arguments for
their authenticity.

103. Vat. Ebr. 45/1 [IMHM 162], fol. 2b.
104. Oxford - Bodleian 271/2 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 16739], second fol. of nes
.
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Rashi's comments for 6:13a and 6:13b are also cited in the exegetical work
"™ nran. Most of the manuscripts of this work cite and discuss 6:13a and then
present both comments in juxtaposition to each other in a discussion of the
confradiction between them. The passages extracted from these manuscripts are
essentially the same in terms of content, structure, and style.
However, considering that these are all copies of the same work, the variants that
do appear between them can prove very interesting.

(s) Parma 537 (2541) cites the following:'%

[Yryn Y7 ] DY NG NYOMIIIITIN W9 wa 9D \p

NOWPI K11 DY NON 0T 12 DNNNI XY ¥ OPN YIND NN D
NI NPDMDNTIN NI NS NANY DIPN DI MY ¢ DD MY
. DWW O N OOV
As discussed in the examples above, the brief citation of 6:13a in the first passage
is redeemed by a fuller citation in the second passage.
(t) Budapest-Kaufmann A31 has a similar text:1%®

T2 ODWY N3 720 7937 9 MDY DY NI NPONDMTIN WM 19 WA Y \Xp
YV SNINSD

MY P DTN Y NON DT 912 DNNTY XD WA 19 OHN NIND NS 0D
DYDY NI NYOMNMTIN NI KM NNNY DIPN 9D MmNy W 19 nyH
.0 02 NMM
The comment that follows the citation in the first passage demonstrates that the
focus for this author was the definition of the word N*OPMTIN.'9 This specific
topic of exegesis could explain the abridged citation, which is subsequently
presented in full in the next passage.

105. Parma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503, fol. 8a.

106. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 {IMHM 2833], fol. 15a.

107. The author of this comment ieamed the definition of the word
oo from wn, which is an Aramaic lexicon compiled by Rabbi
Natan ben Yehiel of Rome (1035-1110). in the twelfth century. See
Nathan ben Jehiel of Rome, >»n 1137 13 v 11371 N DSen Y 10,
eds. Alexander Kohut and Samuel Krauss, vol. 1 (Tel-Aviv:
1969-1970) 143 - "7 y3v APOBYT WD TT VBN 9. FOr more on
Rabbi Natan see "Nathan ben Jehiel,” EJ, vol. 8, 859-860.
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(u) Munich 62,1 also discusses 6:13a in one comment and then both 6:13a
and 6:13b in a second passage, but the citations in this text are less complete, and
the first comment contains significant variants. 108

NN OYYH MNQ WM AN NNE 1N LV 0PN YD WL WA D NP
...YOI2) NOV DRNIN NOM /DM DM D230

NAY APV XM YTD P HTIN YY XON D1T 1) DNNNI NY W19 0N
.11 BYWY AN POMMTIN MY 1IW BIPN 92 2OYY 9T Ty N
In the first passage, the phrase nyn N Nt yna v appears instead of the
standard N>OMMTIN Nt NI NNNY. However, in the second passage 6:13a is
cited in conformity with other renditions, although in an abbreviated form. The fact
that N> NN is a recognized, exegetical work and not an anthology of
interpretations indicates that the lack of textual consistency from paragraph to
paragraph is suggestive of a large degree of scribal corruption. Otherwise, one
could propose that each passage originated from an independent source and was
included in this one work of exegesis. While this may be the case, the idea that
random comments were inserted under the guise of NnTy> NMn elucidates further
the extent to which the copying process had the potential to alter an author's work.
(v) The citations in Paris héb. 168 are almost identical to that of Budapest
Kaufmann A31:'®

To OOWY N2 72D 927 9 11 OVWY NA NYODWYITIN W0 W3 YD \p
LT3 SNINSD

VP YN Y NON DPT 13 DNNNY XD YW ONN YIND AINOD
NI NPOIINMTIN NN XD INNY 0PN DD My W19 yd M
.00 0% NN OOWY
While the textual variants in these citations are essentially insignificant, since they
do represent extracts of the same exegetical work, they are noteworthy,
nonetheless. The word N>OnD¥TIN in the first citation appears as N*OYXNMTININ

the second passage, and the phrase D1 O is reversed in the

108. Munich 62,1 [IMHM 23118}, fol. 6b.
109. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155), fol. 7b.
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Budapest-Kaufmann A31 rendition. Many of these variants were exhibited in the
non-NTN NN manuscripts, but the textual inconsistency among renditions
of the same text and even within the same manuscript manifests clearly the
degree of commuption.

(w) New York - JTS L790 also has a similar text:11°

12 OO N3 93T '9 'O DYWY NINA NYOMOMTIN Ot w1 w1 Y \p
.TY3 NINSD

NWPY D11 HY NON 07 913 DN XD Dt W9 0NN XIND NINDD »D
TING NPOMIITIN NN NI ANNY DIPN 92 MY NI 19 DV N7
... D% D22 MM D
(x) New York - JTS L788 cites more of 6:13a in its first passage than do the
previous examples, but it does not include the definition of the word N>OIMTN.
The second passage also compares 6:13a and 6:13b, but it differs sharply from
the preceding texts:'"!

DYWY NNQ NDMMITN NI XXM NNNY DIPN 99 WD WA 2D Xp
SYVIAONNID T

NDIDITIN NN XXM ANNRY DIPN D9 WA 19 ONN YINN NINOND »D
NIN DT 2 DNNANI XY Y9 19INT...0%NM DI MMM 0OWO M
.. DM DN NINN NN DWM KN DY DY
The citation of 6:13b in the second passage is presented as part of the discussion
and explanation of the contradiction between Rashi's two comments. The insertion
of the word D'yv serves as a clarification that the evil people would be killed
because of the b3, but that, because of the nit, both good and evil were to be
kiled. While the passage discusses the same main issue as the equivalent
sections in the other Ny NN manuscripts, its presentations vary explicitly.
(y) New York - JTS L787 follows the pattem of Budapest Kaufmann A31
and New York - JTS L790:112

110.  New York - JTS L790 {IMHM 24020}, fol. Sa.
111.  New York - JTS L788 [IMHM 24018}, fol. 2b.
112.  New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017), fol. 4b.
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0 T2 09WY NI 137 79 191 0YWH NI NOOMNTIN WO WaI N P
Jryvm

MY NWPY 91N Y3 NON 0T 3 ONNY NY 'W19 ONN XIND NINOR
DYDY NG NPDIMMTIN NN NN ANNY 0PN 9 MY w9 Nyd
..M D22 MM

(2) New York - JTS L789 differs only in its presentation of the phrase w9

w113

9 79 OYWY NNG 13T '9 OYWH NN NOMMITIN WA 79 WA D P
S

NWPI DTN DY NON 07 11 DNNI XY W1 79 ONN XINT INOD 1D
NI NOOMMTIN NN XYM ANRY 0PN Y9 1m0y A 19 o) M
.2 D2 MNM DM
(aa) In Vat. Ebr. 53, the discussion in the first passage extends beyond the
definition of N>OMMTIN, while the contrast of 6:13a and 6:13b remains the same

in the second passage:''4

DIPN Y Ow 2 HY PONW ¥ 937 79 DYYY NN NYOIMNMTIN WO
M NN DIPNI VN 12N ONYY NI NXDMNMTIN NI XYM INNY
WM

29D MY PY TN DY NON 0T 913 DANI NI 'S ONN XIND AINID D
03 MNM DOWY NI POMNTIN NI NYID MNNY 0PN YD W
.0

The remarks that follow the citation of 6:13a include a second citation of the same
comment. This repetition intimates strongly a second exegetical passage
appended to the citation and subsequent definition of X>0¥1TIN that is common
to most of the N1 NN manuscripts already examined. While the citations of
the Rashi comments continue to manifest conformity from one manuscript to the
next, the texts of the exegeses that follow demonstrate distinct variants. in this
context of explicit textual corruption, the minor textual variants within the citations

113. New York - JTS L789 [IMHM 24018), fols. S5a-5b.
114. Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170], fol. 8a.
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themselves are evidently insignificant, and their consistent conformity among the
explicit corruption strengthens the argument for their authenticity.

(bb) Finally, the citations in Parma 527 (2368) are more similar to the earlier
examples:'15

75 05YY N2 139 7927 /9 YYD NI NOMYMITIN W WA VI NP
TV YIIND

MY NOWPY DTN Y NION DT 1) ONN) XD ¢ ODN XIND AINOD D
..."121 NN NSO NNANY 0PN DD MNNY w9 Yd

The abbreviated citation of 6:13a in the second passage is accompanied by ")
and, as well, it cites a different part of the comment than is presented in the first
passage. Moreover, since the content of the exegesis in the second discussion
conforms with the previous examples, one can assume that the author of this
manuscript knew of a longer text of Rashi's comment and chose to include it in an
abridged form. The possibility also remains that the original version of N1y NruN
abbreviated Rashi's comments, and later renditions of the work compieted the
citation. In either case, the citation of Rashi presented in these two passages
does not challenge the conformity established among the other renditions of the
work.

Despite the extensive corruption of the text and content of the N7y nrn
super-commentary on Rashi, the citations of Rashi themselves do not contain
significant variants, either in terms of text or content. In fact, the conformity
manifested among the citations from the manuscripts of N1y nrn is
substantiated further by their conformity with the citations extracted from the first
set of Tosafot manuscripts of varying quality, date, and exegetical nature.

The examination of the manuscripts of Tosafot exegesis, including the
N1 nrun texts and the extraction of conforming citations of the comments for
6:13a and 6:13b advocate for the authenticity of these comments to the original
version of Rashi's commentary without requiring the faulty printed editions to
serve as the standard for comparison. The citations on their own demonstrate an
ability to present consistent evidence of Rashi's work.

115. Parma 527 (2368) [IMHM 13233], fols. 8b-7a.
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When the texts of the citations are verified against the printed editions, the
tenuous nature of the printed editions is reinforced, and the reliability of the Tosafot
citations is enhanced. The Venice and Guadelajara editions of the commentary

present the comments most in conformity with the standard extracted from the
citations.

The Venice edition reads the following:11®

DYWY NI NDMDNITIN NN XY NNNY 0PN 99 w1 DI NP
0% DI MMM

I%N YY NON DT 13 ONNY KXY 0NN NIND INON

The text of the Guadelajara edition is:''?

09 NN NPODIDNTIN NI NYM NNRY 0PN 9D wa Y \p
D% 023 MMM

IT0 YY NONX DT 1) DNNNI XD ONN NIND INOND M

The only difference between these two versions is the spelling of N0,
which does not have the vav after the mem in the Guadelajara edition, and the
words onn? and onnn. Both these variants, meaningless to the sense of the
interpretation, are evident among the different Tosafist citations.

The Reggio printed edition has one significant variant that did not appear
among any of the citations:1"®

DYWY NXA ANYOMIVITIN N N¥ M NNNY DPN 9D wWwa YO Xp
D% 0 MM

1N Yy NON DT 9t O(MNNTY NY DDA NIND NIRON D

The spelling of NN>OIMYNTIN differs yet again, and this edition prefers the word
onnm. The most interesting variant, however, is the word NNt instead of nnt.
Obviously a scribal error misreading the word nut, this variant renders Rashi's

116. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 74.
117. Ibid. 327.
118. Ibid.
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comment meaningless. Rather than explaining that lewdness is the cause of
indiscriminate death among both good and evil people, and thus God telis Noah
that "the end of all flesh has come," the rendition of the Reggio text states that
"this" is the cause of indiscriminate punishment, aithough the subject of the relative
pronoun remains obscure and unintelligible.

Considering the prominance of N3t among the Tosafot discussions of
Rashi's comment, this error reinforces both the lack of leamedness among those
editing the printed editions and the gravity of the textual corruption. Despite its
recogition as YN ©91 or the "First Edition,”!'? the text of Reggio contains more
significant errors than the variant minutiae found among the citations.

The Rome printing of the commentary contains an additional phrase at the
end of 6:13a, which, without having consulted the Tosafot manuscripts, would
have been considered a serious variant among the printed texts. This version
reads:'®

05 NI NYOMDITIN NN NS ANNY DIPN DD WA Y \p
37T 9 POYNATIN DN DIN MMM

910 YY NON DT 12 DN NY DN YIND INOND D

The phrase at the end of 6:13a is the definition of N*O¥>YTIN, which appears
primarily in the N1 M manuscripts. The exploration of the citations in Tosafot
exegetical works helps to eliminate phrases and comments that have become
appended to Rashi's work but that did not originate there. The definition of
NOMITIN obviously formed part of the super-comment, but without the
resource of the Tosafot citations, the variant becomes part of an
extensive assortment of phrases and words that may have been either added to or
omitted from one edition or another. An analysis of Tosafot exegeses and their
relationship to Rashi's commentary heips to resolve some of these anomalies.

The repeated presence of this phrase in the Tosafot literature again calls
into question the competency of the editors of the printed editions, and it also

119. Offenberg 493; Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 309.
120. Rashi Ha-Shalem, vol. 1, 327.
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elucidates the inadequacy of these works to serve as standard versions of the
commentary.

Finally, Berliner's edition contains only one minor variant. The textis as
follows:12!

OYWY NNA NOMPATIN (173]) Tt XY NNNY OWPN 9D Wwa v \p
L0 D2 MM

S0 Yy NON DT 911 DNNY XY ONN YIND INDD D

The additional acronym tw is in parentheses, presumably because Berliner was
unclear as to whether it formed part of the original commentary. He probably
found the abbreviation in a minority of the manuscripts he consulted, and hence he
included it in parentheses. Its appearance in the comment suggests that both
lewdness and idolatry lead to indiscriminate punishment.12

Almost every Tosafot comment consuited contrasted nut with bt, with no
mention of idolatry, and none of the other printed editions included the acronym (or
the words) in its rendition. Berliner's inclusion of the term, even in parentheses,
demonstrates his tendency to be inclusive in his choices rather than exclusive.
His acknowledgement of students’ comments and scribal additions appended to
the body of the commentary'Z does not translate into a
critical apparatus elucidating these layers, and the conformity both among the
citations of Rashi in the Tosafot as well as in their discussions of the comments
suggests that Berliner's inclusion of the acronym was unjustified. As with the
other printed texts, the problematic nature of Berliner's edition is reinforced through
the analysis of the Tosafot texts and their citations of Rashi.

121. Berliner (1905) 14.

122. Worth mentioning is the presence of the phrase in Rashi's comment
for 8:11, for the lemma nmnwvm. The comment begins v My nb.
See Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 73, 327; Berliner (1905) 13. The
rabbinic source for this comment is BT San. 56b-57a, in which the
prooftexts indicating that the sons of Noah were commanded against
idolatry (vy) and my »in (of which mot is assumed to be a form) are
discussed. The linking of sexual improprieties with idolatry may have
led to the inclusion of ty in Rashi's comment for 6:13a. (See Rashi
HaShalem, vol. 1, 73, fn 28, for other sources).

123. Berliner (1905) viii-ix.
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Rashi's comments for 6:13a and 6:13b were established through the
citations of these interpretations in manuscripts of Tosafot works of exegesis.
From manuscript to manuscript, the conformity in the citations substantiated the
authenticity of these remarks. It also served as a standard for verifying the
variants in the printed editions. Since neither the printed editions nor any one
Tosafot manuscript represents a reliable version of the original Rashi
commentary, pattems of conformity in both resources must be established,
elucidated, and analyzed in order for the comments to be validated.

in this example, the extraction of the citations from the Tosafot
manuscripts, with the evaluation of the significance of the textual variants, (or the
lack thereof), established the pattem for a conforming text. The subsequent
verification of the printed editions corroborated the evidence while supporting the
notions both that the citations have much to contribute to a textual analysis of
Rashi's commentary and that the printed editions lack the textual refiability
popularly attributed to them.

2. Genesis 6:19

Rashi's comment for this verse consists of two lemmata. The first lemma,
NN Yon, will be the subject of the subsequent discussion.'?4 In the verse itseif,
God tells Noah that he should bring to the ark two of "every living thing of all flesh.”
The Hebrew text is:

N3APN DT TN NONND NIANN KN NN Y0 0% W31 YIN NN Yo
R 1)
The comment addresses the apparent redundancy of the phrases >nn Y>n and
w31 Hon, since one clause could have been sufficient to convey the types of
beings to be invited on the ark. Rashi's source in Bereshit Rabba (31:13)

124. Yon ow is the second lemma in Rashi's comment for this verse.
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suggests that each phrase alludes to a specific category of creature; specifically
that demons who are living but not made of flesh were to be included on the ark.'>

The citation of Rashi's comment for this lemma appears in sixteen Tosafot
manuscripts. Fourteen of them present Rashi's comment as D>T¥ %9N.126
Textual variants among these fourteen manuscripts include the conjunction »
preceding the word Y>*oN,'?” an additional yod after the v in ©>T*v,'2 and the
definite article on the word 0>1>wn.'2 Two renditions do not abbreviate ¥»oN.1%0
None of these variants aiters the meaning of the interpretation nor requires
profound analyses.

The Tosafot discussions regarding this citation either explain the difficuit
issue addressed in Rashi's interpretation'3! or include a passage from v
D*onn that expounds a conversation between Noah and a demon named

125. BR 31:13, Theodor-Albeck, vol. 1, 287; Mirkin, vol. 2, 24-25. Most
texts of BR read mn v»an. The Theodor-Albeck edition has o in
the notes to be appended to the phrase mn1 Yo as a variant
reading. Both Ms. Vat. Ebr. 60 and Ms. Vat. Ebr. 30 of BR read ¥rax
mnn only. Midrash Bereshit Rabba, Codex Vatican 60 (Ms. Vat. Ebr.
60) (Jerusalem: Makor, 1972) 105, and Midrash Bereshit Rabba (Ms.
Vat. Ebr. 30) (Jerusalem: Makor, 1971) fol. 29b. Cf. also Midrash
Bereshit Rabati, 81 (6:19), 66 (7:16).

126. Oxford-Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 804) [IMHM 16738], fol. 3b;
Oxford-Bodieian 271/8 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 16739), first fol. of ry nve;
Oxford-Bodleian 284 (Marsh. 225) [IMHM 18752), second fol. of nvo
ry; Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 131385), third fol. of r neno; New York -
JTS L792/1 IMHM 24022], fol. 8a; Moscow-Guenzburg 317 IMHM
47585}, fol. 8b; New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023], fol. 5a;
Cambridge 1215, 5 [[MHM 17078), fol. 13a; Paris héb. 167/3 [IMHM
4154), fol. 106a; Vat. Ebr. 45/1 [IMHM 182), fol. 3a; Vat. Ebr. 48/1
(IMHM 185], fol. 4a; Munich 62,1 [IMHM 23118], fol. 8b; New York - JTS
L790 [IMHM 24020}, fol. 13b; Leiden 27 (Wam. 27; Cod. Or. 4765)
[IMHM 17371], fol. Ba.

127. Oxford-Bodieian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) [IMHM 16738); New York - JTS
L792/1 [IMHM 24022); New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020).

128. Vat. Ebr. 45/1 [[MHM 162].

129. Leiden 27 (Wam. 27; Cod. Or. 4765) [IMHM 17371].

130. Oxford 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) [IMHM 16738) and Moscow-Guenzburg
317.

131. Namely, the redundancy of the two phrases va Y2n and »nn Yan.
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NYpw.132 The conformity among both the citations and the Tosafist
super-comments establishes the text of Rashi's comment for 6:19a, and supports
its authenticity.133

Two manuscripts from the sixteen present citations of Rashi that differ from
the conforming renditions in the other documents. Oxford - Bodleian 283 (Hunt.
569) cites the following:134

..DYTVM AN NI "N DO

The sense of the interpretation is maintained in this variant citation, which explains
that the phrase *nn Yon is different from “wa Yon because it includes the demons.
The discussion that follows presents the conversation between Noah and the
demon.'® The textual variant could suggest a paraphrase of the idea expressed
in Rashi's commentary and hence was not intended as a verbatim quotation.
Since aimost all the citations are relatively identical, minimal importance can be
placed on one text that does not alter the meaning of the comment in any way.

The text of the citation in Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) differs more
significantly. It reads:'%

LJYTDN PON AN YIN WS

11y is a yoke or a pair of working animals tied to a yoke.'3” The reason these
animals would be singled out in the phrase >nn Yon or Wwa Yan is unclear, as is
any potential relationship to demons. The subject of the discussion surrounding
this citation is a comparison of Rashi's understanding of the phrase >nn Yon with

132. S. Buber (ed.), 210 v rvoon o5nn vrmo (New York: Om Publishing,
1947), » ¢ norno fol. 35a (p. 68). Essentially, the demon xprv
requested permission to board the ark, and Noah toid him he first had
to find a mate. xp'v proposed marriage to Nnns the demon
responsibie for causing men to lose their money. In exchange, he
promised to give to xnns everything he eamed, and so they entered
the ark.

133. See Gellis, vol. 1, 214-215, for a selection of Tosafot comments that
accompany Rashi 6:19.

134. Oxford-Bodieian 283 (Hunt. 569) [IMHM 16751), fol. 3a.

135. See note 165.

136. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 901], fol. 8b.

137. Jastrow 1287,
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that of the Gemara'3® and the issue of whether the animals were taken onto the
ark in pairs, the number of which was not limited, or whether only two of every
animal was permitted to board. In this context, the concept of ©>1n3y is not entirely
foreign, although the significance of this particular category of animal is dubious.

After explaining that the animals boarded the ark in pairs, and that seven
pairs of the ritually pure animals was required, the passage concludes with the
thought that the explanation ©>Tv 20N refers to the extra vav on the beginning of
the phrase 'nn Y911.'*¥ Since DTV ¥,°9N had yet to be mentioned in this
passage, the reference to it at the end is curious. Moreover, Rashi's source for
this comment in BR employs the words mnnm YN, with 0>Tv added to the
phrase only in some renditions;*“¢ the mention of this unreferenced derash in the
Tosafot passage is illogical, and its connection to the exegesis that precedes it is
dubious.

Munich 62.1 contains a comparable discussion as in Hamburg 40 (Cod.
hebr. 52), except that the citation of Rashi reads 0>Tv instead of »1ny.'4! In this
version, the reference to the phrase 01w ¥%0N at the end of the passage is more
logical. Since Rashi had first been associated with the phrase earlier in this
discussion, the second citation and subsequent explanation are not out of place.
Rather the passage closes an explanation that began with a presentation of
Rashi's comment for >nn Yo in contrast to the Gemara's understanding of the
same lemma.

The combined evidence of the analogous discussion in Munich 62.1 and the
reference to D>Tv >°oN at the end of both passages suggest that the attribution of
D13 to Rashi is a scribal error.42 An illegible word and a scribe's attempt to

138. BT AZS1a.

139. In other words, we know demons were included on the ark from the
conjunction vav at the beginning of 6:19, on the first clause - »nn Yam.

140. See note 125.

141. Munich 62.1 [IMHM 23118], fol. 6b.

142. In Gellis, vol. 1, 214-215, both manuscripts are presented as reading
o*1v N for the citation of Rashi, despite the variant in the Hamburg
document. On one hand, this attests to the inaccuracy with which
Gellis transcribed the textual evidencs; on the other hand, the
unreferenced omission of oymy supports the consideration of error in
scribal transmission.
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decipher it in the context of the text's discussion could have resuited in the variant
citation. The lack of consistency in Hamburg 40's presentation of D>y Y9N in
the middie of the passage and D>Tv ¥2°aN at the end attests to the reality of
carelessness with which texts were often copied.

The conformity among the majority of citations of Rashi's comment for
6:19a and the suggestive evidence of scribal corruption in the one citation that
does not conform validate the authenticity of this comment. in a variety of
exegetical works, the Tosafot consistently attributed that same comment to Rashi.

When the text of the citations is compared with the renditions of the printed
editions, the comment's validity is confirmed further.

The variants that exist among the printed texts are of the same insignificant
nature as those found among the citations. All five printed texts examined present
Rashi's comment as 0>1v 12%N.149 Both the Reggio and Guadelajara editions
abbreviate the word 1°9N (9N), and the Rome version reads 0TV 150N, 144
Like the previous example, conformity among the citations of the comment helped
to establish a text with which to evaluate the printed editions. At the same time,
the trivial variants of the printed editions corroborated the version of the comment
extracted from the citations.

3. Conclusion

in this chapter, five comments have been authenticated through the
extraction of citations from Tosafot manuscripts. From 383 lemmata, the number
is surely not extraordinary, and the preponderous of intangibles in each example is
obvious. The analysis of various Tosafist exegetical texts copied in different
centuries by varying scribes with different intentions and a range of abilities
complicates the process of reconstructing the original text of Rashi; the lack of a
standard text with which to compare the citations renders their evaluation more
complex still.

Patterns of conformity explored both from the perspective of the printed
editions and from the findings in the texts of the citations simplify these

143. Berliner (1905) 14; Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 78, 328.
144. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 328.
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complexities. The examples analyzed above have demonstrated that the citations
in the Tosafot manuscripts can confirm the renditions of the unreliable printed texts
as well as offer explanations for some variants. At the same time, the authenticity
of Rashi's comments that appear consistently in the Tosafot manuscripts can be
substantiated by the types of variants that appear in the versions of the printed
editions. This bipartite search for conformity facilitates the comparative analysis
that lacks a standard for comparison.

These pattems of conformity elucidate the ability of the Tosafot
manuscripts to help recover the authentic Rashi and to both correct and explain
the errors of the printed editions. However, until now, the examples expiored all
addressed the citations of comments that were, according to the texts of the
printed editions, cited in full. The more common phenomenon in the Tosafot
manuscripts is the appearance of comments that are cited consistently and that
continue to manifest clear pattems of conformity but that, according to the texts of
the printed editions, are not complete citations. Pattems of conformity among
partial citations of numerous printed comments could alter significantly the popular
perception of what constitutes Rashi's original work.

The need to establish the ability of the Tosafot manuscripts and their
citations of Rashi to indirectly, yet critically, assess the printed texts of Rashi and
to validate comments original to the work, was essential to the process of
legitimizing the methodology. In the subsequent chapters, the analysis of the
partial citations will follow the same bipartite approach to conformity. Rather than
confirming and correcting the versions of the printed editions, these examples will
demonstrate the ability of the Tosafot to offer innovative and intriguing resources
for reconstructing the original commentary.



Chapter Three: Partial Citations

A citation of another’s work in one's own implies a selected phrase or
paragraph included for a specific purpose. The author chooses to cite only the
passages most pertinent to his or her own arguments and obviously does not
recopy the entire work when the issues relevant to hisher own agenda comprise
only a few words.

When compared with the printed texts of the commentary, many citations
of Rashi extracted from the Tosafot manuscripts are partial or incomplete.
Occasionally, they seem to be abbreviated because of the exegete's particular
concems for a given comment. The content of the explanatory remark, the
disagreement or the criticism of the Tosafist focuses on a very specific part of
Rashi's comment, and a citation of the entire interpretation is therefore
unnecessary. However, when numerous manuscripts of varying style, date, and
quality consistently cite only part of a comment, the authenticity of the uncited
portion of the comment must be considered. Multipie citations that, with consistent
conformity, represent only part of Rashi's printed comment suggest that the text
utilized by the Tosafot may have been shorter in length than the texts available
today and that centuries of textual transmission have resulted in countless
additions to the original work that are no longer detectable from an examination of
the Rashi editions themseives.

This chapter will examine two comments cited by Tosafot consistently and
similarly in numerous manuscripts, but that, according to the example set by the
printed editions, are considered incomplete citations. The conformity among the
partial citations intimates that the abbreviated citation represents the true,
complete text of Rashi, and that the lengthier comment now present in the printed
editions is not authentic to the original work. The process of analysis is similar to
that developed in the previous chapter. The variants in the printed editions will be
examined and considered in the light of potential corruption introduced through
scribal transmission of the texts. The citations will be evaluated on the basis of
their conformity with the other manuscripts, since consistent citing of Rashi in
Tosafot manuscripts has been shown to offer a reliable resource for determining



144

the text of Rashi's commentary and for assessing critically and deciphering the
multitude of additional layers embodied in the printed versions.

1. Genesis 9:23

Shem and Japhet, upon hearing from their brother Ham of their father's
drunken and naked state, covered Noah with a garment and exited the tent without
viewing his nakedness. The verse reads:

YOI TINN 1299 DY DIV DY MW MONYUN NN NS DY NPN
AN NP OOPIN AP TOINN OM9Y OMAN N NN

As found in the printed editions, Rashi's comment addresses the lemma ow np"
non, Linm3o1adde 9vy Lalllbs UL sy LsmeUILIall slngUiliasLin Lk
av L npY rather than what might be expected to accompany the piural
subject. Since both Shem and Japhet covered Noah, the verb should have read
np”. Based on midrashic sources,' the comment explains that the singular form
N teaches that Shem was more devoted to the effort to fulfill the commandment
of safeguarding their father's honour than was Japhet. For this reason, his
descendants were privileged to assume the commandment of wearing »%’s, and
Japhet eamed the privilege of burial for his progeny. A prooftext from Ezekiel 39:11
is included to justify the connection between Japhet and the privilege of burial,2 and
then Isaiah 20:4 is cited as testimony to the fate of Ham's descendants because of
the disgrace he caused Noah.?

The variants among the printed editions are minimal in terms of their
significance to the meaning of the comment; however, numerous phrases and
words differ from edition to edition, both in their presence or absence and in the
syntax or order in which they appear in the comment. Berliner's edition has the

1. BR 36:6 (Theodor, Aibeck, vol. 1, 339-340); Tanhuma (Buber) ru, no,
48-49 (fols. 24b-25a); Tanhuma (Warsaw) rv, w, fol. 16b.

2. The text at Ezek. 39:11 reads: » YN 1P OV 0P 2D TN NN OV M
N WP INDAN DD ANY AN AN OV T3P 0YN AN NN ABOM 0N IDTP 0NN
m NoN.

3. Isaiah 20:4 is: oYY DMPH OV VIO M NN DMIND 230 AN NN OO I P
DD AW NV XNV 9,
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following text:*

O N MNNA YONTY OV DY 119 NP NON NP IND 21D PN
MY IN MNIW TIPY 1713 1Dt NOM TN HW THHLY M Dt 1D
IN WN TON 3NN 1P WHTI DN PIN NN AV ONY AP OV 0PN
S DY MY 4NN DY D7IPT D7) YD MY NN D8N 1Y

The text in the Venice edition contains only a few differences:>

T29 NOM AN MINNI HINTY O Y TIOY AP NOX NPMN 2N PN
DIPNR ANY PIN MNIY 113D NNIAPY NI NDM NN HW HYHLY P13 Pt
W AN MWK TON NP 1O WITI /NI PIAN NN MY DN 1P OV
1Y Y DN 4NN DY DNPY DY) VIO VI NN OM8ND
This version of the comment has 21D instead of 21 and 1Y instead of 1T0Y. In
addition, the word \ND is absent, and rather than the phrase N b v 12t this
edition reads 3% N1apy N,

The variants in the Guadelajara edition consist more of plusses and
minuses than simple letter changes.®

TOOUVY P33 19t TAY NON AN NMINNA DY YINNNV THY 23N PN NPN
9327 OV 3N PIN BRIV INW? NIND 1N2PY 19t NO? 2327 10NN D
INY DM W AN MWN TON 3N 1O WA 1NN PIN AN Mav OM
DY OWM 4N DY WD )
In this rendition, the phrase NP» NONX is absent and the comment itself begins with
2’10 PN N rather than NP (IND) 2'71D PN. The words D Yy are also absent;
instead, the proper noun ov follows the verb x\axnw. In place of the phrase 1Ot
7MapY »a (or the equivalent variant in Venice), this text reads n2apY 1ot N9 MM
N Y, differing both in the placement of the reference to Japhet's progeny
and in the addition of the phrase "N \Xa. In the prooftext from Ezekiel 39:11,
the word 0pn is not included in the Guadelajara edition, and in the citation from
Isaiah 20:4, the phrase D*pPt D™y) and the abbreviation ') are missing.
The Reggio edition contains variants in many of the same troubled words

4. Berliner (1905) 19.
S. Rashi HaShalem vol. 1, 103.
6. Ibid. 334.
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and phrases of the other editions.”

TO9 N9 NP MNBNA DRIV DV DY 191D AP NOX NPM PND PN
AND !N NIV 19227 NNAPY POY MOt NDM XY HY 1YV 133 N
IIN NMWUN TON AN 1O WA NI PIN AN NTIY DM NP DV DIPN
IV 59N 4NN DY DNPT DY) YID N NN DMISD 2AVY
This text abbreviates numerous words written out in full in the other editions, such
as »n3 and /NN, while ' is absent from the end of the comment. The phrase
NMAPY 113 1Dt appears as 113> M1IpY N1 nNot, with a different placement for
the reference to Japhet's descendants as well as the added word \n»>. The word
MY (or 1M°Y) is TN in this version, the word 1ap from the verse in Ezekiel is
cited as "Map, and the phrase 0™3n *av from the verse in Isaiah is cited as »avy
o"y¥n. The latter two variants clearly demonstrate the scribe's lack of familiarity
with the biblical sources.
Finally, the Rome edition is most similar to the Venice text, but is not
without its own variants.®

TO9 N9 NV MNNI YINTIV BV 5Y T APM NON NP "N PN
OV DIPN MY NN Y MIPY 17332 NIT NO THNY HY YHLY 111 Pt
D3N 3W AR MWK TON 3N 12 WNIA MNI PAN AN MAY OM 3P
.DINND INY NV WM 4NN OYIY DIPT DMWY YD MM NNXY
The problematic phrase n112pY 113 10t appears as the grammatically inconsistent
MM13PY 13 notin this edition. Both applications of 10N as well as the word 21D
are abbreviated as 'y, 'oN) and "D respectively. Finally, the citation of Isaiah
20:4 includes the entire verse, ending with the words 0»3n n1y, rather than with
.

None of the variants displayed above alters the sense of the interpretation in
any significant way. They do indicate, however, a problem in the transmission of
the phrases relating the initial problem with the verse and regarding Japhet's
reward, as well as in the citation of the verses included for prooftexts. Let us now
examine the treatment of this comment in the Tosafot manuscripts.

Rashi's comment on Genesis 9:23 is cited in twenty-four Tosafot
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manuscripts, ten of which are manuscripts of N1y nrn. Most of the
discussions regarding the citation of Rashi revolve around an apparent
contradiction between Rashi's attribution of the privilege of n ¥’y to Shem's good
deed with the attribution of the privilege to Abraham in his statement Ty VYN ON
Y9 v, which is based on earlier rabbinic sources.? The contradiction is
resolved with two explanations. The first is that in his comment on 9:23, Rashi
was not referring to the commandment of >8>y, but that the descendants of
Shem eamed the privilege of wearing a beautiful garment made of 73>y, or in
other words, of a fine thread. The second expianation is that one of Shem's
descendants eamed the privilege of fulfilling the commandment of n>¥>s, but
exactly which son would assume this reward was not clear. When Abraham
refused the oot offered by the king of Sodom with the phrase Ty Ty VYN DN
Yv), his descendants eamed the privilege more than any other of Shem's
progeny. 10

The citations of the comment in the Tosafot manuscripts consistently
mention only Shem's reward of 7oy Dw M5V because of his effort to protect his
father's honour. Those citations that do not foliow this pattem or that include other
elements of the printed comment do not attribute the comment to Rashi at all. The
texts of the citations appear below. A few words that follow the citation are
included as well to demonstrate clearly that the exegete has proceeded to his
comment on the Rashi.

(a) In Oxford - Bodieian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4°103) the citation reads:"!

NN SY NOTOY 1722 1Dt MINI OV YINTIY MDA V19 19N DY PPN
.9V TV T VIND 'NOTD YIPY DN XM MMM

(b) The citation in Sassoon 409/1 varies only in the word 13 after ov, in
manY instead of Mmyna, and in an obvious scribal efror reading xRN as
MNNY; 12

S0 THYOY 133 19T MNNY 112 DY ANV MDA VIO N9N DV NPN

9. See for example, Gellis, vol. 1, 273, par. 1.

10. Ibid.

11. Oxford - Bodieian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4°103) [IMHM 21408), fol. 19b.
12. Sassoon 409/1 [IMHM 8353}, fol. ©.
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... TON 'NDPYT DM TN

(c) Cambridge 1215,5 includes the word *9) instead of mt3, but
otherwise, the citation in this text is identical to that in Oxford - Bodleian 2344
(Opp. Add. 4°103):1?

TONY W P50 13 1Dt MINA DY YINTIVY 9D w19 ND*M DY RPN
...MO0 NOONI MNDNT Y VP

(d) The citation in London 173,2 (Add. 11,566) is identical to that of
Cambridge 1215,5, except for the absence of the word ow. The comment that
follows also has minor variants:14

NOWD THNY DY THPS0Y 133 12t MINI YINIV Y U9 NN DY NPN
...7TOD 'ON3 HMINN NAT NrD

(e) New York - JTS L819a/1 does not deviate from the pattemn in the
previous citations, aithough the words n>y>s Sv'S are not included there:'6

NNT WP NOLY 113 1D MNNI OV YAINTIIY MDD 1MW DN DV NPN
...'DN 'NPY

(f) The citation in Paris héb. 260 is not distinct in any way:'?

DV OO0Y 1933 19t MNNY 1N OV \NDNTIVY NIDT W19 NN DV NP
TV TY VD ON DN DOPYINT MM 1YY

(g) Jerusalem 8°2240 differs from Paris héb. 260 only in the absence of the
word »3. The citation is identical to that in Oxford - Bodleian 2344 (Opp. Add.

13. Cambridge 1215,5 [IMHM 17078], fol. 20b.

14. London 173,2 (Add. 11,588) [IMHM 4921], fol. 11a.

15. In Mishnaic Hebrew, mbv actually means a piece of cloth (Jastrow 537).
The addition of ¥y v clarifies that this refers to the commandment to
add tassles to the four comers. The analogy that Shem and Japhet
covered their father with a piece of clothing and in retum they merited a
piece of cicthing stands linguistically, but the sense of the comment is the
origin of the way they fulfilled the commandment in the line of Shem, and
so the absence of the words svx»y 5w shoud in no way suggest that this
passage understood Shem's reward differently.

16. New York - JTS L819a/1 [IMHM 24053), fol. 70a.

17. Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839), fol. 27a.
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4°103):18

TOPY YW PHOY 1912 19t MYNI OV ORIV NI WO 19N OV NP
2V TV TV VIND DT 1IPY IMIN NOM "M
(h) The citation of Rashi in Moscow-Guenzburg 82 is an abbreviated
version of even the citations in the previous manuscripts.'®

YD ON 130 WNI POOD 1Dt INON WD NYDYN NN N9 OV NPN
- J¥ TIY TIN OING BN DI NN

The comment that follows the citation of Rashi is an abridged discussion of the
same issue that concems the Tosafot above, namely the attribution of N>y to
both Shem and Abraham. The citation, therefore, is most likely a paraphrase of
Rashi directing the reader immediately to the difficuity; the issue itself is then
explored briefly. The inclusion of the concept of N3’y only in the Tosafot
discussion (57°¥°3Y ON a1 WNY) supports further the notion of a paraphrase.
Since the exegete's problem considers whether Shem or Abraham was awarded
the privilege of N> y>y, one can assume the qualification was in the original text to
which he was responding.

The conformity among citations persists with this manuscript, since it too
manifests only one idea expressed in the printed editions. Neither Japhet's reward
nor the accompanying verses is mentioned, but the comment related to the
privilege of N3 Yw YL clearly is associated with Rashi.

(i) The passage in New York - JTS L791 that includes the citation of Rashi
for this comment explains, prior to the citation, the difficulty with the verse and its
singular conjugation of npH: 2

AN TIAN 19D OV Y MNDN P DN KD NP N OV NPN
"INV DY TOMN TPOOVY P13 1Dt MINI YONTY Y W0 N9n
The phrase that precedes the citation of Rashi is reminiscent of the troubled
beginning of the printed editions which questioned the use of np» instead of Y.
The presence of this concem outside the parameters of the citation of Rashi and

18. Jerusalem 8°2240 (B432), fol. 8b.
19. Moscow-Guenzburg 82 [IMHM 07247), fols. 64a-84b.
20. New York - JTS L791 [IMHM 24021}, fol. 10a.
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its exclusion from this citation and the previous examples suggest that its origin is
the Tosafot exegesis and not Rashi's commentary. The explication of the problem
addressed by Rashi appears to have been articulated by the Tosafot commenting
on his work, which through transmission, was then joined to the commentary of
Rashi and incorporated into the body of his text. The textual difficulties in the
printed editions regarding this phrase in particular would have resuited from the
process of copying and recopying a marginal note, inserting it into the main text,
and then altering it slowly and slightly to adjust it to the style and manner of the
work.

The remaining five manuscripts cite different or added elements of Rashi's
printed comment for 9:23, but they do not attribute the remarks to Rashi. The
question arises then as to whether the author of the passage assumed his readers
would be able to identify the comment as originating with Rashi, or whether the
exegete leamed of the comment from eisewhere. Since most of the Tosafist
exegeses incorporate and respond to material from other sources besides Rashi,
and since most of Rashi's comment for this verse originates in rabbinic texts, the
lack of attribution to Rashi may suggest, in fact, a lack of authenticity to the printed
comment.

(i) Parma 837 (2058) is a fourteenth-century manuscript of a commentary
on Rashi's Torah commentary. After each lemma, this manuscript consistently
introduces the citation of Rashi as »v19. The Tosafot comment that follows the
citation is usually prefaced with the word oyoM. The passage conceming Gen.
9:23 deviates from this pattem as well as from the conformity dispiayed among the
citations in the examples above.?'

2 Y0P 113 1D TOVY NOM ANY YHONN DWY 199 19N DY NPN
O DV I NIIT IWPNY PNY 191 1A 93P YD N9t 9N NN
DV YV D N9 NN NI DV 1D MNNI \DNNI NOW YN OWY md
DWW 97N VIANY 1D NN MND 1Y PIT ND N9 NNT MINI \ONNIWY
MY MIN

The difficuity addressed by the Tosafot in this passage is the suggestion that
although Japhet did not exert himseif as much as Shem to protect their father's

21. Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135), seventh folio from beginning of r nens.
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honour, he still received a reward. The exegete explains that what empowered
Shem to exert himself in fulfilling the commandment was the very fact that he had
a commandment to fulfill. The explanation is supported by a rabbinic saying in
Avot that the reward for a commandment (a "mitzvah”) is the fulfillment of the
commandment itself. 2

The citation included at the beginning of the passage is not attributed to
Rashi, but the content certainly corresponds to the text of the printed editions. The
phrase 172% N ap MY Nt appears identically in the Reggio edition. Moreover,
the citation in the manuscript ends with 12y, inimating that more text of the
comment was available to the exegete and agreeing with the model in the printed
versions.

The variant style with which the passage is cited in this manuscript and the
additional phrase about Japhet's reward relative to the other conforming citations
permit one to debate whether the author of this passage actually consulted Rashi
or whether the vague attribution of 1% suggests that the author referred to
Rashi's primary sources, such as Tan/uma (Buber)Z or Bereshit Rabba.2* The
text in Tan/uma (Buber) is very similar to both the citation in Parma 837 (2058)
and to elements of the printed comment:

NONN PINNY DWW TAYN ,NPM NON NI N2 NP NDM OV NP7
OMIAN VY NN YO, \NINND PIVIN VIV THINNN 129 Msna
THND MOV Y Y9 OWY PN DNY Y9 NN, P|IDMN TITD N0 W
DINW? NN TP M P N9 ,MA TN MY PYIN NYON

The first phrase of the passage, seen above as part of the Tosafot introduction to
the citation of Rashi and manifesting textual variants in the printed editions,
originates in the midrashic source and may have been included in the Rashi by
readers who were familiar with the midrashic passage and who deemed its
inclusion essential to comprehending the issue at hand. Similarly, the juxtaposition
of Japhet's reward to Shem's may have been added to Rashi's comment to
complete the midrashic thought alluded to in Rashi's mention of Shem and his
NN S MHL.

22.Avot 4:2.
23. Tanhuma (Buber) n, Xo 48-49 (fols. 24b-25a).
24. BR 38:6 (Theodor, Albeck, vol. 1, 339-340).
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The textual proximity of Rashi's comment to that of his midrashic sources
is evident and expected, and the degree to which scribes and students "filled in"
the midrashim paraphrased and abbreviated by Rashi is unclear. The persistent
question regarding this particular manuscript is whether the exegete believes he is
citing Rashi or the midrash. Both the lack of conformity between this citation and
those clearly attributed to Rashi as well as the lack of consistency between this
example and the majority of citations in the manuscript inspire doubt and dilemma.

The subsequent exampies, however, will demonstrate that the passages that
comrespond most closely to the text of the printed editions are never attributed to
Rashi. When compared with the consistent and conforming partial citations
presented above, the lack of attribution to Rashi could indicate strongly that the
longer passages refer to the midrashic source and not to Rashi's original
commentary.

(k) New York - JTS L792/1 is a sixteenth-century manuscript entiied »en1n
n9"y and consists of a collection of Tosafot comments that cite Rashi frequently
but not as regularly as a work dedicated to the systematic interpretation of his
commentary. The majority of citations of Rashi are introduced with the acronym
n7a. The following passage does not include an attribution to Rashi, but the
content of the comment is aimost identical to the versions of the printed editions.

¥ 123 10T N DWN) OMIAN NTY NN YD NHNPYN NN NON DY NPN
YIN PNDTD PAN VIV DWN NMNIPY N’ HYW P13 TN Mand DV
A 1O 'NIT DN OMHNY OMNNY 19 DN DY 1131 N3P 0PN OV
0 NV IDWNY GNN O1Y WID MV NINY DMND W NN WK TN
AN NI AY ONPIAN ON INW
The question of the plural or singular inflection of the verb np* is not an issue in
this text. The exegete explains that, because Shem and Japhet covered their
father's nakedness, the progeny of Shem merited the commandment of n>yy, and
those of Japhet merited burial. Ezekiel 39:11 is cited as proof that Japhet's
descendants did receive burial, and Isaiah 20:4 is cited as evidence of Ham's fate
to be exiled naked and bare to Egypt. All the elements of Rashi's printed
comment are included in this Tosafot passage, but the text itseif does not attribute

25. New York - JTS L792/1 [IMHM 24022, fol. 7a.
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the interpretation to Rashi,and the style of the comment does not suggest a
quotation from extraneous sources. Both verses, however, are cited in the same
context in Bereshit Rabba®* and thus are not unique to Rashi's printed comment.

Considering 1) the number of manuscripts that consistently do attribute part
of the comment to Rashi, 2) the frequency with which this particular manuscript
credits Rashi when including citations, and 3) the accessibility of the indisputable
sources from which the original comment was developed, the style of this
passage, the lack of a clear differentiation between a citation and a
super-comment and the use of paraphrastic words such as 0wn and *>n, which
are not present in the printed renditions of the comment, challenge the authenticity
of the lengthier printed comment in favour of the comment cited most consistently
in other manuscripts and limited to the reward of Shem.

(1) Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) is a thirteenth-or fourteenth-
century manuscript also entitted noay »wytn. Like New York - JTS L792/1, this text
cites Rashi frequently but not regularly, and the citations tend to be introduced by
the acronym n”9. The idea that this manuscript is actually an earlier copying of
the same work seems highly plausible. The passage related to Gen. 9:23 differs
from the above example only minimally, and the variants are insignificant to the
meaning of the comment.?’

YV 113 10t 271 DWNY ONPIAN DY AN 10N NYDYN AN NS DY RPN
AN PIN NOTI PIN DIV DWN MIAPY NS KW M1 Y3 M¥D ov
AN 12 NIT 0NN DNDYIY DMNNY 23 DN DV 1) 2P DIPN OV
02 NV VN AN DY PI1D D NN 0NN 290 MY NN MWN Ton
AN M) Y DIPIAN ON N
Despite the passage's obviously close relationship to the content of Rashi's
printed comment, like New York - JTS 782/1 this manuscript does not atribute the
comment to him. The only differences between this extract and the one above is
the extra yod in the words mxy>> and ANy (instead of an3). The yodin any is
actually the comrect reading of the verse. However, the phrase »%n »w
o™y in this version varies from the preceding text and does not reflect accurately

the biblical verse; both read 0”31 *Qav NN.

26. BR 38:6, (Theodor, Albeck, vol. 1, 338-340).
27. Oxford - Bodieian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) [IMHM 16738, fol. 4a.
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The presence of these variants is insignificant to the issue of the
relationship of this passage to Rashi's printed comment and ultimately to the
original work. This lengthy passage, unattributed to Rashi, does not appear to be a
super-comment on someone eise’s exegesis, or a citation, but a comment unto
itself. Its source may have been the same rabbinic texts familiar to Rashi, which
would explain why analogous concepts are explored. The consistent attribution to
Rashi of the first part of the comment testifies to the Tosafist's cognizance of
Rashi's connection with this verse. The consistent lack of attribution in these
lengthier passages intimates the distinct possibility that the elements of the
comment subsequent to the reward of Shem are additions to the text originating
from the midrashic sources.

(m) Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4765) is dated in 1400 and entitied N~ >eyn
T M3 9OMY. It too cites Rashi frequently, and these citations are prefaced by
such abbreviations as N9 and *v19. Once again, the passage for Gen. 9:23 is
similar to the preceding extracts and is not attributed to Rashi.?®

¢ 113 10t 91 DD OMIAN NY NN 10N NOBYN NN MO DV NP

OV 2N 1NN 27D PAN NUIVY Y NNAPY N HY 1)) YN MDD OV

To1 3N 1D PRDTI DX OMNY DMINNY ) DN 23) 13P 0PN

NI 290 NV 9N GRN OYIY Y12 NON NINY D8N 22 NN MIWN

PAN N DY
The textual variants are minimal. This version reads nvav *aY instead of Dwn

NoUOvY, OoN M instead of ON Hv 11y, and v N in place of v N, In
addition, it lacks a vav word >awn (usually *owm); the words 0ax on, which

follow NNV in the other versions, are missing.

The issue of the author's source for this comment persists. Citations
clearly attributed to Rashi are not foreign to any of these manuscripts, and Rashi's
association with the part of the comment related to Shem was acknowledged in
numerous Tosafot manuscripts of varying style and date. The only reason one
would link these last three examples with Rashi is because of
the version in the printed editions. However, the printed editions have been shown
repeatedly to be corrupt and unreliable standards for comparison. Since the

28. Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4765) (IMHM 17371}, fol. 8a.
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exegetical material in this extract is not unique to Rashi's printed comment, but is
found in the midrashic literature (sources known and available to the scribes and
students of these works), one need not assume the passage'’s authenticity.
Rather, the conformity among the attributed citations and the non-attributed
comments as well as the refutable reliability of the printed comments nullify such
an assumption.

(n) The final example to be treated before the N7 NMID manuscripts, is
complex. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth-century manuscript of
a super-commentary on Rashi. It consistently and regularly cites Rashi, although
the likely anthological nature of this manuscript has resulted in differing
presentations of the citations. Aside from the standard form of the lemma followed
by the acronym >v9 to introduce the citation, the text frequently proceeds without
introduction of either the lemma or an attribution to Rashi. Rather, a few random
words from anywhere in the comment are cited and then are followed by a
response. The extract from this text related to Gen. 9:23 cites two words from the
very end of Rashi's comment which originate in the proofiext from Isaiah 20:4.2°

PAY AYIY N0 MDD MY WO AW DN WD DN DY M
MOV N9 JIN PN NY MO NOVW DYN INMY 10N N DDy
119t NONYW1 71UV INY MINI YINTY OV NP WNT NI 573 Nt
JPN OV S
The passage explains the meaning of the words nw *9wm and how they relate to
Ham's behaviour and thus to his fate in contrast to the merit awarded his brothers.
True to the manuscript's style, the text assumes the reader will recognize the brief
citation from Rashi's comment, and without attribution, undertakes its explication.
This example stands out among the rest, for it clearly attributes to Rashi a
portion of the printed comment not cited in any other attributed citations and
suggests that Rashi's original comment may have consisted of all the elements
contained in the printed comment. However, before this conclusion is drawn, the
nature of the Moscow-Guenzburg 317 manuscript must be considered.
Analyses in earlier chapters have demonstrated that comments not cited in
any of the Tosafot manuscripts examined tend to be cited in this document. While

29. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585), fol. 11b.
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the super-commentary style of the text supposes a more consistent and
systematic citing of Rashi's comments, the late date of the manuscript - after the
earliest printings of the commentary - presumes a document subjected to many
centuries of evolution and one inclined to resemble the printed editions. These
characteristics of Moscow-Guenzburg 317 weaken the evidence culled from only
this text in contrast to the numerous conforming citations extracted from diverse
documents of varying date and exegetical style.

The unattributed citation of a latter portion of Rashi's printed comment,
while not a unique phenomenon in this manuscript, may represent the perpetuation
of a textual error and one of the steps towards the incorporation of the prooftexts
into Rashi's commentary. If the author of this text truly amassed comments on
Rashi from a variety of sources, the attribution of this comment to him may not
have been intended in the original source, and thus no direct, introductory term of
atiribution was included. in short, one citation of two words in a manuscript of
questionable reliability complicates the analysis, but it does not seriously contradict
the conformity established in the preceding and succeeding examples.

Rashi's comment for Gen. 9:23 is also cited in ten manuscripts of nnn
nn. All of these manuscripts address the issue of whether the command- ment
of n>¥>y was introduced through the acts of Shem or the words of Abraham. The
citations of Rashi in these texts are essentially identical and manifest the same
conformity found in the earlier examples. The fact that these citations are
extracted from numerous versions of the same work renders their identical nature
very unremarkable. However, some variants do exist; in fact, the wording and
syntax of the comment that follows the citation differ considerably from manuscript
to manuscript. The conformity among the citations despite the variations in the
super-comment further supports the accuracy with which Rashi's comments were
preserved in the citations. The
extracts that follow focus primarily on these citations but include a few words of
the Tosafot comment to demonstrate the degree to which it differed from text to
text.

(o) The textin Vat. Ebr. 506 is the following: %

30. Vat. Ebr. 508 [IMHM 542], fol. 8b.
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TEAN YW NOHOY P12 1O MYNI DY YINTIY DY ' NON DY NPN
.MMAN MNY N1 N NVID ORI NNY VP
The citation is clearly attributed to Rashi and is limited to the first element of
Rashi's printed comment, namely Shem's reward of n°¥’y. The comment that
follows the citation addresses the attribution of ¥y to Abraham in BT Sotah.
(p) In New York - JTS L7889 the citation of Rashi is identical and the
comment that follows is attributed to Rabbenu Tam:3'

TENY HY NOOVY 113 1Dt MINI OV DRIV 29 1A 19 NN DV NP
..7TOY0 20103 PINN NNT 'Y NN
(q) Vat. Ebr. 53 is missing the words v w5V, and similar to the previous
exampie, the subsequent comment is attributed to Rabbenu Tam:32

179 DY TPNNY PII 1D MYNI DY YONNIY 299 YW1 N9 DY PN
...DTINAN NV Mt VW 'ONa MNT

(r) In Parma 537 (2541), Rabbenu Tam's city is included after his name.
The citation of Rashi is missing the word »5:3

NV Y S YUY 113 1Dt NN DY YINTHY ¢ NO» DV NP7

<IN NAT WIMOTNIND 1D
(s) Paris héb. 168 spells out Rabbenu Tam's name (as opposed to the
earlier examples' use of acronyms). The citation of Rashi is unexceptional.*

TONY DY VLY 11 1O MNNI DY DN %Y 'WAN 19 N9 DY NP
< YNND ON MY VP
(t) in Parma 527 (2368) the abbreviation '121 is included in the middle of the
citation, although the citation is not missing any word or phrase. The word masn is
also missing the prefix 3 that is present in the other examples:¥

PPN HY MUY P 1Dt 111 MID OV YDNTIY 29D ¥ NN OV NP

31. New York - JTS L7689 [IMHM 24018), fol. 8b.

32. Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170], fol. 13a.

33. Parma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503}, fols. 11a-11b.

34. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155}, fol. 12b.

35. Parma 527 (2368) [IMHM 13233}, eighth foiio of r nvs.
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VD NV

(u) Budapest-Kaufmann A31 is essentially identical to the extract from New
York - JTS L789:%

TPYY HYW OHLVY 173 1D MSNI OV \DNTIVY 29D 1M 19 NS DV NPN
. NTYT YD '
(v) In Munich 62,1 Shem's name follows the word Mmsna rather than
precedes it, and Rabbenu Tam's given name, Jacob, is used in presenting his
difficulty with Rashi's comment.3’

NN HY LY 1732 1D OVW MYNI YDNTIY 29OV WA N OV NPN

<IN N MTNIND APV AN PN

(w) New York - JTS L790 is in conformity with the standard mode of
presentation among these passages.3®

PN YW LY P13 1D MNNA OV YHNNIVY 9D WA 9 NS DY NPN
.07 I NV
(x) Finally, New York - JTS L787 is also unexceptional in both the citation
and the subsequent comment.®

TEYN HY HOLY PII 1D MYNI DY YINTIY 292 W9 NDM DV RPN
.NTIT VD N
The conformity among the citations of Rashi in the nTy* nMyN manuscripts
is undeniable, and the analogy between these extracts and those from the variety
of Tosafot manuscripts presented above is obvious. The
examples that do present a more complete expression of all the elements in
Rashi's printed comment consistently do not attribute the comment to him. These
passages appear to be independent comments and not super- comments linked
to citations. The expression of similar exegetical concepts in the midrashic
literature provides an aitemate source for the Tosafot text. The one exception to

36. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 23a.
37. Munich 62,1 [IMHM 23118}, fois. 8a-Sb.

38. New York - JTS L790 [iIMHM 24020}, fois. 11b-12a.
39. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017), fois. 7b-8a.
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these two groups of passages is an unattributed citation of Rashi in a manuscript
copied after the beginning of printing and likely to have incorporated many of the
same corruptions as in the printed editions.

Conformity among the citations of Rashi in the Tosafot manuscripts has
been shown to substantiate the authenticity of some printed comments to the
original work. Conformity can also raise questions regarding this authenticity. The
analysis of Gen. 9:23 suggests that Rashi's original comment may have been
limited to the reward of Shem. This was the comment undeniabiy attributed to him
in the Tosafot literature and cited consistently from text to text, even when the
exegetical remarks that followed the citation contained many textual variants.
Furthermore, the sources for the additional elements of Rashi's comment are
clearly apparent and were readily available to the students of his work. The
unattributed comments are in texts that usually do identify Rashi when citing him,
although these documents do not appear to associate Rashi with the longer
passages.

The process of textual transmission and the degree to which scribes could
alter a text has been demonstrated, and the manner in which the original comment
of Rashi could have been doubled in length and altered in content during the
process of transmission is quite believable. When the printed texts are no longer
considered standards by which to measure or judge other renditions, the text of
Rashi presented in the Tosafot literature cannot be dismissed merely because it
differs from the familiar. Rather, the search for the original commentary must
entertain the possibility that the commentary that Rashi wrote differed greatly from
the editions we have today and that, in fact, parts of it are preserved in the
comments of the Tosafot.

2. Genesis 12:6

Upon receiving the command from God to depart from Haran, Abraham
gathered up his family and his possessions and set out for the land of Canaan. In
this verse, Abraham passed through the land unti! Shechem, until the terebinth of
Moreh; the reader is then told that the Canaanite was then in the land. The verse
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reads:

NONG TN WM M PON TY DIV DPB TV YING DIIAN 1N

Rashi's printed comment for the lemma v a N 2y10M is lengthy and complex.

It centres on the assumption that Noah divided the world among his sons and
allocated to Shem the land of Israel. The problem emanates from the presence of
“the Canaanite” - according to Genesis a son of Ham - in the land that was given
to Shem and his descendants. Berliner's 1905 edition of the commentary
presents the following text:4°

NY9) OV YV 1PINIY OV YV WAtD KN YIN DX YD) 1O 70

T AN T2°9Y DOV TON PN 291 NV 112D YIND NN M POHNYD
DY TAAY NPINNY 7N TRY AN NIND NN X VY 073N YN

R= 17078 \'a)i ]

Rashi explains that the Canaanite was gradually capturing the land of Israel from
the progeny of Shem, to whom Noah had given it. Rashi's prooftext for Shem's
acquiring the land is Gen. 14:18, in which Malchizedek, the king of Shalem, brings
bread and wine and blesses Abraham for having defeated their enemies.4!
Onkelos translates Shalem as Jerusalem,*2 and numerous

midrashic sources identify P13 Y9910 as Shem.*® Together, these elements
suggest that Shem was allocated the land of israel.

The second half of the comment addresses the reason why the reader is
informed of the Canaanite presence in the land of israel and its relevance to the
narrative of Abraham. According to Rashi, if the land belonged to Shem and the
Canaanite was now in the process of conquering it, then God's promise in the

4Q. Berliner (1905) 23.

41. The entire verse of Gen. 14:18 is YO Ny Y DN NN OYY T PIY OmY
"oy NO.

42. See Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 147, T. Onk. 0511 20bn P1Y o, A,
Sperber. The Bible in Aramaic. vol. 1 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959) 20.

43. In all the following sources, the connection between Shem and Malkizedek
is made through Gen. 14:18: Midrash Tehillim 76:3 (Buber, 1947:
341-342); Nedarim 32b; Avot de Rabbi Natan, a (S. Schechter, Avot de
Rabbi Natan, New York: Feldheim Publishers, 1987, 12); BR 58:14
(Theodor, Albeck, vol. 2, 807-608); NumR. 4:8 (Mirkin, vol. 8, 71-72);
Pirgei de Rabbi Eliezer 27 (Warsaw: 1852; New York: Om Publishing,
1948, fol. 63a).
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subsequent verse (12:7)*“ should be understood not as God giving Abraham the
land, but rather in the sense of God retuming to Abraham's descendants their
rightful inheritance.

In simpler words, Rashi is suggesting that the purpose of the lemma
YON3 TN WM is to inform the reader that when Abraham arrived in the land of
Israel 1) the descendants of Ham were in the process of appropriating the
inheritance of the progeny of Shem, and 2) because of these circumstances,
God's promise toc Abraham in 12:7, NN YOIND IN N VY, should be read as a
promise of restoration, not a gift.

Rashi's printed comment presents a number of conceptual difficulties.
First, it relies on the assumption that Noah gave the land to Shem. Without it, the
need to reinterpret the otherwise clear 12.7 is unnecessary, and the comment
itself is void. Second, the reinterpretation of God's promise to Abraham from
giving him the land to retuming to him a land that his descendants rightfully
inherited diminishes the greatness of God's promise. Finally, as the Tosafot
discussions of Rashi will demonstrate, numerous rabbinic sources have assumed
that the land of Israel was Canaan's inheritance, and thus Ham's and not Shem's.
The reasons for Rashi's deviation from the traditional texts are unclear.

For the most part, the textual variants among the printed editions are
minimal and, like earlier examples, they do not alter the meaning of the
interpretation. The Venice edition varies only in its abbreviation of the word 'Nov
preceding the prooftext of Gen. 14:18, and in its lacking the word ' in the phrase
D3N HN 1IN TI0H.45

The comment in the Reggio edition follows:46

199) OV YV 1PNV DV ¥ HItHD INIW 1IN DN YOI T N
MAND DN 79D OYY THN P 0N NIV PIIY YIND NN M PHrwd
OV Y WAtN DAY TI2Y IINNY NN PRY IN TYMD
This text has woym instead of w3y, and 'Nov, 9 and AN are all abbreviated.

The phrase DN YN 1 MMNN is simply MaNY annNN, and the words NN NN

44.In 12:7 God says to Abraham: nectn I 1t 319¢ 9D DN DN IN M N
PON INDVN T A0 OV Y.

45. Rashi HaShalem. vol. 1, 124-126.

46. Ibid. 339.
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NNt are missing from God's promise, beginning with YN Ty tb.
The Rome edition is very similar to Reggio:4’

Y9 OV YV 1PN M OV DY NI KXW YIN DD worm TN N
DYINY IINN 179Y DOV TON PN MYM IW PIAY XIND NN N PHNYD
OV Y% WAtHD DIV TIaY NINANY MIN TNY M) IX TYND
This version also reads vo'ym instead of wa1d). in place of YN YN NN, it has
SN YIN DI it reads ypbMa » in place of ypbnavw. The words 1w and 79 are
abbreviated as in the Reggio edition, although 072N is spelled in full, and the
opening words of God's promise, Y2N TytY, are followed by the abbreviated ).
Finally, the Guadelajara edition varies little from the texts aiready presented,
except for an additional passage at the end of the comment that is absent from the
other works.4®

POnYI N9 OV H¥ HPHMIW DY DV WITH INW? XIN WD) TN N
DN 9N 11 MNM 79D OO TON PTY IO IMNIW NINND NN P1Y M)
DV S¥ WATH DNV TI3Y NIAND NN TNY AN IND NN IR TynD
MHYNY BIMIAN NAY THPTIND YING X 13PIDM AN TINN 1590
JRRM KON TN KD AN YA NYINY
This rendition lacks the particle nx before YN YN, and the word »33Y follows
directly after n) rather than after xnn, as in the other editions.

The additional lines at the end of the passage suggest that the text was
required to inform the reader of the Canaanite presence in the land of Israel, in
order to apprise him/her of Abraham's merit; even though the Canaanite was
conquering the land to which God had led Abraham, he did not doubt God, but
continued to believe and trust in Him.

The appearance of this passage in only one of the five printed editions
consuited challenges its authenticity. Moreover, like the portion of the printed
comment that is in all the editions, the content of this additional partis conceptually
problematic.

if the primary purpose of the lemma ¥ a N »y0M was to emphasize
Abraham's merit, to whom the land was allocated originally and whether God was

47. Ibid.
48. Ibid.
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giving the land or retuming it are irelevant issues. However, if God made his
promise to Abraham in response to his apprehension at encountering the
Canaanite upon arriving in the land to which God had led him, then, to the contrary,
Rashi's very comment suggests a hesitation on Abraham's part rather than an
unshakable faith. This last passage of the Guadelajara text does not correspond
conceptually to the preceding elements of the comment, which are themselves
conceptually difficuit. The reader is left with an obscure understanding of the
intending meaning and purpose for the information of the Canaanite presence.

With only the texts of the printed editions, one struggles to comprehend the
significance of this comment and its explication of the verse. Although not
troubling at the level of the text, the interpretation’s illogical development in content
intimates the existence of a problem in its transmission. Since the lack of reliability
in the text of Rashi's commentary has been established and acknowledged,
rationalizing, justifying and explaining the problematic comment is futile, until the
correct text has been ascertained. The citations of Rashi in the Tosafot Torah
commentaries suggest that Rashi's original comment for this lemma was not as
convoluted or enigmatic, or as long, as it appears now.

Rashi's comment for 12:6 is cited in 24 manuscripts of Tosafot Torah
commentaries, ten of which are manuscripts of N1y nrun. In all of these texts,
the concem of the Tosafot is Rashi's assumption that the land of Israel was
allocated to Shem and the Canaanites were in the process of capturing it. The
Tosafot contrast Rashi's comment with the numerous rabbinic sources that
assume the land belonged to the descendants of Ham.4® For exampie, both BT
Ketubot 112a and Sotah 34b address Num. 13:22, which states that Hebron in
Canaan was built seven years before Zoan (Tanis) in Egypt.%° Canaan and Egypt
are listed as sons of Ham in the genealogical lists of Gen. 10. Egypt precedes
Canaan and is thus considered to be the eider.5! The Talmudic passages raise
the question of whether a man would build his younger son a home before his
elder son. The undertying assumption in this discussion is that the land belonged

49. See Gellis, vol. 2, 12-14.

50. Num. 13:22 is: yaw 3am Pyn y1Y? /M 20w YINN DYY 13N TY X 213 Oy
DMED 193 120D NN BNV,

51. Gen. 10:6 lists the sons of Ham in the following order: ovym v on »n
PIN V.
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to Ham, who built in it the city Hebron for his son Canaan, and not that Shem was
given the land by Noah.

Similarly, Gen. 10:19 identifies the northem border of Canaan as Sidon, the
son of Canaan and another of Ham's descendants.52 According to the Tosafist
discussions of Rashi, the extension of the border to the northemn extreme implies
that in its entirety the land belonged to Canaan and not Shem.53

Occasional attempts are made at understanding Rashi's divergence from
the accepted rabbinic assumptions regarding the ownership of the land. One
opinion suggests Rashi is only referring to a small portion of the land of Israel,
specifically the narrow part of the north east in which Jerusalem is located,
whereas Ham possessed the southem area which included Hebron.5* Another
proposes that the {and did beiong to Canaan, but that Shem acquired it legally
because Canaan was his servant,% as it states in Gen. 9:26, "and may Canaan be
a servant to them."56

The citations of Rashi in the Tosafot manuscripts invariably consist only
of the first part of Rashi's comment, that the Canaanites were now in the process
of capturing the land originally allocated to Shem by Noah. The discussions that
accompany the citations remain focused on the difficulties with Rashi's comment
rather than the meaning of the biblical text. They consider how the land could have
been in Shem's possession, as Rashi assumed, and they demonstrate how this
assumption is problematic and in contradiction to numerous other sources,
including statements by Rashi himself. Without the presumption that the land
belonged to Shem, Rashi's explanation for the Canaanite presence has no
foundation. The Tosafot do not offer an altemate interpretation of the biblical
lemma; their comments are restricted to the analysis of Rashi and the relationship
of his comment to the traditional sources.

The citations are as follows:

(a) In Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52), Rashi's comment is cited in two

52. Gen. 10:19: NN MDY NBTO NONA MY TY T MONI TPYD WON 1 ™M
yob 1y oy,

53. Gellis, vol. 2, 12-14. See for example, par. 9.

54. Ibid. 13, par. 10.

55. Ibid. 12, par. 9.

56. Gen. 9:26: v Tay WId M OV NON N TN WNN.
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separate marginal notes.5’

DY DY YW WITH YIND W21 TN MDY W0 YING IN SO
..."3MD3 37N

PO IN AN YD) THN 7PNV ING TN YI0M OYnd M e
YN Y XIND NN 1D M) PHAYI NYNI DY YV WAHY DY YW Watn
97329 1123 Tt PNY OV TOND PIY
The first citation is aimost identical to the first clause of the printed comments.
The remainder of the comment is not cited at all. In the second passage, the
entire first section of Rashi's comment is cited, including the prooftext from Gen.
14:18. The phrase Nbn) DV YW WAtHY appears as NY9) DV YV PO Mav in the
printed editions, but the sense of the two phrases is the same.
(b) In Paris héb. 260, Rashi's comment is cited in two parts:5

D02 MN NN 'PNY DY DY W3 1A TN W9 XIND TN VDM
..XINT NN NI PONYD ND9) OWY 1OV S9N !N ONY ..MM

The passage begins with a citation of only the first clause of the printed texts, that
the Canaanite was gradually conquering the land from Shem. After a
discussion of the difficulty this comment presents - unpacked in the light of the
Talmudic discussions of Num. 13:22, in which the land is assumed to belong to
Ham and his progeny - the subsequent phrase of Rashi's comment, that Shem
acquired the land when Noah apportioned the world among his sons, is cited and
refuted. The prooftext of Gen. 14:18 is not included, and the later discussions of
whether God is giving Abraham the iand or retuming it to him and the passage
from the Guadelajara edition about Abraham's merit are aiso not cited.

(c) The citation in Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4785) consists of only the first clause
of Rashi's printed comment:5®

N9 YIND W21 TOIMN MO 2YDNY XINT TN MWIDM 19 ey
NI YIN N IWPY DYV TON PN H! v NYANA DV YV phMma
WY N

$7. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) (IMHM 901], fols. 8b and 10b.
58. Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839], fols. 9a-9b.
59. Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4765) [IMHM 17371), fols. 8b-Sa.
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When compared with the printed renditions of Rashi's comment, this citation
seems to be a briefer paraphrase. The printed text specifies that the land was
being conquered by the Canaanite bw v wtn, and the word nbo) follows the
phrase ov Yv pbna. The citation also does not indicate that Shem acquired the
land 335 YINN NN M) PYNY, but rather NS>nna. These textual differences,
however, do not alter the meaning of the interpretation and accurately represent
the first part of Rashi's printed comment. Like the previous citations, the latter
parts of the printed comment are not cited or discussed by the Tosafot.

(d) Moscow-Guenzburg 317 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth-century manuscript of
a super-commentary on Rashi. As explained in earlier chapters and examples,
this text presents the citation of Rashi in a variety of styles, including citing a few
words from the comment without clear attribution. For Rashi's comment on 12:6,
two elements of the interpretation are cited, both from within the first part of the
comment.&°

.20 DY 1191 WA WO IO N

.."1DY PN 20D W

The printed editions varied in the first phrase of the comment in whether they read
VIO 1O or waym 1o, this text includes all three verbs. The later date of the
manuscript suggests that the scribe or student may be accounting for the variant
traditions of this phrase, rather than that the printed renditions lost one of the verbs
in the course of transmission.

The abbreviated "1 intimates that the scribe realized that the comment
continued beyond the citation, although to what extent it conformed to the entire
comment in the printed editions is unknowable. The only reason to assume the
author was familiar with the printed version of Rashi's comment is the reader’s
awareness of a longer rendition. Since the printed versions are acknowledged to
be corrupt, the basis for this assumption is weak. Neither the citations nor the
comments that follow indicate any awareness of Rashi's note on God's promise in
12:7. The "o after Py *251) most likely refers only to the continuation of the

60. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 (IMHM 47585}, fol. 13b.
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biblical citation of Gen. 14:18, obv Ton. Despite the incompleteness of the
citations, the texts conform to the citations from the previous examples in lacking
the latter elements of the printed comment.

(e) London 173,2 (Add. 11,566) persists in this conformity. Like Paris (héb.)
260, the citation of Rashi's comment for this lemma is divided into two parts,
separated by a discussion of each element.5!

.. OV Y% WAt HNIY? YIN AN W2A1D) IO 71PN w0 XN TN YOM
..'UPY P1IY YINN NN M) PONYI NY9) OV DV 1PYNI w0 Ty
The prooftext is the only aspect of the first part of Rashi's printed comment not
included in the citation. Consistent with the other citations, the existence of more
text to Rashi's comment is not indicated.
(f) In Sassoon 409/1, only the first clause of Rashi's printed comment is
cited:®2

...'YO2 NP 'WPNY DY HY WIATH w21 THN W9 YIND IN MY0M

(g) The citation of Rashi in New York - JTS L819a/1 differs from Sassoon
409/1 only in the inclusion of the words >N and YN YN NN, absent in the
example above:&3

DV DY WA HNIW NIN AN WA TN 7PN YOIND IN WO

(h) The citation in Vat. Ebr. 48/1 is the following:54

DV DV 1PUNT D9V YINT WA THN WV 17179 XIND IN OWIIM
LNV WY OOV TON PN 0D v NN

Like Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4765), this text cites the entire first part of Rashi's printed
comment, although with minor textual variants. In conformity with all the citations,
the latter elements of Rashi's comment are not cited, nor do the exegetes indicate
they were aware that the interpretation continued.

(i) The citation in New York - JTS L792/1 is very similar to Vat. Ebr. 48/1:%

61. London 173,2 (Add. 11,566) [IMHM 4821], fols. 18b-19a.
62. Sassoon 409/1 [IMHM 9353}, fol. 11.

63. New York - JTS L819a/1 [IMHM 24053), fol. 2b.

64. Vat. Ebr. 48/1 [IMMM 185], fols. 6a-8b.

65. New York - JTS L782/1 [IMHM 24022], fol. 7b.
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YNNI OV YW IPONI MDAV YIND WA THN MO YINT TN OWIOM
LNV VDY OOV TOD DTN 2O Nw
This version is missing the word »y> and has nbnna instead of n">>nnn. The
vav on »2YmM is not present in the previous text.
(i) New York - JTS L791 divides its citation of Rashi into two parts.%¢

.DNY 7Y DY YW WATH INIW XIN WD) THN 19 XA IN YD
.JP1 1330 YOIND NI PUNWD ND93 DV YV 1PONT s T
The prooftext is not included in this citation, as it is absent from a number of other
citations. However, the Tosafot's awareness of Rashi's comment regarding
Shem's original ownership of the land is certain, and the lack of reference to any
remainder elements of the comment persists.
(k) Jerusalem 8°2240 has a complete citation of the first part of Rashi's

printed comment:§”

1332 YINT N M) PONWI HNIWS XIN NN 21D 7PN IND TN YOM
...D9V TON P13 20! NIV DIV HV 1pHNa NHO)
The order of the clauses varies slighly between this rendition and that of the
printed editions, and the phrase ow Yv wntn is absent from this citation. The
word 0Ov instead of Ov is obviously an error. The affiliation between this citation
and the first part of Rashi's printed comment for 12:6 is undeniable. The
conforming absence of the latter parts of the comment challenges its authenticity
to the original work.
(1) The citation in Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) maintains the
conformity established in the preceding examples:s®

OV Y 1PINI MDY YIND WADI THN SNV N9 YINT IN YDM
LY WP OOV TON PN YD 1w Ndnna

(m) Oxford - Bodieian 271/8 (Opp. 31) cites the first part of Rashi's printed
comment with only a few textual variants from Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or.

66. New York - JTS L791 [IMHM 24021], fol. 11b.
67. Jerusalem 8°2240 (B432), fol. 9b-10a.
68. Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) [IMHM 168738], fol. 5b.
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604):%

YV 1PYMAY OV HY WAtH MY IR WD THN NN XN TN YDMm
.09 TON PN %2501 MW 112V YINN NN NI PONWD H9) OV
(n) Finally, Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 offers a puzzling deviation from the
conformity presented in the above citations.”

323 121 OV DV WAITH YIND IN 2D TOHN PV 9 XINT IN YO
ANYY YIND MY 02D NINN PTN DY WD YIND NN NN YN
..M WD INY? DM OV SV VM
The first clause of Rashi's printed comment is cited as in earlier examples,
although the remainder of the first part of the comment is not. What follows the
cCitation is essentially a paraphrase of the second part of Rashi's comment, not yet
represented in any of the Tosafot texts. The text of the manuscript explains that
according to Rashi's comment regarding \ONn NN YN Ty 1Y, God will give
Abraham and his descendants the land legally, because it formed part of the
portion allocated to Shem from whom the progeny of Abraham descends.

This version of the comment varies from the rendition in the printed texts in
the absence of the notion of retum. In other words, where the printed texts
suggested that God was not giving Abraham the land, but rather retuming to him
what he rightfully inherited, thus diminishing the greatness of God's gift, this text
explains that God was giving Abraham the land, but in doing so, He was not
stealing it from anyone eise, since legally it belonged to the progeny of Abraham.

The words used to express the second half of Rashi's printed comment are
very different from what actually appears in the commentary itseif and the variant
nuance in meaning intimates that the author's source may not have been Rashi's
comment on 12:6.

Rashi does not offer a comment for this particular lemma, YN TVtY, in
12:7, but the comment for Gen. 23:4 is similar in language and meaning. Abraham
is negotiating with the sons of Heth for a burial place for Sarah and he introduces
himseif as ©ony *2)N 2w 7, *| am a resident alien among you." Rashi's

89. Oxford - Bodieian 271/8 (Opp. 31) {IMHM 16738, fourth folio of 1> nvo
P.
70. Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 {IMHM 15880], second folio of 1> 1> nero.
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comment for this lemma is the following:”!

DN 92 271 1390 ON DTN YITNY .0ONDY SNILINN NINN XIND
NOND AR PIN TV 71720 %Y NG PN 10 NITUNY JWIN AN IND
The comment offers two explanations for the oxymoron "resident alien.”
The first states that Abraham was a stranger in that he originated in another land,
but he settied among the sons of Heth and therefore lived among them. The
second part of the comment, labelled midrash aggadah, expounds the double
meaning intended in Abraham's introduction. If the sons of Heth are willing to sell
him the land, he will regard himself as a stranger and purchase it in order to own it.
However, if the sons of Heth are not willing to sell him the land, Abraham will
regard himself as a settier and will claim the land on legal grounds, since God said
He would give him the land.™

The association of the words 11 Y2 with the lemma YINN NN WX YD s
reminiscent of the Tosafot citation of Rashi. In both, Abraham has a legal right to
the land because of God's promise in 12:7. However, the connection of this legal
right to the inheritance of the progeny of Shem is made only in Rashi's printed
comment for 12:6 and in this one Tosafot passage.

If the exegete in Cambridge 669,2 is thinking about the second half of
Rashi's printed comment, then his representation must be considered a broad
paraphrase, and his omission of the notion of God retuming to Abraham the land
he owned is dubious. On the other hand, the intention of the exegete might be to
attribute to Rashi only the words 02> NN Y10 v and the phrase beginning
v is the exegete's clarification of Rashi's use of 110 \». This would be an
allusion to the idea expressed in Rashi's comment for 23:4 related to Abraham's
legal right to the land.

The conformity among the partial citations presented in 13 of the 14
examples and the lack of a clear and certain association between the second half
of Rashi's comment for 12:6 and the citation or paraphrase in Cambridge 669,2
sustains the challenge to the authenticity of the printed comment that states that

71. This version is the Venice edition in Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 261-262.
Variants to this renditions are insignificant to the meaning of the comment,
but can be found in Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 371, and Berliner (1905) 45.

72. See BR 58:4 (Theodor, Albeck, vol. 2, 624).
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God retumed the land to Abraham's progeny rather than gave it to them. Since the
. Tosafot consistently question and contest Rashi's claim that the land was

originally allocated to Shem, their lack of attention to the remainder of Rashi's

comment, which is founded on this assumption and which involves a

reinterpretation of God's promise to Abraham, is suspicious. The one reference to

this aspect of the comment is not a straightforward citation or association;

perhaps, it represents the source from which the comment entered into the printed

editions.

The ten manuscripts of "> nruN maintain the conformity established in
the previous examples. Only the first part of Rashi's printed comment is cited, and
the Tosafot do not insinuate in any way that the text before them continued beyond
what was cited. The texts are as follows:

(o) Budapest Kaufmann A31 discusses the citation in two parts:™

S WATH DN YIN NN WD) TON 7PN M N9 YIN TN VDM
ov
122 XIND N PONWD ND9) DV SV DOMI »7WwAN 19 T ..M MY

. .PM
(p) Verona 4 lacks the word w21y, and YN’ XN is abbreviated. In
addition, nYon has a vav not present in other renditions, and Y \n does not follow
n). Aside from these few minor variants, the citation represents the same portion
of Rashi's printed comment as earlier examples:7*

"y LLINPTN 9 DY D WATH N THN 71°7 WA 79 YIND IN DYOMm
P 903Y M) PHNYI NYON DY HV PHNI v "9

(q) Paris héb. 168 does not differ significantly:”

DY DV WATH NI YIN NN WA THN 1N WD 79 YIND TN WM
1222 XIND NI PONYD 1Y) OV YV 1PONI WIN 79 T .ONIN %
. TWPM

(r) Parma 537 (2541) varies only in the way it presents its attribution to

73. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 25a.
® 74. Verona 4 (IMHM 768), fol. 11b.
75. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155), fol. 13b.
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. Rashi and in the addition of the particie nx before YINN:"®

DV S¥ WD YN YIN N W21 THN PN W YIND IN YO
3% YINA NN M) PHRWI NY9) OV DV IPHNI WD T ..ONPIN VO
- NV
(s) New York - JTS L790 includes the abbreviation >t after the attribution to
Rashi:”7

DV YW WAtH YN YAIN NIN 7219) TOWY 7 DT O YIND TN YOM
YIND AN M) PONWD NH9) OV YV 1PONA 911 w9 Ty LoNPn "D
. NWDY P1AY

(t) The conformity persists in the citation in New York - JTS L789:7®

DY YV WAtN YN YIN N WD) THN 1PN WA 79 YIND TN YO
129 YIND NN M) PHNYWI NH9) DV YW PN WA 19 T ..0NPN 1D
.. NV

(u) The text of New York - JTS L787 presents no significant differences:™

. 19 DV I D INIY YIN NN WIADY THN 7PN OO YINS IN VIO
132D YIND NN N) PHNYD 1Y) OW YV 1PN > W9 T NN
NN

(v) The citation in Parma 527 (2368) cites the word wom instead of wa10).
This manuscript is dated in 1402 and thus presents an association of this textual
rendition with Rashi prior to the beginning of printing. Since both words express
the same idea of the Canaanite appropriating the land from Shem, determining for
certain which word was utilized by Rashi is unnecessary at this point. One can
certainly envision a scribal error arising from an illegible copying of either word, but
the association of Rashi with the concept expressed in the comment is undeniable
and therefore, the recovery of the exact word awaits Rashi's own manuscript, or at
best, the criteria with which to evaluate the reliability of the extant ones.®

19 DV DY WATH DN 1IN NN YOI THN 7PN w9 YING TN YOMm

76. Parma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503], fols. 12a-12b.
77. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020}, fol. 14b.
78. New York - JTS L789 [IMHM 24019), fol. 9b.
. 79. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017), fols. 8b.
80. Parma 527 (2368) [IMHM 13233], first folio of 1> 1> ne.
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1129 YIND NN M) PONWI NY9) OV YV 1PHNA 1O T ..oNPIN
NV
(w) Munich 62,1 only cites the first clause of Rashi's printed comment, and
the discussion that follows varies from the queries posed by Hizkuni in the other
NN nNn manuscripts. The affiliation of Rashi to the idea that the Canaanite
was conquering the land from its rightful owner Shem is sustained.®’

OV Y% WAt YIND NN W21 TOMN ONY 8 U9 YIND TN YO
«..N WD
(x) Finally, Vat. Ebr. 53 cites both clauses of the first part of Rashi's printed
comment.s2

WD MY DV DY WD N NN WD THN 7PN WA YIND IN YO
...'PY 113Y XINN M) PONWD D9 DY v phna

All ten TN NN manuscripts present the same text of Rashi, and these
citations conform with the first set of examples extracted from manuscripts of
Tosafot Torah commentaries of varying style, date and quality. Rashi's
explanation for the Canaanite presence in the land of israel when Abraham arrived
- that they were in the process of capturing it from the progeny of Shem, who were
aliocated the land by Noah - is undeniably associated with him. The authenticity of
the remainder of the printed comment is less certain.

The integrity of the additional passage at the end of the Guadelajara edition
is suspicious because of its conceptual inconsistency with the remainder of the
comment. The lack of citations of this passage in any of the Tosafot extracts
upholds its dubious nature and sustains a significant challenge to its authenticity.

Similarly, the reinterpretation of God's promise in 12:7, from giving Abraham
the land to restoring his inheritance, is not cited in any of the manuscripts. The
one text that suggests a reference to this second part of Rashi's comment does
not manifest the same linguistic formulations as the citations of the first part of the
comment, and the exact nuance in meaning in the printed rendition is not
expressed accurately in this one Tosafot passage. Thus, the authenticity of this

81. Munich 62,1 [IMHM 23118], fols. 11a.
82. vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170], fol. 13b-14a.
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element of Rashi's comment is also dubious.

As explained above, the conceptual problems in the interpretation itself
mark the comment's authenticity as questionable. The lack of attempt by the
Tosafot to address this part of the comment suggests they may not have had the
text in their version of the commentary. Since Rashi's understanding of God's
promise as a retum of the land is contingent upon the assumption that the land
belonged to Shem, justifying the legitimacy of this reading of 127 or proposing an
altemative should be necessary once the Tosafot have presented and established
the difficulties with this assumption.

Finally, the one inconsistent element among the conforming citations of the
first part of Rashi's comment is the inclusion of the prooftext of Gen. 14:18. Only
seven of the twenty-four citations contain the verse utilized in the printed editions
as evidence that Noah allocated the land of Israel to Shem. The proof
itself is weak, for although numerous rabbinic sources clearly and frequently
identify Shem and Maichizedek as the same individual, they do not address the
issue of to whom the land was originally apportioned. Malchizedek's position of
“King of Shalem" places Shem in Jerusalem, and hence, in the land of Israel, but
one need not assume from this that he inherited the land originally.53

The conceptual difficulty of the prooftext and the lack of consistent citations
among the Tosafot manuscripts retain the authenticity of the verse in ambiguous
temritory. Without one citation of the verse in the Tosafot manuscripts, the
untrustworthiness of the verse would be easier to claim; its presence in half of the
noN-NTN> NN manuscripts intimates that the students of Rashi were aware of
this element of the printed comment. The Tosafot may have chosen not to
discuss the validity of the prooftext, or in many cases even to include it in their
citations of Rashi, because its significance relies on the comrectness of the
assumption made from the beginning. Since the association of Shem and
Maichizedek is already an interpretation, and the rabbinic sources do not link this
identification to the allocation of land by Noah, once the Tosafot established the

83. In his super-commentary on Rashi, Avraham Baqrat questions Rashi's use
of this prooftext with the following words: av 31 xav »»ya Nin BN Yan
OV 1N P13 OHY WYV TTNN YT XY Ao Npp Ye wivs.  Philip
(1985) 104.
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problematic nature of the assumption that the land was apportioned originally to
Shem, the prooftext and its legitimacy were irelevant. For this reason, the lack of
conformity regarding the citation of the prooftext does not lead necessarily to a
conclusion of inauthenticity.

The same argument of irrelevance cannot be made regarding the second
half of Rashi's printed text on this verse, because the comment extends beyond
the assumption of Shem's inheritance of the land and involves a reinterpretation of
the subsequent verse. The nature of God's promise to Abraham regarding the
land persists, regardiess of who originally possessed it. The difficuities with the
logical progression in the printed comment as a whole have already been
expressed and need not be repeated; however, these very conceptual difficulties
beg for clarification; had they formed part of the Tosafot version of the
commentary, one would have expected them to be considered.

Rashi's printed comment for Gen. 12:6 does not manifest blatant textual
inconsistencies, but the development of ideas throughout the interpretation is
problematic. Twenty-four manuscripts of Tosafot Torah commentaries
consistently cite only the first half of Rashi's printed comment. This conformity
together with the difficult nature of the printed comment suggest that Rashi's
interpretation of the lemma N3 TN »¥0M originally ended with the idea that the
Canaanites were capturing the land from Shem who had been apportioned it by
Noah. The subsequent elements in the printed texts do not appear to be authentic
to the original work.

3. Conclusion

Conformity among citations of Rashi from the Tosafot Torah commentaries
has been shown to confirm the authenticity of certain comments as they are
presented in the printed editions. This same conformity can challenge the
authenticity of uncited elements of the printed texts. The intention is not to
eliminate half of Rashi's printed comment simply because the Tosafot do not cite
it, but if twenty-five manuscripts of Tosafot commentaries cite a comment of Rashi
in conformity with the version in the printed editions, the authenticity of this
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comment would not be challenged. When this same conformity among the
manuscripts manifests only half of the familiar comment, and texts of the printed
comment display inconsistencies, or the content of the printed comment is
awkward and unclear and the Tosafot address the contents of the comment
directly, then the Tosafot reading of the comment must also be considered
authentic.

An argument from silence is not easy to make, and the reasons for which
the Tosafot addressed some issues and not others could be ascertained only by
asking the very men who wrote the commentaries, and even this would qualify as
post facto testimony and not fact. The printed editions, however, cannot be the
standard by which to ascertain the authenticity of Rashi's comments. The
manuscripts of Tosafot Torah commentaries present the text of Rashi with which
the people closest to him were familiar, and hence a text as close to Rashi's own
version as is available. When only hailf of a printed
comment, which in its extant form is problematic, is cited consistently, the
citations should not be dismissed as incomplete simply because they do not
manifest the familiar text. The familiar text is not necessarily the authentic one.
Rather these “incomplete” citations may represent the original kemel of Rashi's
commentary, to which subsequent layers were added. The analyses of Rashi's
comments on Gen. 9:23 and 12:6, as cited in the manuscripts of Tosafot Torah
commentaries, suggest that the original rendition of the work may have been
considerably shorter than what is now found in the printed editions.

in the next chapter, the notion that uncited elements of Rashi's printed
comment are the result of additions to the work, incorporated in the body of the
commentary during the process of its transmission, will be demonstrated through
examples in which aspects of Rashi's printed comment originated as part of the
Tosafot discussions.



Chapter Four: Partial Citations and the
Printed Text - The Tosafist Proof of
Added Material

A. Tosafist Exegesis in the Printed Text of Rashi

Comments from the printed text of Rashi's work that are represented only
partially in the citations of Rashi in the Tosafot manifest a complex dilemma. The
issue of whether the parts of Rashi's printed comments that are not cited by the
Tosafot were unknown to the exegetes of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, and
therefore are not authentic to Rashi's original commentary, or whether they were
not of interest to the Tosafot and therefore not addressed in their writings is
essential. The previous chapters have suggested that consistent citations of only
half of the printed renditions of the commentary challenge the authenticity of the
uncited portions in the same way that consistent citations of the entire printed
comment confirm its authenticity. The processes through which the original
comments were expanded to include the added parts now found in the printed
version and the reasons for the Tosafot concem for one issue over another are
contingent upon speculative analyses only.

This chapter will demonstrate that the Tosafot citations and discussions of
Rashi offer not only a text close to the original, but that they can also present the
source from which a specific part of a comment now part of Rashi was expanded.
The examples explored below suggest that the original text of Rashi's comment on
these verses was shorter, and that the elements of the comment not cited by
Tosafot originated in their discussions of the Rashi comment.

The complexity of extracting a citation of Rashi from the Tosafot
manuscripts without the benefits of modem punctuation is integral to this
discussion. The temptation to search the Tosafot text for the familiar words of
Rashi's printed comment and to assume all comparable linguistic formulation is a
reference to the work of Rashi is both misleading and unscientific. Any
assumptions made on the basis of the printed texts defeat the goal of
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reconstruction, since the extensive circulation and transmission process and the
late date of the manuscripts relative to Rashi's own lifetime prove that the printed
editions have been corrupted.

For this analysis, the Tosafot manuscripts were read as works unto
themselves and the citations were extracted based on the scribal pattems
established in each of them. The signals within each manuscript as to what
constituted a citation and what was the discussion of that citation included the type
of attribution to Rashi, the terminology that began the super-comment, and
notation marks such as supra-liinear dots. Familiarity with each Tosafot
manuscript facilitated the analysis of elements of Rashi's printed comment that did
not appear to form part of the actual citation of Rashi. Akin to earlier analyses,
variants in the early printed editions were also considered to support the challenge
to the authenticity of each reading.

While each previous chapter aims to emphasize the essential contribution
of the Tosafot to the reconstruction of the original text of Rashi's commentary, this
one will stress the importance of disregarding and abandoning preconceived
notions of what Rashi's commentary should say. The familiar text of Rashi's
commentary often is not authentic, and the Tosafot can offer us a text that is
closer to Rashi's own. The variant readings they present must not be rejected
simply because they do not conform to the corrupt versions with which readers
are familiar.

1. Genesis 8:10

Not having found a place to rest, the dove has retumed to the ark, and in
Gen. 8:10, Noah waits another seven days and then sends the dove from the ark
again. The verse reads:

-NANN 12 MPN AN NV 907 DMIINN DM’ YAV T INN

Rashi's comment for the iemma > is the same in all editions except Reggio.
The text of Berliner, Venice, Guadelajara and Rome reads:!

1. Berliner (1905) 17; Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 91, 331.
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NIPRI W NI VNN WY Y 101 MINNN YWD HNn

The comment defines the word bn" in the sense of waiting and offers a
comparable use of the word in Job 29:21.2 It concludes that the word is used
similarly in many examples in Scripture. The comment in Reggio varies minimaily
from the rendition in the other editions:3

NIPHRA W D N3 DN WY D 1D NN YD S

This version introduces the example with 1> instead of 1), and the word w5
appears in the middle of the phrase XNVpn3 v» NaaM. The meaning of the phrase
NYPRI v YWY namvis difficult to translate. The sense may be either the same
as in the other editions, that many such uses of Yn" as "waiting" are evident in
Scripture, or that n* has many meanings in Scripture. The ambiguity does not
alter the essential definition provided in the Rashi comment, but it does signal a
potential problem in the text's transmission.

This comment is cited in only one Tosafot Torah commentary: New York -
JTS L793, a fifteenth-century manuscript of a super-commentary on Rashi.4 The
style of this text is the following: The lemma from the verse is presented with three
dots above the word and is followed by an unattributed comment of Rashi. Since
the titie of the work is N> 7w v Yy vy, an identification for each citation
is unnecessary. The super- comment on the citation is usually introduced with the
abbreviation 9, clearly signalling the end of each citation. Should Rashi's
comment be referred to further on in the discussion, an attribution is appended to
the citation.’

The Gen. 8:10 passage in this manuscript cites only the first two words of
Rashi's printed comment, the basic definition of the word >, but the comment

The whole verse reads: 'nyy w> ™ Y wov . Job is lamenting his
plight and recalis that "Men listened to him and waited for his advice."
Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 331.

New York - JTS L7983 [IMHM 24023].

For example, fol. 6a.

ohw N
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subsequent to the citation includes the phrase from Job, as well as other
examples clarifying the sense of the lemma. The text reads:®

P9 NONN I NINY NNDTN WIN NI DN MO WNY 79 MINNN wH YN
OVIVY W13 TV 1291 191 9NN Wiv Y 191 %Y [Y0UND] N 1D N
L. Jpann
After the citation of Rashi as mannn YWY, the Tosafot comment explains that the
word Y in this verse does not have the same meaning as the identical word in
Gen. 9:20. In the later verse, NDTNN LN M) YN has the sense of beginning in
that Noah, a man of the soil, began and pianted a vineyard. The use of bn»in
Gen. 8:10 is comparable to its usages in Job 29:23, Job 29:21, and Judges 3:25.7
In all these verses, the sense is of waiting. In Job, men waited for his advice
(29:21) and waited for him as they waited for rain (29:23), and in Judges, Eglon's
courtiers waited a long time before going to check on the king after Ehud's
departure from (and his murder of) the king. The extract ends with the
identification of the root of br» (as 5>n)® and the form of conjugation in which it is
used.

According to this passage, Rashi's comment consisted of the basic
definition of >rm. The super-comment provided similar examples and thereby
clarified the word's varying meanings in a selection of Scriptural verses. The only
reason to assume the citation of Job 29:21 is a reference back to Rashi's
comment is the reader’s familiarity with the printed edition. Without prior
knowledge of that cormupt text, the manuscript passage in no way suggests that
the citation of Rashi extends beyond the word nonnn. Rather, the variants
among the printed editions and the Tosafist comment suggest that the citation

6. New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023), fol. 8b. The brackets indicate a
splotch on the manuscript rendering certain words illegible. Yon> was
determined with the help of a concordance, but the final word of the
comment remains unclear.

7. The entire verses for these citations are: Job 29:23 - o " o1 v
VPO Y9; JOb 29:21 - mxy wd W Y wow ; Judges 3:25 - 1y nn
AN NXIN 29 OMITN TOM NN NN AN NPM PHYN MNDT AN VPN M Y.

8. The root is actually considered to be >-n->. F. Brown, S. Driver, C. Briggs,
A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Oid Testament (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1851) 403-404.
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from Job 29:21 and the phrase N P13 v N3 are not authentic to the original
Rashi.

Rashi's original comment defined 5n» as Mnnn 1w, The Tosafot
clarified the need for such a definition by demonstrating where the same exact
word carries a different meaning and provided exampies to support Rashi's
definition of the word in this context. One might speculate that some or all of these
examples were included in the margins of Rashi's commentary by students
studying and copying the work. The variant of 121 in most of the printed editions
and m) in the Reggio text might be the visible seam indicating the insertion of
extraneous material into the body of the commentary.

The phrase NpN3 v N corresponds accurately with the text of the
Tosafot comment, where a number of other examples are presented. If the
citation of Job 29:21 in the Tosafot extract were intended to refer back to the
comment of Rashi, its presence in the middie of the two other citations is
froublesome. Job 29:21 precedes chronologically the first biblical citation in the
Tosafot passage (Job 29:23), and had it formed part of Rashi's original comment,
one would expect it to be listed first, followed by the examples added by the
Tosafist.

The tone of the comment and the pattem of its style within this particular
document suggest that the citation of Job 29:21 was one of three examples
supplied by the Tosafist in his commentary on Rashi, and that Rashi's original
comment ended with the text suggested by the citation in New York - JTS L793:
mnnn yh. The fact that these words are identical in all printed editions and that
the remainder half of the comment contains minor differences is not insignificant.

A comparison of only the printed editions would not have suggested
profound textual difficuities with Rashi's comment for Gen. 8:10. The Tosafot
comment indicates however that the original comment was shorter than the
printed versions. It also demonstrates the source for the added material. Without
consultation of the Tosafot commentaries, the exact nature of the textual
difficulties would have remained unknown.

in addition to establishing the value of the Tosafot commentaries for the
reconstruction of the original Rashi, this example has demonstrated the
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importance of reading the Tosafot text for what it presents of the Rashi and of itself
and not for what the reader expects it to cite. The Tosafot passage for Rashi's
comment on Gen. 8:10 does not affiliate the citation of Job 29:21 with Rashi in any
way. Only the reader's comparison with a text not worthy of being used as a
standard for comparison would lead to this association. Otherwise the citation of
Job 29:21 clearly forms part of the Tosafot comment on Rashi, and consuitation of
the passage as a whole helps to correct and restore the original version of Rashi's
text.

2. Genesis 12:5

In this verse, as God has commanded him, Abraham leaves Haran and
takes all his possessions and his family with him.

W N DYIT Y9 NN PN 13 VY N MYN MW N OIAN NP
M0 NINAIN INDN PID NNIN NOYY INY INT WY IWN WOIN NNY
One of the things Abraham takes with him is "the souls that they made in Haran,"
and Rashi's comment addresses the meaning of “to make a soul." The printed
texts offer two explanations for the iemma M2 Wy WX w9 NN and the Berliner
and Venice editions have the identical comment. Their text reads as follows:?

N NI DXWINT NN 970 ONNAN NPOYUN %910 NNN 1OMONVY
D12y KIPN YW 109 DINVY YIND 2NN OPYY YY) OWIN
O 25N NI ONIWN NN TIAON 92 AN Y 13D DND VPV MNOYN
00 P
The first part of the comment explains that "to make a soul” means that Abraham
entered the people under the wings of the Divine Presence. The plural of wy (they
made) signifies that Abraham converted the men and Sarah converted the women.
Because of this act of conversion, Scripture attributes to Abraham and Sarah the
"making" of these people.
in the second half of the comment, Rashi offers an expianation according to
NIPR YV Ow, the literal or simple meaning of "the souls that they made in

Haran." According to this section of the comment, "the souls they made" refers to

9. Berliner (1905) 22; Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1 124.
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the male and female servants that Abraham and Sarah acquired prior to leaving
Haran. Two prooftexts then demonstrate other verses in Scripture where the verb
vy "to make” can mean Mmp "to acquire."° The comment ends with a phrase
defining the sense carried by the use of the verb nwy in these examples, that of
acquiring and amassing.

The textual variants in the other printed editions do not aliter the sense of the
comment. The Rome edition reads:"!

DOWIN NIN M) W) DWIND 1) NIN NIV 293D NN 1OV
MNOYY DT2Y NIPH HY WD DINWY 1DND 2NN DY Aoy
01D NP WY DN VI M M TI2DN YD AN NWY 0D ONY NPV
This text has 0wINM ) N1 instead of OXWIND NN 7)) DMAN and MM WYY
DWIN NN instead of DN NN NN M. The only other variant is with the
second prooftext. In the Rome edition, the phrase > n nww is preceded by an
introductory 12, whereas the Berliner and Venice editions append the second
example to the first without clearly separating them. They aiso include the word
YN before > n nww.
The Reggio edition is very similar to the Berliner and Venice texts:!2

NMIN NIV PYIND AR D NN TIWVN %930 RN DDNINY
DY12Y NIPN YV 09 DINYY 1IN "IN OYY NHYNDY DWIN
N WY INWN 1N NN TIAON U2 NN WY 1D DNY NPV NMNow)
03D NP 'wh

This version abbreviates numerous words written out in full in the other editions,
like 'MMAN, PYINN, NN, MDY, and 'wb. The second prooftext includes the word

10. The first example is Gen. 31:1 - Y3 AN 2Py NPY DN T 13 ™AT NN yOYM
AN 1397 52 AN YUY IO WD AN WN. The sons of Laban are
complaining that Jacob has taken all that beiongs to their father, and from
that which was their father's, he has "amassed all this wealith.” Rashi's
comment for 31:1 defines nvy as 0 - to gather. See Rashi HaShalem,
vol. 2, 115-116. The second prooftext is Num. 24:18 - mm nvy OYIN ™M
" MYy UM PN Tyw nuy. Balaam relays God's words that Edom and
Seir (enemies of israel) will be an inheritence for their enemies and Israel
will acquire strength or success. The printed texts of Rashi contain no
comment on >n nwy for this verse.

11. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, p. 339.

12. Ibid.
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NN, but it is also preceded by an introductory 'no). The first word of the
comment DYO*DNWV is YO0V in the other editions.

Finally, the Guadelajara edition differs more significantly in terms of its text,
although the content of the comment remains the same.’3

DINWY YIND 0D NV DXWIN NIMIB NI DXWIND D DMIAN
TN IWY 1D 0N NPY MNOYY N TIY NIPN D¢ OW Wy "N 10
2P WO M TRON D
This edition is missing the first phrase that Abraham brought the people under the
wings of the ny>2v, the particle nx before the word ©>wINn, and the word 21O
after oYy NYym. It does contain the additional phrase wy »nd 19. The word
"712y is abbreviated, the second proofiext is missing entirely, and the final phrase
of the comment reads P YWY instead of v MNP WD. The types of variants
displayed in this text intimate difficulties in the text's trans- mission.

The absence of the second prooftext and the varying ways in which it is
appended to the comment in the other editions suggest it may not be authentic to
the commentary. The phrase P YW is very similar to its altemate in the other
texts, U1 NP WY, but the textual variants call into question the reliability of the
word U1, if not the entire phrase. The absence of the beginning clause is also
suspicious, since the association of Abraham with bringing people under the wings
of the Nyow is explicit in numerous rabbinic sources.'4

Despite the numerous textual uncertainties, the comment itseif is the same
in all editions. The texts all present two explanations: the first one is firmly rooted
in rabbinic midrashim, > and the second one is clearly distinguished as
NP Y wowo. Since many articles and books have analyzed the ways Rashi

13. Ibid.

14. For example, Sifrei Devanm, 25 npo, ed. L. Finkelistein (Berlin:1939; New
York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1969) 54; Avot de
Rabbi Natan, > '~ nnow (Schechter 1967) fol. 27a, p. 53; and Shir
HaShirim Rabbah 1:3.

15. San. 98b, Esther Rabbah 6:2, Sifrei Devanm, 25 xpv9 (Finkelstein 1969)
54; Avot de Rabbi Natan, > /x nnov (Schechter 1967), fol. 27a, p. 53;
and Shir HaShirm Rabbah 1:3.
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blends peshat and derash in his commentary,'s and this aspect of the comment is
consistent in each edition, Rashi's inclusion of two explanations does not raise any
suspicions. The citations in Tosafot suggest otherwise.

Rashi's comment for Gen. 12:5 is cited in seven Tosafot manuscripts. The
concem in all these texts is how Abraham could have converted other people
when he himself had not been converted or commanded yet to perform
circumcision, one of the essential rituals for conversion. Despite the Tosafot
difficuity with the first part of Rashi's comment, none of the passages then tums to
Rashi's second comment as the preferred explanation, nor do they speculate as to
why Rashi offered two explanations. All of the Tosafot citations of Rashi present
only the first haif of Rashi's printed comment, and none of the sub- sequent
discussions suggests in any way that these students of Rashi were aware of an
altemative interpretation.

(a) Verona 4 contains the following passage:'’

PYIN NN MY DWIN 9730 DIIN WD 1IN WY TWN YN NN
29 MONIY MINN T YTNHVW D1 TIHN DY MOYI N PYTY NOM MM
M)
This text does not cite the phrase about the wings of the n>>w nor the explanatory
remark that, because of the conversion, DINWY YN 2121 OMMYY Noyn. Most
significantly, it is missing the entire comment according to X pn Yw Yowo. This
exegete finds Rashi's comment about the conversion surprising, because
Abraham was not yet commanded to perform circumcision. He suggests that
Abraham simply instructed them in the seven laws commanded to the sons of
Noah. One would expect that if the Tosafist had Rashi's second interpretation, he
might have expressed his preference for it or demonstrated why it was a superior
or inferior altemative.

16. For example, Gelles; Kamin (1988); Y. Kuperman, vy »vn vyvaa oy
mon,” paon 26.1 (1986): 28-42; Troper (1983); Rahman (1983); Doron;
Menahem Banitt, "Npnn Yy > vynaa b Y90 %y Tw," The Bible in the
Light of its Interpreters, Sarah Kamin Memorial Volume, ed. Sarah Japhet,
(Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1994) 262-286; Amnon Shapira, ") on vyron
DVONYTY O3 7w D3N,” IDid., 287-311.

17. Verona 4 [IMHM 788], fol. 10b.



186

(b) In the margins of Jerusalem 8°5138 (B200), the citation of Rashi
includes the phrase about the wings of the n>°>w, but the peshat comment is not
offered:'®

DMANY NIV 930 NNN 1ODNY W0 1IN WY IWN YOI NN
A ND 1YY NI NONY PIITY /DM PUIND AN PNID
Although the passage does not cite that Sarah converted the women, the issue of
conversion is clearly associated with Rashi and troublesome for the Tosafot.
Without prior knowiedge of the corrupt printed editions, the reader has no reason
to assume the Tosafot had other elements of Rashi's comment to consider.
(c) Paris héb. 260 is similar to Verona 4:1®

NOTIY 29T PWIN NN NI PYINN NN 90 HNIN Y0 v NNY
PN N D' DD N AN NPHA DY PN MIIN MUY N DTy
0 7N AT ANNN 't DTRY NIN ONIN HN
Citing Rashi's comment of the people’s conversion by Abraham and Sarah, the
Tosafot suggest that since Abraham had not yet been commanded to perform
circumcision, one could say that the conversion consisted only of teaching them
the seven commandments given to Noah.
(d) The passage in Warsaw 204/27 also corresponds to the same issue:2

9NN YY PXTY MY ND NOM /P DWIND D 71PN OMIANY W9
.M 03 NN R DTNYD MO D DI PN TNOM
The textual variants between the printed editions and the citations do not alter the
fact that the Tosafot's text of Rashi offered the interpretation that Abraham
converted the people with him. The absence of any reference to the peshat
comment presented in the printed editions is also consistent from manuscript to
manuscript.
(e) In Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 part of the Tosafot discussion of the Rashi
incorporates comparabile linguistic formulations to one phrase of the printed
editions not cited in the previous examples:2!

18. Jerusalem 8°5138 (B200), fol. 3b.

19. Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839], fol. 29a.

20. Warsaw 204/27 (IMHM 10112}, fol. 223a.

21. Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 [IMHM 15890], first fol. of 1> > v,
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NN DVIN NN MY OIWIND %) DINAN W 79 1IN WY WN
SMINDY DTPIN PN U A NMIND PYTY DNTIND NNV NY NON
DY MY TITA 121N 930 RPN AN IN INNNY Sy
LONIN DD WYY 12PN "NON DYDY
After citing Rashi's comment about the conversion, the Tosafist exegete presents
the problem that Abraham was not yet commanded to perform circumcision, and
he offers three resolutions to the issue. The first is that the Torah does not
maintain chronological order,% so, in other words, just because in the narrative
Abraham circumcises himself in a later chapter, one need not assume that this
event did not occur prior to the issue addressed in this particular verse. The
second suggested solution to this problem is that the laws of the Torah were
observed from the beginning, even though they had not yet been given on Sinai,®
and so Abraham might have performed circumcision. The final solution is that the
conversion did not necessarily include circumcision, but rather Abraham led the
people to the way of God (to the straight path), and Scripture accounts to Abraham
and Sarah as if they had converted these people and circumcised them.

The phrase in the last suggestion of the Tosafist, ¥>°Nd "ndn ODY NYYM
0wy, appears in the printed versions of the commentary. Once again, the only
reason to assume that this phrase is a reference to Rashi's com- mentary is the
reader’s knowiedge of the comrupt texts. The passage on its own clearly includes
this phrase as part of the Tosafot super-commentary on the citation and in no way
affiliates it with Rashi. The locution of the phrase Y »N\O...0mYY NYyn is common
in rabbinic sources and thus not unique to Rashi. In fact, in Song of Songs
Rabbah 1:3, the phrase W13 N YNO YDy 1OYn is used
in a discussion of the meaning of the lemma N3 Wy 9WN w9, which, like the

22. See Pes. 6b and w1t 1907 13702 WO Sy 1190) 31 737 219D, TO NP, ed. H.
Horovitz (Leipzig: 1918; Jerusalem: Wahrmann Books, 1966) 60-81.

23. See Va-Yikra Rabbah 2:10 (Mirkin, vol. 7, 30), where Noah, Abraham,
Isaac, Jacob, Judah and Joseph are believed to have fulfilled the
commandments of the Torah.
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printed comment of Rashi, understands the verse as referring to the con- versions
performed by Abraham and Sarah.24

The identical formulation of the phrase in the printed editions and in the
Tosafot passage, not as part of the citation of Rashi but as part of the Tosafot
exegesis, challenges the authenticity of this phrase. It suggests that the lack of
attribution to Rashi and its absence from the distinctive citations are indicative of
both the addition of material to the familiar texts of Rashi and the source from
which these additions were made. The commonality of the phrase's style and
syntax in sources familiar to both Rashi and his students further supports the
consideration that this part of the comment did not originate with him.

The explanation according to Npn Y& Yows is also not cited in Cambridge
(Add.) 669,2. This conformity with the other Tosafot extracts proposes that the
second haif of Rashi's printed comment is not original . The argument that
perhaps the Tosafot were not interested in Rashi's peshat comment is valid;
however, all the citations of Rashi for this lemma cite only the first part of the
comment, and they all deal with a similar disagreement with it. If the Tosafot's text
of Rashi had offered another interpretation, one might have expected the exegetes
to address the legitimacy of the altemative.

() The final two citations of Rashi are consistent with the examples
presented above. The discussions of Rashi, however, offer the source from which
the peshat comment may have entered into Rashi's commentary in the complexity
of its transmission. Like the previous passages, the concem in Munich 50,1 is the
ability of Abraham to convert others:®

DMMAN MIPIVUN 790 NN YONVY M7YA 19 NI WY WN YOI NNY
AN N PYTY MY NOM MM OWIN AN TN T OWIND 97D
AN YOI AN 12T DY MOWD 2D TIY 130N KW TY N NIPI NY D

ON DTN TI3N DD AN NYY 11D 1IN NPY MNSYY DTIY 1IN Wy

N APY PR ATON W93 /NNTI NNINN Y DYP OMAN 17D
N2 OMMANY Y DY D MYY NN YD N Y NP3 OMAN v

24. See PNy M1 T /X Y9 , 37 OXPEN P ON MO TN 1Y TN YN AN
™Y DN R NON , N1 01D PR TR YT AN BYWN 99 D'WOND
9921 17 BIIAN HOIN 939 M, 1INT WY TN YON TN DN TIH , MV OTIAN
11P2Y YOPID 1IN OMM3AN MNVY TOYD , 1IN YUY TUR Y711 ) ,BYUIN MY DIWN
99U 1YY NN ,APIYUN 1520 HAN VIV YD) TIPD) FININD) IPYD) PN
WHM VI WIS MM WD Y9 PHYD RIIVN 1010 TID HNK M3 TIAN.

25. Munich 50, 1 [IMHM 1692], fol. 27b.



189

9T BNTI PRNN TIY AHN DY 1D MY 12PN PIYY Y1 N
JWWN MIND 1PNV DD NUWY MINN

The citation of Rashi conforms with the earlier examples. Rashi is un- equivocally
linked with the idea that Abraham and Sarah converted people. The expression
NIV 290 NNN OOV is included in this citation, but it does not appear in all
manuscripts. This may be due to a degree of paraphrasing in the citation inducing
the exegete to cite only the essential idea of the comment. It may also indicate
that the phrase's close association with the parallel discussion in the rabbinic
sources precipitated its attachment to Rashi's comment.

The Tosafot's problem with Rashi is by now familiar, although this passage
elucidates the issue more clearly. Abraham could not have converted others since
he himself was not yet converted. The exegete specifies that a convertis so
called once he has been circumcised and ritually immersed.?® According to the
chronology of the narrative, Abraham himseif has not partaken in either ritual.

The most significant phrase for this discussion follows. After presenting the
difficuity with Rashi's comment, the Tosafot remark, "Therefore, according to the
simple meaning (1271 Yw LI *Y ToY), the lemma 'and the souls that they made
in Haran,' means the male and female servants that they acquired in Haran, as in
Gen. 31:1, 'and he acquired all this wealth." The Tosafot does not attribute this
comment to Rashi. Its affinity with the printed editions might prompt the reader to
assume the Tosafot has now retumed to Rashi's second explanation, but the
passage itseif gives no such indication.

The remainder of the passage retums to the discussion of Abraham
performing circumcisions. The exegete presents hypothetical arguments of one
who supports the idea that Abraham conducted conversions with this ritual. Gen.
26:5 is cited as proof that Abraham fulfilled the commandments of the
Torah even before it was given,?” and the rabbinic dictum, a1y new Msn M

26. Yeb. 46a delineates that a man has not been properly converted unless
he has been circumcised and ritually immersed.

27. Gen. 26:5 reads: 'R YMPN YMYD NIDYD WYM WP DMNIAN YOV WK IPY.
From here the rabbis understood that Abraham fulfilied all the
commandments of the Torah. Va-Yikra Rabbah 2:10 (Mirkin, vol. 7, 30).
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NUWY INSN WNY Mn23 is proposed as the reason for which Abraham waited so
long before circumcising himself. Since the patriarch had prophetic abilities, he
knew God was going to command him to perform circumcision, and so he waited
until he received the command in order to receive the greater reward of having
fulfilled a good deed which God had commanded him.

The extract as a whole substantiates the claim that Rashi's original
comment for this verse consisted of only the first half of the printed versions. In
conformity with the earlier exampiles, it atiributes to Rashi only the first element of
the printed comment. It further provides the source for both the peshat explanation
of the lemma found in the printed versions and the first prooftext used to support
the definition of nvy as acquire. The absence of the second prooftext
comroborates the suspicions raised from the textual variants in the printed texts
described above.

If Rashi's original comment consisted of the first haif of what now appears
in the printed editions, then this passage from the Tosafot manuscript highlights
the processes through which the comment developed into its present foorm. The
peshat comment was originally part of the Tosafot's disagreement with Rashi's
explanation of conversion. Perhaps once the Tosafot comment had been
appended to Rashi's, which at that point contained only one prooftext, a
subsequent scribe or student added a second example that then was incorporated
into some versions of the commentary in different forms; it never was added to
Guadelajara.

(9) A second very similar passage in Oxford - Bodleian 271/8 (Opp. 31)
presents the same evidence, namely that half of Rashi's printed comment is
actually the Tosafot super-commentary for a troublesome interpretation.?

DMIANY 3N 910 NNN 102NV W19 1IN3 WY IWN ¢ NNY
TIYY 1793 N MY NI 12T 100N HPWIN M0 I PYIND N
NNY 937 H¥ VWO 290 M) TaY DIVN KW TY NIPI NY M) "0
TN T30 Y2 NN D VWY DD NPV NNOYN HTAY 1IN WY WN YN

28. Kidd. 31a, BK 38a and AZ 3a are sources for the rabbinic adage that the
greater reward goes to the one who does good deeds, having been
commanded to do so, than to the one who has not been commanded, but
does good deeds anyhow.

29. Oxford - Bodleian 271/8 (Opp. 31) (IMHM 16739], third folio of 1> 1> nvo.
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M3 MIBNTI NINI XYY 9YN "INN 92 0PP DIMAN MNT 'NDT 1IN
Y1 NY Y 1) ONIAN YNV TUN APY AP PN TN NINY NONY
Y19 N°3) 711 PN DNNANY 9D 9™ 7D U2 PRNN NS TN My NN
TV TINSNHN DYTAHNTI PANDN TIY NYDBN DY PN Y MW T
2 Ny
Textually, this extract contains some errors. The biblical verse at Gen. 31:1 does
not include the word *» as it is cited here, and the coordinates provided for the
prooftext, Gen. 265, seem jumbled. The verse appears in 1)1 NYY, which
begins with the verse ...0MaN OMAaN 11 PNY MM NN (Gen. 23:1). The
identification in this passage is 2Py’ PNy "IN MY AONY 193,

Nonetheless, the phrase that corresponds to the peshat comment in the
printed editions is again not associated with Rashi in any way. The words ) 705
927 SV YOW9 9D appear to be the Tosafist's response to Rashi's comment, with
which he does not agree. Had he intended for his reader to realize both
comments belonged to Rashi, one might have expected a clearer link or a more
coherent organization of the comment. The appearance of this opinion in the
middle of the discussion of the difficulty inherent in describing Abraham's actions
and conversions maintains the focus on Rashi's explanation of conversion and
circumcision.

if the peshat comment were Rashi's second interpretation, it's appearance
would have been better suited at the end of the comment, after all the arguments
against conversion had been made. Moreover, if the peshat comment were
intended as a citation of Rashi, a super-comment of the Tosafot should follow. It
does not; rather, the comment appears in the middie of a discussion with no
response to it. Since the Tosafot usually make some remark about the text they
have cited, even if they agree with it, the lack of evaluation of the peshat comment
further suggests that its author is the Tosafist exegete disagreeing with Rashi.
Over the course of the commentary’s transmission, the Tosafot rebuttal with one
prooftext was appended to Rashi's work.

(h) Finally, one last Tosafot extract contributes to the evidence chalienging
the authenticity of the peshat comment of the printed editions to the original work.
Oxford - Bodieian 284 (Marsh. 225) is a sixteenth-century manuscript of a Torah
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commentary. This work offers interpretations of the biblical verses, and many of
them, although not all, begin with a citation of Rashi. Those comments that do cite
him, systematically refer to him by name. For Gen. 12:5, the text in this
manuscript reads: %

MDY D13y LYWOT %Y IR WY IWN WOX1 NN

In a text known to attribute comments to Rashi, the only reason to assume this
comment was recognized by the Tosafot exegetes as belonging to Rashi is the
corrupt printed editions. In the context of the Tosafot commentary, the comment is
not affiliated with Rashi and may have been intended as a response to the known
derash interpretations in rabbinic texts. Ultimately, the Tosafot offer no reason for
the reader to assume the familiar printed text of Rashi is its source.

Three elements of the Tosafot Torah commentaries contribute to the
serious challenge of the authenticity of the second haif of Rashi's comment for
12:5. The firstis the consistent, conforming citations of only the explanation of
conversion. As demonstrated in previous chapters, this conformity has the
potential to both confirm familiar readings and to propose a much shorter original
rendition. None of the extracts from the Tosafot manuscripts indicates in any
fashion that the text with which Rashi's students were familiar continued beyond
the first (or in their case, the only) explanation. The second factor to this challenge
is the appearance of the uncited portion of the printed comment in the Tosafot
discussion of the Rashi. The idea that the unbiased reader, unfamiliar with the
corrupt printed versions of Rashi, would not assume a textual connection between
the attributed citation and the phrase resembiling the printed peshat comment is
integral to an objective reconstruction of the original work. The Tosafot passage
itself clearly associates Rashi with the comment on conversion, but it does not
relate the peshat comment to him. The assumption
that the linguistic formulation common to the printed editions reflects the original
Rashi perpetuates the sort of textual problems effected by the early printers and by
Berliner in their subjective attempts to comrect the work.

30. Oxford - Bodleian 284 (Marsh. 225) [IMHM 16752], fol. 11a.
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The presence of the peshat explanation with its prooftext in the Tosafot
exegesis of Rashi substantiates the challenge to its authenticity by manifesting a
likely source from which the remark became embedded in Rashi's work.

Evidence of only conforming citations requires speculating as to the Tosafot's
interests and concems and whether they should or should not have addressed
issues related to the uncited portions of the printed comment. The Tosafot
comments for this lemma account for the two expianations that appear in the
printed editions and confirm the chailenge proposed by the conforming but
abbreviated citations.

The third element is the unattributed peshat comment in a work that cites
Rashi frequently. The discussion of the conversion issues in rabbinic sources!
and the lack of an explanatory remark to the peshat comment suggest that the
exegete in this document did not intend to be citing Rashi. A clear identification of
Rashi followed by a super-comment would have conformed more accurately to the
pattemns of Tosafot exegesis of Rashi, and the availability of texts extemal to Rashi
that address identical concems might be the sources to which this exegete is
responding with the words Vwan ).

The presentation of two explanations in Rashi's printed comment did not
arouse suspicions because of the consistency with which both interpretations
appeared in all printed versions and because many of the exegetical analyses
conducted on Rashi's commentary have explored the methodologies of his
employment of peshat and derash. The texts of the Tosafot concretize both the
printed text's lack of reliability and the flawed resuits of analyses based on comupt
editions.

The Tosafot exegeses for Gen. 12:5 have demonstrated that haif of Rashi's
comment originated in the super-comment, and thus is not authentic to Rashi's
own work. Since the printed versions of the commentary no longer manifest such
traces of textual additions, analyses of his exegetical methods
must be preceded by ascertaining a reliable text. Pattems in Rashi's use of
peshat and derash interpretations - when he includes both forms of exegesis, or
when he cites only one, and why one precedes the other - cannot be determined

31. See notes 14 and 15.
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from the printed editions, because, as these Tosafot texts demonstrate, half the
comment may not have been included by the exegete himseif.

The printed texts of Rashi on 8:10 and 12:5 do not present drastic textual
variants that render the integrity of the comments suspect. They underscore the
potential of the Tosafot commentaries to sift out many of the undetectable layers,
to demonstrate that even textual conformity can be misleading, and thereby to
confirm the extent to which the printed versions are unreliable measures from
which to establish the original work. These exampies elucidate the reality of
scribal transmission whence comments on Rashi have become indistinct from
what Rashi himself wrote. Consideration to the style of the Tosafot manuscripts
and the constant suppression of the reader's bias towards the familiar printed
editions ultimately will allow for a more objective and more accurate comrecting and
reconstructing of the original Rashi.

B. The Contribution of the Rashi Manuscripts

As explained above in the Introduction, the contribution of the Rashi
manuscripts to the process of reconstructing the original Rashi from citations of
the commentary in the Tosafot texts is a tenuous one. ideally, one would hope to
confirm all the Tosafot versions of Rashi with evidence from the Rashi
manuscripts themselves. This would substantiate the ability of the citations in
Tosafot to provide the text closest to Rashi's own. However, this would also
render futile the analyses of the Tosafot manuscripts. If the manuscripts of Rashi
were sufficiently reliable as to consistently display the comments devoid of the
centuries of ransmission layers, the search for the original Rashi would not need
to extend beyond the extant manuscripts of his work.

The reality is that the manuscripts of Rashi's Torah commentary, at least
those presently under scholarly scrutiny, are far too removed from the copy
Rashi wrote himseif to provide reliable withesses to the original text. The citations
in the Tosafot manuscripts have proved effective at manifesting the commentary
of Rashi familiar to his students and descendants. The exampies above
demonstrate further the ability of the Tosafot passages to exhibit the sources from
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which the text altered and expanded. The abbreviated citations of the printed
editions suggest an original text shorter than the familiar ones, and the
super-comments confirm that the uncited portions did not originate with Rashi.

Despite their lack of reliability, the manuscripts of Rashi's commentary do
represent the extant commentary, and they offer compelling altematives to the
variety of readings that appear in the printed texts. The examples that follow
demonstrate how the Rashi text extracted from the Tosafot can help to establish
criteria by which to measure the value, reliability or authenticity of the altermnatives
manifested in the manuscripts of Rashi's commentary.

1. Genesis 8:2

After one hundred and fifty days of water on the earth, God remembered
Noah, and the waters subsided. This verse reports that the fountains of the deep
and the openings of the heavens were stopped up, and the rain from the heavens
was withheld. The text reads:

DMUMD DYIN NI DNYN NIINY ONN NPYN IOON

The printed editions for Rashi's comment on the lemma NY5" define the meaning
of the word and provide two prooftexts to support the definition. Berliner's edition
has the following:32

L3P0 N9 NY TR NIIN NY 19D YN NN

The comment explains XY>" as "was withheld." The first example supporting this
definition is from Psalm 40:12 which states,” Oh Lord, do not withhold

(N99n) your mercies."® The second prooftext is Gen. 23:6, where the sons of
Heth respond to Abraham's request for a burying place for Sarah that they will not

32. Berliner (1805) 16.

33. The entire verse is: "M DPHN TN TTON MDD POAY NOIN NO 7 NN,
Rashi does not comment on the analogous lemma in this verse, but on
Psaims 40:10, he explains the words NoaN N0 85 NY OWIN N WD yIDN N
BN MO TN NOM.
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withhold (nY>°) one from him.34 Despite the fact that word is spelled altematively
with an X or a N, it appears to carry the same meaning.

The Venice and Guadelajara versions of the comment are identical to each
other and very similar to Berliner's text.%

TN N XY THAT NDON NY 10D VI KON

They vary only in the spelling of the word N> in the second example, which has
a nin the biblical source and in Berliner. The presence of an X may have been an
attempt by the scribe to comrect what he believed to be an error and to render the
analogous words uniform.

The Reggio edition includes the word *nn in the first prooftext, and like
Venice and Guadelajara, it spells N2> with an N.%

STR1 N9 KD 2N TN RYIN NI 1D YIn NOM”M

The comment in the Rome edition differs more significantly. All the
analogous words in this version, including the lemma, are spelled with a N, and the
order of the two prooftexts is reversed. The word »)n is also included in the
example from Psaims.37

20 TNHAY NYIN N2 TN YD NY 199 1IN NYIN

Again the erroneous uniformity among the words being compared may have been
a scribe's attempt at correction or clarification. The reverse order of the examples
intimates perhaps that one or both of the prooftexts may not be
authentic to the original commentary. Rather they were inserted into the body of
the work from the margins and hence appear in differing positions within the
comment.

Rashi's comment for this lemma is cited in only one Tosafot manuscript.
New York - JTS L793 is the fifteenth-century manuscript of a super-commentary

34. This verse reads: 1D NN 1IP I1IP NIV VN NNR ONDN NOW) TN WDV
Thp 13pD Ton M N YIap NN uon vN. Rashi's comment for this verse and
the variations among the editions are explored further on.

35. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1 88, 330.

38. /bid. 330.

37. Ibid.
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on Rashi that clearly delineates between the citation and the super-comment with
the abbreviation 9. Akin to the citation of 8:10 above, this extract only attributes to
Rashi the one word definition of the lemma. The prooftext appears to form part of
the Tosafot discussion that follows. Most significantly, only one of the prooftexts
from the printed editions appears in the passage. The text is the following:3®

NP3 NIV TR0 19 NY 1D NN GINI NI 3D %9 Yy NoO”N

Being a super-commentary on Rashi, the manuscript does not need to attribute
each comment to him prior to the citation. The style of the document clearty
considers the word Yy as constituting the commentary of Rashi. The Tosafist
clarifies that even though this use of the word xY5* employs an N, it nonetheless
has the same meaning as NY>> with a N in Gen. 23:6. The prooftext from Psaims
40:12 does not appear in either the citation or the super- comment.

The primary question to be addressed is whether the citation of Gen. 23:6 is
a reference to what the Tosafot had in their version of Rashi or whether it
originated in the Tosafot clarification of Rashi. As with the earlier examples, the
only reason to assume the Tosafot are introducing a latter element of authentic
Rashi is the reader’s familiarity with the printed editions. However, would the
Tosafist concem with identical meanings being attributed to words that carry
different endings have arisen had Rashi not included this prooftext in his original
work? The definition of ¥a1* may not have required further explanation and
association with Gen. 23:6, unless the word with a N ending was known to carry
this same definition and the Tosafist feit obliged to ensure
his reader that Rashi had not erred, but rather that the word meant the same
whether it ended with a n or an N.

The printed texts for Rashi's comment on Gen. 23:6 present similar
dilemmas. The Berliner and Venice editions have the following comment:

38. New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023), fol. 8a.
39. Berliner (1805) 45; Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 262.
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OVAN NP MDY PHM NIIN NY 10D ¥’ XY 1Y’ N

The lemma with a n is defined as y)>, and Psalms 40:12 and Gen. 8:2 are
provided as prooftexts. The Reggio edition has the same text, but the location of
its comment does not follow the logical sequence of the verses; rather it appears
before Rashi's comment on Gen. 23:4. The lack of sequential order suggests
textual corruption and intimates that the comment may have been inserted
erroneously from a marginal note.

The Rome edition includes both prooftexts, as do the previous exampies,
but the citation from Psalms 40:12 spells N>on with a i and includes more words
from each verse:4°

12 DYAN NDI 1Y MIND TNHNT AYON NY 1D ¥INd NY N NY
.0MmwN
The text of the Guadelajara edition cites both biblical verses with a n on the
analogous words. It adds further to the complexity by omitting the essential
definition yanor:4?

LOWIN NP NPND THNY AYIN NY YWD TN YD ND

As with Rashi's comment for 8.2, the variants in these comments raise similar
issues regarding the integrity of the text. The interchange of 1" and X endings for
the lemmata and for the prooftexts suggests an awareness of and even a difficulty
with the same definition for words that appear different. Erroneous attempts at
correcting the prooftexts and rendering their correlation uniform underscore the
scribe's lack of familiarity with the biblical sources. The inconsistent order in
Reggio and the definition missing from Guadelajara contribute further to the
dubious nature of the text.

The citation of this comment in New York - JTS L793 sheds some light on
the textual mess.42

40. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 371-372.
41. ibid.
42. New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023}, fol. 31b.
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DXIIN 932 192) DY NYD M 192 WHN WNY 19 IID® NI NI NI
M YIN NI MYV YAN 9N N 1103 MM NY PN %Y D D237 DN
NP3 NN NP XD 9INI NI ONY TN NOON NI
As with the citation of 8.2, the Tosafist attributes to Rashi the comment of ¥ NO.
He then clarifies that Rashi provides this definition to differentiate between the
sense of the similar word that appears in verses like Dan. 11:364 and Gen. 2:24
and that means "to finish" or "to complete” and the verb here in Gen. 23.6.
According to the exegete, the biblical context of this verse does not support a
definition of "complete” or "finish." Rather, the explanation of "withhold" is akin to
N9onin Psalms 40:12, even though the lemma has a n, and the prooftext is
spelled with an .

In this passage, the prooftext clearly forms part of the Tosafot exegesis not
Rashi's; the distinction between N and N appears to be the Tosafist's own support
for his clarification of Rashi. Both extracts lack one of the prooftexts used in the
printed editions. The missing prooftext from 8:2 appears in the discussion of
Rashi's citation for 23:6; the missing example from 23:6 is the lemma of Rashi's
comment on 8:2. The overiap between these exegetical passages suggests that
the students and scribes were aware of parallel comments in Rashi and attempted
to make the commentary uniform. The complex evidence of corruption can be
explained.

Since the distinction between citation and super-comment is clear in the
Tosafot passage for Gen. 23:6, the authentic Rashi can be identified as the brief
definition that begins the comment; one prooftext (Psaims 40:12)
originated in the exegesis of the Tosafot. The citation of Gen. 8:2 in the printed
comments of 23:6 wouid seem to be part of a different amalgamation.

Rashi's comment for 8:2 also originated with the basic definition of yio.
The word N> is not uncommon in Scripture, and its meaning is not necessarily

43. Dan. 11:36 - mOM W OWN YN YN DI DY YIm 0D1TUY OB 1D VN
NNV NYINY ¥ 0¥t TS 1Y dym. Rashi's comment for the lemma Ty YO yMm
oyt M3 is YWD NMapn 4N 2w Y - the oppressing king will rule and
succeed until God's wrath against Israel is finished.

44, Gen. 2:2 - Y1 *WIAVN O3 MY NYY TIUN NNOD HIAYN DY DN O
noy WK 10N, Rashi does not define the meaning of the word > in his
comment for this verse.
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ambiguous. The Tosafot may have felt obliged to explain Rashi's need to clarify
the word in the first place, namely to demonstrate that, despite the different
spellings, the words have the same meaning. Analogous interpretations in
different locations in the commentary perhaps invited studious and conscientious
students to reference comparable examples each place the comment appears.
This would explain further why only one prooftext from the printed editions can be
accounted for in the Tosafot passage.

The analyses of these examples have explored two components. The first
is the evidence set out by the variants in the printed editions and the resulting
suspicion regarding the authenticity of the prooftexts. The second component is
the extracts from the Tosafot manuscripts. These passages have demonstrated
that the Tosafot can help to recover the original kemel of Rashi's commentary
along with the source from which the additional elements were taken, and they
heiped to account for the presence of one prooftext in each of the printed
comments.

A third component to this analysis is the contribution of the Rashi
manuscripts to corroborating the texts reconstructed from the Tosafot. Of the
thirty-eight Rashi manuscripts examined,*> not one presented Rashi's comment
for Gen. 8:2 as only the definition ¥, but two manuscripts did offer a version of
the comment with only one prooftext. Both record Rashi's comment with the
citation from Psaims 40:12 but lack the prooftext from Gen. 23.6.

Oxford - Bodleian 192 (Can. Or. 35) is a fourteenth-or fifteenth-century
manuscript of the commentary and has the following Rashi comment for Gen.
8:2:46

STPRNY NOIN N 120 VI XYM

Paris héb. 48 is a fourteenth-century manuscript and also includes only one
example:4’

45. There are over 200 extant manuscripts of Rashi's commentary. As
explained in the introduction, those used for this study were chosen
mostly from the sources used by Touitou in his work [Touitou (1886) 212},
in addition to other pre-fifteenth-century manuscripts found in the
catalogue at the IMHM.

48. Oxford - Bodleian 192 (Can. Or. 35) [IMHM 16258, fol. 9b.

47. Paris héb. 48 [IMHM 3102], fol. 35b.
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STRAY NOON KD MO YN 1D NOI”

The variant terms used to introduce each prooftext (¥22 or 1110) may signal further
the corruption still evident in even these earlier stages of the comment.48

The findings support the notion that the version of Rashi to be extracted
from the Tosafot manuscripts precedes the text available in the extant
manuscripts of the commentary. The Tosafot citations of Rashi and their
discussions of his comments also help to establish criteria through which to
analyze these documents. Without the texts recovered from the Tosafot, readers
partial to the familiar printed edition might assume the abbreviated version of Rashi
in Oxford 192 (Can. Or. 35) and Paris héb. 48 is the result of scribal errors and
omissions. As Berliner did with the evidence supporting the authenticity of the
drawings, they would refrain from both correcting the text and facing the
implications of actually altering drastically the familiar version of Rashi.

The examination of the relationship of the Tosafot to Rashi as well as their
citations and discussions of him helps to correct individual comments of the
commentary and thus, to recover a version as close to the original as possible.
These reconstructed texts can then be used as a measure against the extant
manuscripts of the commentary to establish the reliability of the more than two
hundred manuscripts of Rashi's commentary and to consider objectively the
myriads of compelling textual altematives offered in these documents.

The contribution of the Rashi manuscripts to the process of recovering the
original text of Rashi is therefore, uncharacteristically, secondary. Because
of the state of the text and the depth of the corruption, the manuscripts can be
used only to build upon the evidence extracted from the citations of Rashi's
students. The Tosafot knew Rashi's commentary better than the scribe copying it
atleast 130 years later, and therefore the examination of the citations must
precede the analysis of the manuscripts themselves. The citations in Tosafot offer

48. Both these manuscripts present Rashi's comment for Gen. 23:6 as it
appears in the printed editions. Paris (héb.) 48 has on fol. 92b: N N> N
N NOM TBNY Y9N N o . Oxford - Bodieian 192 (Can. Or. 35) has
on fol. 27a: owvin NOM PO NN N W WD N O MO,
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the means by which to sort through the chaos that is the extant text of Rashi's
commentary.

2. Genesis 9:5

This verse is part of God's instructions to Noah and his family upon their
exit from the ark. God wams Noah that He will require an accounting for “the biood
of every soul,” for the life of every animal and every human. The text itself is:

TN OIND TN VAN 7PN DI TN YATN DONWIY DINT NN TNY
LDTINN ¥9) NN WITN PNN ¥ON
Rashi's printed comment for the lemma D>>nwa)Y expiains that even though the
focus in the verse is on blood (0>>Mwaid 0anT), God still requires an accounting
from one who strangles himself, even though this form of death does not produce
blood. The textual variants among the printed editions are minimal. The Berliner
and Venice texts have this comment:4®

DT NHN XY NOW 97YN MNY PN N DMWY

in the Rome, Reggio and Guadelajara editions, the comment appears at the end of
the explanation for the previous lemma ©anT NX TNY. This comment clarifies the
sense of the word N that even though God gave people permission to kill animals,
the one who spills the blood of an animal is still accountable to God. In the Rome
edition, the lemma D219y is separated from the comment that explains it by a
number of words related to this previous

explanation. The text of the comment that relates to the editions of Berliner and
Venice is:50

MY PHNN N (WITIN 1DV TN UNIN] DMWY [DNDT NN]
.OT VNN RY? NIV 7OPN

49. Berliner (1905) 18; Rashi HaShaiem, vol. 1, 96.

50. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 333. The square brackets indicate elements of
the comment for the previous lemma that are mixed in with the comment
for omvan.
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In the Reggio version, the comment in question is also attached to the previous
explanation, but except for a missing Y on the lemma, the text is identical to the
other editions:5!

NN NOW YOYN 18y PINN OGN DXNW) (DT TOW WTN 0IDT NN]

Raf})als]

The Guadelajara edition differs only in its order of the final two words of the
comment, n and 071.52

NY? NV 9YN 18Y PINN N DN (DT TOWN YNIN DINT)
0nn 01
The fact that this comment is preserved distinct as its own discreet entity in the
Venice and Berliner editions and that it is lacking from the earlier renditions
suggests an intriguing component to the text's corruption. Aside from the integrity
of the textual details, the comment's very existence as an independent explanation
of a specific concept is questionable.
The source for Rashi's comment for the lemma 0> nwo)b appears to be
BR 34:13, which reads:>

TINON MINWI D127 ;108Y PHNN NN NIANY - DMLY DINT NN TN
SIN DD TIOON MY INLIN 1NN D7 ;TN DY

According to the midrash, the purpose of the word Ix is to include people who
strangie themselves among those from whom God requires an accounting. The
references to Saul who falls upon his sword (lest the Philistines defile
him)>4 and to Hananiah, Mesha'el and Azariah (who are thrown into fiery fumace
for refusing to commit idolatry)™® suggest that wsy p»ni may be an archetype for
suicide in general. The examples imply that any type of seif-inflicted death - be it
suicide as in the case of Saul or martyrdom as in that of Hananiah, Mesha'el and
Azariah - is accountable to God. This differs from the printed comments of Rashi,

51. Ibid.

52. Ibid.

53. Mirkin, vol. 2, 56; Theodor and Albeck, vol. 1, 324.
54. | Sam. 31:4.

55. Dan. 3:13-33.
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where the focus is on death that does not involve blood, but nonetheless requires
an accounting.

Rashi's comment for 0’193y is cited in eight Tosafot manuscripts.
These extracts suggest that Rashi's original explanation may have emulated the
focus in the midrashic text more similarly than is evident from the printed versions.

(a) Two of the passages cite Rashi exactly as the comment appears in the
printed editions. The following is from Munich 50,1:56

DT NN XY KOV %97YN WSY NN PHINN GN 1 P9 DINWNY

This citation of Rashi constitutes the entire Tosafot comment for this lemma. In
other words, based on the printed version of Rashi's commentary, the Tosafot
have not supplemented the citation with a remark or clarification of any sort. This
phenomenon is odd, because the intention of the Tosafot was to build upon the
exegesis of their teacher. If they had nothing to add, correct, criticize, teach or
edify, they would not have cited the comment in the first place. The only textual
variant between this text and that of the printed versions is the presence of the
particle nx.

(b) Vat. Ebr. 53 contains a similar curiosity:5’

DT NY> NIV YN 108y NN PINN N W0 DN

This passage lacks the word wnn, which is not surprising considering its
inconsistent placing in the printed editions; it also includes the particle N,
absent from the later printings. Again, the Tosafot do not appear to comment on
their citation of Rashi.

(c) Vat. Ebr. 506 varies from the previous citations with the inclusion of one
word. This small difference suggests that what the reader of the printed texts
views as a complete citation of Rashi may in fact encompass both the citation and
the super-comment:5®

56. Munich 50,1 IMHM 1692], fol. 25a.
57. Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170], fol. 12b.
58. Vat. Ebr. 508 [IMHM 542, fols. 8a-9b.
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.DT NS* NOW %9"YN “2¥92 18y PINN GN W19 0wy

The comment is missing both wIn and NN, but the presence of the word “\dY)d is
very significant. The insertion of “11Y>2 before the abbreviated *9 Yy qx renders
the second clause of the comment an explanation of the first. in other words,
"even if he strangles himself* implies "even though no blood went forth.” The
corrupt versions of the comment lead the reader, partial to the printed texts, to
assume that the Tosafot interpretation of Rashi consisted only of the addition of
the word “m92. The placement of the word between the two clauses of the
comment clarifies for the reader the link between them and hence the essence of
the interpretation. Further evidence from other Tosafot manuscripts demonstrates
that even this analysis is too devoted to the extant comment.

(d) The next four citations of Rashi's explanation for 0>nwo)b differ only
in their presentations of the introductory attribution to Rashi and in other degrees of
abbreviation for certain words. They also include an acronym at the end of the
passage missing from the previous manuscript extracts and from the printed
comments. Cambridge 1215,5 has the following passage:>®

783 DT NY NIV YN /2193 MY NN PHNDN GN W0 DI Mva)d

The acronym represents the words "Mptn w9 1, crediting to Hizkuni the
explanation of the first clause by the second. The Tosafot passage presents
Rashi's original comment as "even the one who strangles himseif," and Hizkuni
(thirteenth century, France)® explains in the second clause that strangling
produces death without biood, but that according to Rashi, even though the verse
mentions blood and this death does not produce any, God would still require an
accounting.

(e) The passage in Budapest Kaufmann A31 is aimost identical:®'

§9. Cambridge 1215,5 [IMHM 17078), fol. 20a.
60. Greenberg 85.
61. Budapest Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 23a.
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M”03 DT N NOW YN /2199 1Y AN PINN GN SWI 79 DI MUNY

Since these texts do not offer any Tosafist comment external to what is found in
the printed editions of the commentary, it is more difficult than in the earlier
examples to view the second clause of the comment as having originated in
Tosafot exegesis and then, through the process of transmission, having migrated
indistinguishably into the body of the work. The reason however is one of partiality
and connectedness to the familiar text. The passages in Munich 50,1 and Vat.
Ebr. 53 that did not include attributions to Hizkuni may have been regarded by
earlier students as incorporating both the comment and the super-comment.

(f) Parma 527 (2368) offers no significant variants:52

DI OT NY¥* NIV 9YN 193 MY NN PHNN 4N 19 DIPMWUND

(g) New York - JTS L790 persists in the conforming way Rashi's comment
for 9:5 is presented in Tosafot:%

793 DT N¥ NOW YN 13199 1Y NN PINM N W10 DN

(h) Finally, Paris héb. 168 allows no room for an ambiguous reading of the
acronym n»9). This passage spells out according to whom the super-comment
was made.54

950 12 DT XY NOW J9¥N /M99 1M3Y NN PIND N W9 DMWY
Npn

The deduction that half of Rashi's printed comment originated in the exegesis of
Hizkuni and thus is not authentic to the original work offers a renewed
comparison of Rashi's comment with the midrashic source. Both texts now
consist only of the phrase specifying one who strangles himself. With the
elimination of the focus on blood from Hizkuni's interpretation, the reader might
consider that Rashi's explanation did not differ so greatly from the midrash, but
that he also intended to teach that all forms of suicide, of which strangling is just
one, are accountable to God.

62. Parma 527 (2368) {IMHM 13233], seventh folio of ry nvo.
63. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020], fol. 11b.
64. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155], fol. 12a.
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The closer affiliation between the original sense of Rashi's comment and
that conveyed in the midrashic passage supports the reconstruction of Rashi's
original comment as only MYy NN PYNN GN. An examination of Hizkuni's printed
comment for this verse offers further corroboration. Within Hizkuni's own
commentary on the Torah, his explanation for the lemma 0>>nw9)> begins with a
citation of Rashi, which he explains, and it includes a reason for why Rashi offered
this explanation. The text of the comment is the following:%

DT NN RY NOV 29 Y N MDD MY PHNN N W DIMVUD
MAPN MY NN INNY AN MV 1TY N PN DI PN OMIDIND MAWN
D NN NY ON NN DIN MWT N7
The citation of Rashi in this passage can be interpreted differently depending on
the reader’s willingness to forgo his/her reliance on the printed text. After the
section of passage analogous to what comprises the comment and super-
comment in the Tosafot manuscripts, Hizkuni explains that the purpose of Rashi's
remark is a response to those who do not believe in heaven or hell. Using the
word 792 again, he clarifies that God requires an accounting of biood from even
one who kills himself, and this accounting will occur only after death.

In this comment, the employment of 92152 to explain a preceding statement
appears to be part of Hizkuni's style of writing® and thus substantiates the claim
that his explanation of Rashi consisted of the entire
second clause of the printed text for 9:5. Just as NIPN MY NN AN N MWD
NN MNT wNT elucidates 1TV P PN D3NN PN OMININD NIWN, SO t00 iS IN MDD
D7 9NN N NOW %9 DY an explication of 1Yy PHNN N w9,

The lack of an obvious super-comment in some citations of Rashi and the
attribution of part of the printed Rashi to Hizkuni in others offer a serious challenge

65. »pin (Chavel 19868) 123; (Aaron 1992) 63. The comment continues with
a reference to the midrashic passage: )1 TN Y MNwd 21 vyt vy
P PADN TN 97N MABN INYD NI,

66. The word 1) is used in other comments in Hizkuni's work (see for
example Gen. 8:3, 12:6, 16:5). A more extensive study is required to
ascertain its exact exegetical purpose. The possibie link between
Hizkuni's comments introduced by 1> and Rashi's printed texts is also
worthy of further exploration.
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to the extant version of the comment.6” The difference between this example and
the previous ones is the lack of an obviously abbreviated citation completed in the
Tosafot exegesis. Nonetheless, in the printed editions, Rashi's explanation for 9:5
does include the Tosafot super-comment appended to it without any distinguishing
markings, and the texts of the Tosafot offer the evidence required to detach and
isolate the authentic Rashi from the explications of him. The style of Hizkuni's
exegesis in his own commentary and a recovered correlation with the midrashic
source help to overcome the reader’s hesitancies towards abandoning the printed
version.

The manuscripts of Rashi's own commentary offer the deciding proof. In
fourteen manuscripts of Rashi's Torah commentary, his comment for 9:5 consists
of only the first clause of the printed editions.5® A fifteenth manuscript has the
second clause above the line.% For this example, these manuscripts have
comroborated the text of Rashi extracted from the Tosafot works. Previous
scholars analyzing the Rashi manuscripts might have assumed that those texts
lacking the second clause had been subjected to scribal error and that the phrase
was omitted accidentally. This type of analysis stems from what the text is
expected to say, determined from our extant printed editions, and from critical
determination of what it did say. Because the Rashi manuscripts are so removed
from the original text and because they are so varied, they cannot offer convincing
criteria through which compelling altemate readings can be measured and
evaluated.

67. For a reference to the idea that Hizkuni's writings preceded Tosafot works
like v nrup and onptr T, and that over time attributions to Hizkuni
have disappeared, see Aaron's introduction, p. 8.

68. Parma 181/1 (3204) [IMHM 13919), fifth folio of n v, right column.
Munich (Cod. Hebr.) 5 [IMHM 2525), fifth folio of ny neno, right column.
Paris héb. 155 [IMHM 4142), fol. 7a. Vat. Ebr. 94 [IMHM 253), third folio of
n nen, middie column; Oxford - Bodieian 186 (Opp. 34) [IMHM 16250],
fol. 7b. Parma 682 (3256) [IMHM 138423], eighth folio of r neo, right
column. Paris héb. 48 [IMHM 3102], fol. 38a. Uppsaiah (O. Cod. Hebr.) 1
[IMHM 18009), fol. 15a; Paris héb. 159 [IMHM 41486), fol. 13b. Vienna 24
(Hebr. 3) [IMHM 1295]), fol. 7b. Oxford - Bodleian 188 (Opp. 35) [IMHM
16252], fourth folio of ry ne, right column. Berlin 14 (Ms. Or. Fol. 121)
[IMHM 1788], fol. 8b. Berlin 141 (Ms. Or. Fol. 1222) [IMHM 10036, fol. 8b.
Istanbul - Topkapu Serai G.1.81 [IMHM 706816], fol. 15a.

69. Paris héb. 156 [IMHM 4143), fol. 7a.
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The Tosafot citations of Rashi and their discussions of these comments do
reveal the layers within the commentary that are no longer detectable. In tum, they
offer the criteria on which to evaluate the variants within the Rashi manuscripts.

An analysis of the citations of Rashi's comment for Gen. 9:5 demonstrates
conclusively that the short texts of Rashi's comment are not abbreviated or
corrupt. In fact, they contain the true original text of the comment.

C. Conciusion

"Unleaming” information is not an activity one initiates happily or easily;
striving to forget what one knows is disarming and difficuit. However, achieving a
proper perspective of objectivity on the evidence regarding the text of Rashi's
Torah commentary might be best undertaken by someone who has never read a
printed commentary of Rashi. This is, in fact, the most effective way to examine
the Tosafot citations of him and their discussions of the issues he raised. The
acknowiedgement that the familiar text of Rashi's commentary is unreliable
relieves the reader from having to establish conformity between it and the texts
extracted from the Tosafot. The goal is to recover the original text of Rashi, or at
least a version as close to Rashi's own as possible, and a comparison of extant
versions of the work suggests that the authentic Rashi will differ greatly from the
familiar one.

The examples in this chapter have proved that the Tosafot do reveal a text
of the commentary that often differs quite drastically from the printed editions.
However, conforming examples, midrashic corroboration, evidence for the
sources of added material, and limited substantiation in the Rashi manuscripts
themselves submit that the contribution of the Tosafot to the reconstruction of
Rashi is both essential and unavoidable. Their ability to help
isolate the complex, undetectable layers of corruption and to account for uncited
portions of the printed work is integral to the process of recovery. Rashi's original
commentary can be established only after the depth of corruption in the extant
texts is revealed, and only after criteria are developed with which to evaluate the
infinite number of variants. The Tosafot offer one important resource with which to
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. accomplish this, and therefore, they are essential to the reconstruction of the
authentic Rashi text.



Chapter Five: Conclusion

The printed editions of Rashi's Torah commentary, the versions of the work
with which readers are most familiar, are textually inaccurate. Centuries of scribal
activity and numerous attempts by both medieval and modem printers to correct
and restore the commentary without accounting for their methodologies or the
reasons for their preferred readings have altered the text drastically. Yet, these are
also the very editions utilized routinely as the basis for exegetical analyses of
Rashi's commentary. Rashi's preferences for certain methods of interpretation
over others cannot be leamed, nor can his general tendencies in exegesis be
established from the analysis of passages that embody undetectable layers of
textual corruption.

The problems with the text of Rashi's commentary have not been unknown,
and printers, super-commentators and scholars alike have endeavoured to rectify
the situation. Their comparisons of varying quantities and qualities of manuscripts
and early printed editions have produced compelling altemate readings, interesting
textual corrections, comprehensive summaries of the difficulties inherent in textual
transmission, and innovative methodologies for the recovery of the original work.

An examination of only five printed editions has demonstrated the variety of
textual problems that exist, the intricacies involved in their resolution, and the
inability of any one version to be deemed a standard with which other editions can
be compared and measured. And this constitutes only the visible cor- ruption.
The imperceptible layers within the printed texts of Rashi's commentary are deep
and complex. The older and less legible manuscripts utilized in previous attempts
to correct the text are too distant from Rashi's own lifetime to have remained an
accurate representation of the original version. They too embody many
emendations and changes.

Despite the acknowledgement that the text of Rashi's commentary is
unreliable and despite the varying attempts at its recovery, no criteria have been
established with which to judge the value, reliability or authenticity of the extant
texts of the commentary or to evaluate the countiess variants evident in them.
Rashi's popularity as an exegete and the extensive circulation of his work are the
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reasons for the chaotic state of the text. Each recopying of the commentary
fostered new interactions with it and more opportunities for error and corruption to
transmute it. This same popularity, however, has resuited in the appearance of
citations of the commentary in numerous exegetical texts, both among Jews and
Christians.! These citations offer an unexplored resource for recovering early
textual evidence of Rashi's commentary.

The previous chapters have demonstrated that citations of Rashi in the
Torah commentaries of the Tosafot are integrai to the recovery of a text close to
the original. Their intellectual, geographical and chronological affinity and proximity
to Rashi are unequalled. Rashi's own students, relatives, and colleagues are the
obvious place to begin the process of restoration, by studying their citations of the
commentary. Their version of his work precedes, in some cases, the known
representations of it in even the oldest extant manuscripts.

Evidence of conformity among the versions of the printed texts and
consistent citations of the complete printed comment in the manuscripts of the
Tosafot often confirm the ability of Rashi's students to authenticate the text of a
given comment. Conforming citations extracted from manuscripts of varying
quality, date and style further corroborate the reliability of these passages.
Moreover, despite the extent of variation in the new exegesis of these citations in
numerous manuscripts of the same work (like N7 nnin), the citation of Rashi
itself remains consistent from text to text. This bears witness to the reverence
attached to Rashi's writings, the care with which they were copied, and the value

1. Among Christian scholars, Hugo and Andrew of St. Victor of the twelfth
century and Nicholas de Lyra of the fourteenth century refer to Rashi, if
not by name, then by pseudonym, often transiating his commentary
verbatim into Latin. See Smalley 190-191, 351-353; Hailperin 103-114;
137-246. Ibn Ezra's commentary on Exodus 16:15 demonstrates the
interesting textual findings to be expiored in citations of Rashi in other
exegetical works. In this comment, Ibn E2ra attributes to Rashi the
explanation that X w is the Arabic equivalent of xon nn. According to Ibn
Ezra this interpretation is incorrect; he understands the lemma in the
sense of food provisions and preparation as in Dan. 1:10. The printed
editions of Rashi present Rashi's comment in accordance with Ibn Ezra's
preferred interpretation and not in accordance with what is attributed to
him by Ibn Ezra. These types of inconsistencies in the citations of Rashi
contribute intriguing data to the recovery of the writings of the exegete
who was studied by so many, and whose writings, in different stages of
compiletion, travelied far and wide.
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of these citations for restoring the text.

A comparison of the textual variants of the printed editions with the
conforming citations extracted from the manuscripts of the Tosafot Torah
commentaries demonstrates our ability to use the Tosafot texts to resolve
inconsistencies and eliminate some of the layers of corruption in Rashi. Together
the printed editions and the citations of Rashi in Tosafot help us reconstruct a text
as close to the original as possible, without the benefit and advantage of a
standard for comparison.

The same conformity that authenticates consistent citations of complete
printed comments challenges the authenticity of seemingly partial citations of
Rashi's comment and suggests that uncited elements of the printed passage did
not form part of the original work. The temptation to dismiss "partial" citations as
incomplete or abbreviated is countered with the analysis of the content of Tosafot
exegeses and the state of the printed versions of these comments, as well as an
argument against the reader’s bias for the familiar.

When the cited comments are consistently "abbreviated,” when the printed
versions manifest textual and conceptual difficulties, and when the Tosafot cite
and discuss only half of this comment and do not appear aware of any other
issues arising from it, the conformity in the partial citations should be as
compelling negative data as the conformity among the complete citations is
positive. The reader's bias towards the familiar printed text is not an adequate
reason to measure the citations extracted from Tosafot against a corrupt standard.

Finally, the Tosafot Torah commentaries also help us reveal the otherwise
undetectable layers within the printed Rashi commentary. Analyses of the Tosafot
passages as a whole, including both the citations and the exegeses upon them,
expose the comment close to the one Rashi wrote himseif, as well as the sources
from which added material was appended to the work. An appreciation of the
complexities of textual transmission facilitates the acknowledgement that over time
elements of Tosafot super-comments on Rashi were affixed to Rashi's own work
and eventually became indistin- guishabile from what Rashi wrote himself. The
exploration of the citations of Rashi in the works of his students is essential in
eliminating these layers of extraneous material.
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Sensitivity towards the reader’s bias for the familiar printed version of the
commentary is perpetually a concem. Reading Rashi's commentary as pre-
sented by the Tosafot requires uncustomary objectivity, but is integral to the
recovery of the original work. The tendency of the reader to identify all familiar
linguistic formulations within the Tosafot extract as a reference to Rashi must be
repiaced with an assessment of the passage on its own and an attempt to
understand the text as if the version in the printed editions were unknown.

The realization that elements of Rashi's printed comment originated in the
Tosafot super-comments confirms the integral contribution of the Tosafot to the
reconstruction of Rashi's original work. Without the elucidation of the citation and
the exegesis upon it, these additional layers could not be revealed and the best text
of Rashi could not be recovered.

Despite the fact that the extant text of Rashi's commentary is uncertain and
that serious explorations of the citations in Tosafot reveals significant altemate
readings and compelling textual corrections, the nature of Tosafot literature
precludes establishing a critical edition of Rashi based solely onit. The
manuscripts of the Tosafot Torah commentaries are not exempt from some
degree of scribal corruption, although not to the same extent as Rashi's texts, and
the quality and integrity of a citation is often ambiguous. A scribe may have
emended a citation of Rashi in order to make it conform to the version with which
he was familiar, and the Tosafot may have taken liberties with their representation
of the comment or paraphrased its main ideas; these forms of textual interference
cannot be recovered with absolute certainty without a standard version of the work
for comparison.

Any study conducted on the state of the text of Rashi's commentary
requires an examination of the many extant manuscripts of the work. The
exploration of any significant number of these documents underscores the extent
of textual variance and the need for a mechanism by which to evaluate
and identify preferred readings; the relatively late date of the earliest extant
manuscript precludes its use as an accurate representation of the original version.

The next step in the recovery of a version of Rashi as close to the original as
possible is to endeavour to corroborate the readings of the Rashi manuscripts with
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the texts extracted from Tosafot.

The fact that some of the texts reconstructed by Tosafot in their citations of
Rashi can be substantiated in the manuscripts of the commentary itself
establishes the Tosafot as the means by which to judge the texts of the
commentary and to identify reliable readings. The identification of specific
comments, reconstructed according to the evidence of the Tosafot citations of
Rashi, can be used as criteria with which to examine all the extant manuscripts of
Rashi and to isolate those texts that present the comments in conformity with the
text in the Tosafot. These manuscripts should then serve as a guide in
establishing the preferred base of any critical edition of Rashi and help lead
towards resolving the text closest to Rashi's own original production.

This study of N nwo and 19 12, Gen. 6-17 (almost twelve chapters), has
revealed more than a dozen examples of significant textual differences. If Tosafot
offer sufficient evidence to reconstruct only one or two such comments per
chapter, extrapolating to the rest of the Torah suggests that Rashi's entire
commentary could contain over two hundred passages for which the Tosafot
provide the correct text, without all the layers of corruption that have become
untraceable in the printed editions. Should one manuscript exist in which all these
Tosafot reconstructed readings are extant, then this text would be the version of
Rashi as close to the original as possible, and it should serve as the base text for
a scientific edition of the work.

Until such a manuscript is discovered, a critical edition of Rashi must
contain a critical apparatus that does not challenge the integrity of any given text.
The versions of Rashi as preserved in the most reliable manuscripts of the
commentary (which would be determined by the Tosafot citations), the material
extracted from the Tosafot literature that is no longer evident in any of the extant
texts of the work, remnants of corrections and emendations instructed upon the
students and scribes by Rashi himseif and citations of the
interpreter in other exegetical sources (aside from the Tosafot) should all be
considered and recorded in separate apparati.

Rashi, the eleventh century French exegete, will remain an enigma until the
text of his commentary is restored to a version as close as possible to the one he
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wrote. The extant editions of the work presently constitute the uitimate Jewish
commentary, as itis comprised of centuries of contributions by scribes and
students who have inserted their own interpretive preferences into Rashi's
exegesis.

Since the problems of textual corruption that have plagued his work from its
first inception began with the interactions of his students with the manuscripts they
copied and studied, the writings of these same students should offer the best
resource for reconstructing the original version. The ability of the Tosafot to
correct textual inconsistencies evident in the printed editions, to identify layers of
corruption no longer detectable to the untutored reader, and ultimately, to offer the
means by which to evaluate the extant manuscripts of the commentary has been
demonstrated beyond doubt. The analysis of citations of Rashi in the Torah
commentaries of the Tosafot is essential to the reconstruction of Rashi's
commentary and to the restoration of the original work of the most popular
medieval Jewish exegete of the Torah.



Appendix A

This appendix will complete the analysis of the examples presented in
Chapter One, an examination of the different categories of variants evident in the
printed editions. The chapter alluded to the potential contribution of the Tosafot to
the resolution of some types of textual variants. Now that the methodologies
manifesting the importance of the Tosafot to the reconstruction of Rashi's
commentary have been established, the issues integral to each example will be
reviewed briefly, and the evidence extracted from the manuscripts of Tosafot
Torah commentaries will be presented. The page numbers refer back to the
original discussion in Chapter One.

1. Genesis 6:9 (p. 61)

The printed comments for the lemma 1172 offer two different ways of
understanding this qualification attached to the introduction of Noah in the biblical
verse: either positively, in the sense of praise, or negatively, in the sense of shame
or disgrace. All the editions also expand upon the implication in each nuance. If
the qualification is meant to suggest praise, then even if Noah lived in a generation
of righteous people, he would have been a greater moral being still. However, if
N1 implies shame, then among people of his own generation Noah was
considered righteous, but had he lived in the generation of Abraham, he would not
have been exceptionally virtuous.

The primary textual difficulty among these editions is the varying syntactic
order in which the comment is organized. The Berliner, Venice, Guadelajara, and
Reggio editions all explain the nuance of each qualification immediately following
its identification. In the Rome edition, both possibilities in meaning are first
identified and then the implications of each interpretation are explored. The earlier
analysis demonstrated that midrashic sources supported both syntactic
arrangements. !

The comment for this lemma of Gen. 6.9 is cited in only four Tosafot

1. Midrash Tanhuma (Warsaw), vol. 1, n,n nv fol. 13a; Midrash Tanhuma
(Buber), v ,;y nvo, fols. 16a-16b, (31-32).
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manuscripts, and the citations manifest no notable conformity to each other or to
the printed renditions. For the most part, the citations are incomplete and are
recognized as such by the Tosafot exegetes. All elements of the printed comment
are represented in the variety of citations, but the order in which the interpretations
appeared in the Tosafot rendition of the commentary is not apparent. The citations
are as follows:

(a) Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 cites both possible understandings of the
lemma.?

DN ONDD PYINT ¥ MAYY PUNIT W PRYNT

This manuscript is a copy of a Torah commentary by T°onn N1 M 13 PO,
Since citations of Rashi are usually attributed to the exegete with an appropriate
identification, this reference may relate directly to its midrashic source. The lack of
an abbreviated 10 does not indicate that more of the comment followed. The
presence of comparable markings would have suggested a syntactic order in
accordance with the text of the Rome edition.

(b) Two citations related to Rashi's comment for yna13 in Paris héb. 260
corroborate the syntax of Berliner, Venice, Reggio, and Guadelajara:3

NIY VYO 29T Y 1213701 M1DY ASWY MIN PYIT ¥ W9 PAITNTI
I3 70 ONY ONID N 'WITY PN ¥ W10 PIMIYTI LT
- TPV M7 PM D1DIY 2WN) 7PN NY OMIAN DY
In this text, the implication of each interpretation of the lemma appears to follow
directly after its identification, as is demonstrated in the second citation. Moreover,
the first citation includes the abbreviated 1129, indicating that the comment
continued beyond what was cited.
(c) In Parma 837 (2058) the citation is brief and inconclusive:4

..TIUP NP WITON N 1991 101 NNY IIN PYNT &9 W10 PRI

The text indicates clearly that Rashi's comment extended beyond the citation, but
the syntactic order to which it conformed cannot be determined from this one
2. Cambridge (Add.) 689,2 [IMHM 15890), first folio of ny neo.

3. Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839), fols. 18a-18b.
4. Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135), first and second fols. of ny nero.
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phrase.
(d) Similarly, Hamburg 46 (Cod. hebr. 108) cites only one clause from what
appears to have been a lengthier comment to the Tosafot exegete:5

.12 T 7PN ON %9 11D OMNN AT PN IINY W0 YY1

The citation of this phrase does not provide the reader with any indication as to the
syntactic order of the passage familiar to the Tosafot.

The common association of the content of Rashi's comment with the
rabbinic sources from which it emanated may have curbed the Tosafot need to
cite the complete interpretation. A single phrase or brief reference would have
been sufficient to remind the reader of the comment and to focus him or her on the
exact element of Rashi to be discussed. Likewise, Rashi himseif may not have
restated as much of the rabbinic comment as appears in the printed editions of his
work. A concise allusion to the two midrashic interpretations of the lemma would
have encouraged students to expand upon the rabbinic sources in the margins of
the commentary.

The close affinity between the printed comment and the midrashic texts, the
representation of both syntactic organizations of the interpretations in early
rabbinic sources, and the lack of conformity among the Tosafot citations preciudes
a definitive decision about the formulation of the original comment. The familiarity
of Rashi's students with his primary sources suggests that the inconsistencies in
the printed editions may be the result of continuous emendations and expansions
in an attempt to conform Rashi's comment with its midrashic origins.

2. Genesis 9:24 (p. 66)

Rashi's printed comment for the lemma YOp cites a biblical prooftext to
support his definition of the word as despised and unworthy rather than small in
physical size or younger in age. The difficulty among the editions is that Berliner
viewed Rashi's biblical source as Jer. 49:15, while the Reggio text presented the
prooftext as Obad. 1:2. The other editions cited the example only within the
common elements of both verses.

5. Hamburg 48 (Cod. hebr. 108) [IMHM 942), first folio of n nvw.
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The essential question is whether Rashi's original comment cited an entire
verse as his prooftext, and then of course which one, or whether he cited only
enough of the verse to substantiate his definition, and then over the course of the
work's transmission students and scribes filled in differing recensions. While
neither Berliner nor the editor(s) of the Reggio edition appears aware of the
likeness of Jer. 49:15 and Obad. 1:2, Rashi may have deliberately included the
abbreviated citation in order to allude to the two verses that both support his
understanding of the word Yop.

The citations of Rashi's comment for this ilemma in the Tosafot
manuscripts support the hypothesis that the original passage did not include any
verse in its entirety. The texts are as follows:

(a) Munich 50,1 includes the first half of the prooftext that is common to
both the verses in Jer. and Obad.®

..DPNI AN YOP MW MNIAN YOPN M 9 PN M1 Y WN

(b) In Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52), the citation consists of only two words:”

..NW PAYTY TIN) NOP 1D MNAN WWOL...

(c) Finally, the citation in Oxford - Bodleian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4'103) includes
an abbreviated '1o1:8

POT AT 1011 DM AT YOP MO D MR /HNRY WOP W
) 3 b

Rashi's comment for Gen. 9:24 as viewed by the Tosafot was not associated with
one verse or the other. The citations support the notion that the abbreviated
prooftext was expanded by scribes and printers to ameliorate and complete the
text of the commentary, and the differing recensions reflect the lack of care with
which this was done. Neither the extant texts nor the Tosafot
citations of Rashi suggests the priority of either verse. Rather Rashi's original
explanation allowed the reader to utilize either or both verses as justification for the

6. Munich 50,1 [IMHM 1692), fol. 21b.
7. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 901}, fol. 8b.
8. Oxford - Bodieian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4'103) [IMHM 21408}, fol. 19b.
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definition of Yop as "na.

3. Genesis 8:11 (p. 68)

Akin to the previous example, the difficulty with Rashi's printed comment for
the lemma %03 9 is the inconsistency in the proofiexts that are used in the
each edition. The Berliner and Venice editions present three prooftexts® to support
Rashi's explanation that the word ) is feminine, but because this particular dove
sent out in search of dry land was a male, it is referred to sometimes in the
feminine and sometimes in the masculine. The Reggio, Rome and Guadelajara
editions lack the prooftext from Song of Songs. In addition, the terms used to
introduce the prooftexts vary from text to text and suggest that perhaps the
authenticity of all the examples should be considered seriously.

A further intriguing peculiarity is the comment's introductory phrase a0\
N. According to Touitou such personalized clauses are indicative of extraneous
material and should be regarded with suspicion.!® For this reason, the reliability of
the comment as a whole appears tenuous.

The manuscripts of the Tosafot Torah commentaries revealed two citations
of Rashi for his comment on this lemma.

(a) Parma 837 (2058) demonstrates that the Tosafot did associate the
phrase N X with Rashi's comments:*?

-..OYOMNT 101 T DY MIN MIN W9 1797 90

The citation represents only the first phrase of the printed comment. The
abbreviation 121 indicates that the exegete possessed more to Rashi's comment
for this iemma than he cited; however, the nature of the prooftexts in that version of
Rashi and whether only some or any of the prooftexts were even

included cannot be determined from the brief citation. The linking of the
introduction of »)X AW with Rashi in the writings of his students suggests that
these types of phrases need not render suspicious all such comments, but rather

9. Song of Songs 5:12, Ezekiel 7:16 and Hosea 7:11.
10. Touitou (1986) 214.
11. Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135), seventh folio of ny nens.



their authenticity should be investigated with the same care as other textual
iregularities.

(b) Paris héb. 260 presents a slightly longer citation of Rashi's comment,
but also does not include the prooftexts:'2

2P WY DY DT WD DY NP TV DT MW WD M1
)2 MY pAN

This citation of Rashi does not suggest that the Tosafot's version of Rashi
extended beyond what is included in this passage. The lack of prooftexts together
with the textual discrepancies in the printed editions establishes a significant
challenge to the authenticity of these examples to the original work. However, the
infrequent citations of this comment in the Tosafot literature preciudes any
definitive conclusions. Conformity among the Tosafot manuscripts cannot be
manifested among only two citations and the inconsistent use of 121 leaves the
exact parameters of the Tosafot's version of Rashi's comment for 8:11
ambiguous.

4. Genesis 9:20 (p. 72)

in the printed comments for the lemma 09> Yo", Rashi addresses the
issue of how Noah could have planted a vineyard if every living thing had been
destroyed in the flood. All the editions explain that upon entering the ark, Noah
brought with him vine-branches (n10t) and shoots from fig trees (0NN YY),
The irregularity among the editions lies in an added phrase appended to the
comment in the Guadelajara text, which clarifies the meaning of the term » v
O»NN. The gloss-like character of the phrase MnNn 'yt 9 suggests it may be an
addition of a student noting to himself the meaning of unfamiliar words.

12. Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839, fol. 27a.
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Rashi's comment on 9:20 is cited in sixteen Tosafot manuscripts.'3 The
citations are quoted consistently and in conformity with the texts of the printed
editions, and not one Tosafot text includes the additional phrase of the Guadelajara
edition. Unfortunately, none of the Tosafot discussions of Rashi's comment for
this lemma offers the source for the additional phrase. Its attachment to the body
of Rashi's commentary originated among the countiess other student and scribal
interactions with the work. Nonetheless, the conforming citations substantiate the
authenticity of the comment as a whole and they confirm the suspicions raised by
the unique appearance of a definition-type phrase that begins with the abbreviation
»9 and bears the style of a gloss.

5. Genesis 8:12 (p. 73)

The difficuity among the printed comments of 8:12 is the varying amounts
of clarification included in the explanation of the iemma 5n». The Berliner, Venice
and Rome editions compare this lemma, conjugated in the reflexive (yann) form,
to the analogous simple (Dp/>y9) conjugation in 8:10. Synonyms defining each
word in its respective conjugations are included at the end. The Reggio edition
lacks the description of the iemma as being in the reflexive conjugation, and the
Guadetajara text consists only of the synonym defining the lemma in its Syonn
form.

Rashi's printed comment for this lemma is not cited in any of the Tosafot
manuscripts examined. The reasons for this may range from the text's lack of
trustworthiness to the Tosafot's lack of interest in a comment that consisted of
only a grammatical definition. While the possibility certainly exists that this

13. Munich 50,1 [IMHM 1682], fol. 25a; Cambridge 1215,5 [IMHM 17078] fol.
20b; Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839), fol. 27a; Warsaw 204/27 [IMHM
10112), fol. 22a; Hamburg (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 901), fol. 7b; Parma 837
(2058) (IMHM 13135, seventh folio of o nvs; London 173,2 (Add.
11,566) [IMHM 4921], fol. 11a; New York - JTS L791 [IMHM 24021}, fol.
10a; Oxford - Bodleian 2343/1 (Opp. Add. 4'127) [IMHM 21407), fol. 4b;
Vat. Ebr. 508 (IMHM 542], fol. 9b; Parma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503), fol.
11a; Budapest Kaufmann A31 (IMHM 2833), fol. 23; Parma 527 (2368)
(IMHM 13233, seventh folio of ru ens; Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170), fols.
12b-13a; New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017), fol. 7b; New York - JTS
L789 (IMHM 24019], fol. 8b; New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020}, fol. 11b.
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comment did not form part of the Tosafot's version of Rashi's commentary, the
nature of the explanation does not address issues of morality, impart instruction, or
in some way arouse controversy, and therefore, the Tosafot may not have had
anything relevant to add to the simple textual definition.

6. Genesis 11:3 (p. 75)

Rashi's comment for the lemma nan explains the meaning of the word in
the sense of preparation. All the editions except Rome include a transiation of the
difficuit term into Old French; the Guadelajara edition presents the /a‘'az as its own
separate lemma rather than appended to the end of the comment on nan, as in
Berliner, Venice and Reggio. The different presentations of the /a‘az within the
commentary and the inconsistency with which it appears in all the editions
question the reliability of the comment's text.

As with Rashi's comment for 8:12, the Tosafot manuscripts do not contain
citations of this passage. The resemblance of this explanation of nan to Rashi's
comments for Gen. 38:16, Ex. 1:10 and Josh. 4:18'4 suggests that these
passages may have arisen from a later attempt by students to reference all
analogous definitions and therefore that they may not have formed part of the
original work. Similarly, the frequency with which the word is defined in Rashi's
commentary and the uncomplicated nature of the comment might not have stirred
profound critical issues among the Tosafot, and therefore it was not cited or
discussed.

7. Genesis 12:16 (p. 80)

The biblical lemma N 1y3 23>0 DN does not specify who did well to
Abraham for the sake of Sarah, nor what manner of "good” was done. The printed
editions of Rashi vary the question they address. Berliner's edition responds to
both issues, clarifying that Pharaoh did well to Abraham by giving him gifts. The

14. In all three of these comments, Rashi expresses the “exsgetical policy"
that every use of the word nan has the sense of preparation - man ped
oD Tm.



225

Venice, Reggio and Guadelajara texts specify only that Pharaoh did well to
Abraham, but not how; the Rome edition explains that "good" was done for
Abraham through the giving of gifts, but not by whom. The differing exegeses of
the lemma signal a problem with the text of this comment and suggest that
Rashi's explanation was not a fixed and recognized element in all versions of the
work.

The manuscripts of Tosafot Torah commentaries manifest one citation of
Rashi for this comment. Parma 837 (2058) has the following passage:*S

MO MY NYNN NPNY NHNY DYOM NI IO N12Y3 DO DIINN
32 20N BIAND MY T

According to this citation, the version of Rashi known to the Tosafot identified who
did well to Abraham (Pharaoh), but not in what manner. The super- comment
explains that Rashi's reasoning is based on the verse just before this lemma,
which describes Sarah being taken to Pharaoh's house. The proximity of the
name Pharaoh to the "subject-less” lemma supposes that Pharach was the one
who did well to Abraham.

The issue of the manner in which good was done for Abraham was already
explained by Rashi in his comment to 12:13, TMay2 >» 2v» wnY. identically in all
five printed editions, and consistently in numerous Tosafot manuscripts, ¢ Rashi
comments that Abraham asked Sarah to pretend to be his sister so that the
Egyptians would fumish him with gifts (1m0 >Y und). The similar terminology
between the biblical phrases TM2y3 > 3V» WY and NY1AY3 VN ONARN
suggests that the inclusion of the explanation of gifts at 12:16 may be once again
the result of additional notes and references on the part of the students leaming
the commentary.

The simple nature of the comment for 12:186, identifying the subject of the
verb 20N (which is unstated but obvious from the context), explains the lack of
extensive evidence among the Tosafot manuscripts. Nonetheless, although Rashi
is cited in only one manuscript, the tenuous state of the printed texts - and the
appearance of the comment that is not cited in Rashi's interpretation of another

15. Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135), second folio of 1> 1> nvo.
16. See pp. 80-105.



verse - supports the version presented in Tosafot and substantiates the
authenticity of one of the comments offered in the printed editions.

8. Genesis 8:6 (p. 82)

The printed texts of Rashi's comment for the lemma DY DaIN PN
explain what milestone had been achieved "at the end of forty days." The editions
of the commentary present contrasting opinions. The Berliner, Venice and Rome
versions explain that "the end of forty days" refers to the appearance of the tops of
the mountains (01N *WNY WWN); the text in the Reggio edition claims the
reference is to when the face of the earth had dried up (NPTNM %9 WINVY 1Y); and
the Guadelajara edition includes both options.

The Tosafot decide the matter unequivocally. In twenty-seven manuscripts
of Tosafot Torah commentaries, the students of Rashi attribute to him the
comment of 0NN W) NwN.'7 This type of conformity supports the
authenticity of one of the comments in the printed editions and helps to correct the
text of the commentary.

An analysis of the extant manuscripts of Rashi's commentary would
increase the variety of compelling altematives to the versions in the printed
editions, but the Tosafot present the version known to the students who lived
closest to Rashi himself. Their consistent citation of one option supplies the

17. Cambridge 1215,5 (IMHM 17078), fols. 16a-17a; Paris héb. 260 (IMHM
27839), fols. 23b-24a; Jerusalem 8°5138 (8200}, fol. 3a; Oxford - Bodieian
27178 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 16739), third folio of ny nvns; Oxford - Bodieian
27111 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 16739], fol. 4b; Moscow-Guenzburg 82 [IMHM
07247), fol. 63b; Jerusalem 8°2240 (B432], fol. 7b; Oxford - Bodleian 2344
(Opp. Add. 4'103) [IMHM 21408], fols. 18a-18b; London 173,2 (Add.
11,566) (IMHM 4821], fols. 8b-9a; New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023, fol.
8b; Paris héb. 167/2 (IMHM 4154}, fol. 52b; Dresden EB389 [IMHM 20767),
fol. 2a; Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4785) [IMHM 17371}, fol. 7a; Vienna 20,4.16
(Hebr, 12a) [IMHM 1288], fol. 8b; New York - JTS L792/1 [IMHM 24022],
fols. 8b-7a; Sassoon 409/1 [IMHM 9353, fol. Sb; Oxford - Bodleian 2343/1
(Opp. Add. 4°127) [IMHM 21407], fol. 4a; Oxford - Bodieian 270 (Bodl. Or.
604) [IMHM 18738], fol. 3b; Parma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503, fol. 9b;
Budapest Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833), fol. 20; Paris héb. 168 [IMHM
4158], fol. 10b; Munich 82,1 [IMHM 23118], fol. 8b; Parma 527 (2368)
[IMHM 13233], fifth folio of ny nena; Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170), fol. 11b; New
York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017}, fol. 6b; New York - JTS L789 [IMHM
240189}, fol. 7b; New York - JTS L7890 [IMHM 24020], fol. 10b.
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criterion with which to assess the reliability of the Rashi manuscripts. Those texts
that do not present Rashi's comment for 8:6 as D™ N "N WNWNH could be
deemed less reliable and its textual altematives would not be judged equal to
readings from manuscripts more in accordance with the citations from Tosafot.



Appendix B

The following pages present two additional examples of intriguing findings
from the Tosafot citations of Rashi's commentary. The printed editions
demonstrate little variation among the texts, but the Tosafot passages suggest that
the text and content of these comments are not as ciear as they appear.

1. Genesis 16:5

When Hagar becomes pregnant, her mistress, Sarah, is diminished in her
eyes. Sarah blames Abraham for this wrong done to her, for she herseif gave her
maidservant to Abraham, and now that Hagar is pregnant, Sarah is diminished in
the eyes of her maid. She entreats God to decide between them, T°°21 3,
("between me and you"). The verse reads as follows:

D NI TPNI MNMOY SNNI IN TIY YONN DIIN UN MW IDNM
ST°3921 373 11 VOY MY HPNY NN

Rashi's comment for the lemma 7°3°21 '»1 ' Vav» explains that every Scriptural
use of the word 7°3°2 (between you [masculine form)) is spelled defective (hon),
but this word is spelled piene (N>n). The presence of this extra yod between the
nun and the kaf signifies to Rashi that it should be read in the feminine form -
TP, even though the context of the verse clearly implies that Sarah is
addressing Abraham. The feminine "you" implies that Sarah cast an evil eye on
Hagar's fetus and caused her to miscarry. Support for this interpretation is found
in the angel's announcement to Hagar that she was pregnant, in Gen. 16:11.1
Since Hagar already knew she was pregnant in 16:4,2 the angel's announcement
informs the reader that Hagar miscarried her first pregnancy and now is pregnant

1. In 16:11, the angel announces to Hagar that she will bear a son whom she
will name Ishmael. The verse reads: AN Y3 19 MN PN N OB MO DN
TIY ON T YNV 1D INYDYS WDV,

2. The verse reports that Abraham cohabited with Hagar and she conceived,
and when she saw that she was pregnant, her mistress was diminished in
her eyes: m»ya NI YPM MM D NI MM DN DN N,
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a second time. Venice and Berliner’s edition have the following text:3

YN PY NONINY T N2 P NOB MY 10N KIPnav (1) T»a 9
NYTY 7N PN MY MIN NNV NN N2 NDDM N YV MYl
JWRAN 1N AW TN NON NNY 1Y WIAND NN NN 2D

The comment in the Guadelajara edition contains a few insignificant

variants:4

YT PV ADNONVY TRYD 093 13 YIP NUD MY 90N XIpnav Tt
AN NI NN NN AN TIN TNONN 1D IBRY NN AOM N3y
VNN N NDONY THYN NON NNY 1Y
in this text, after the phrase 11 ", 192 is written as T°»3. The word T0Yn
precedes NOONV, and M Yv and MW are missing; N2y is spelled without a
yod after the ‘ayin. The phrase TxYnn NY ANNY replaces 23D YN NNV, and
M2WN NN replaces NN 120 NOM. None of these differences alters the sense
of the passage.
The Reggio text also differs only minimally:S

NOMONY NN T2 M MP NIN NN PION NIPHNAY T M 9D
NI TN TIN DY MN TNONNY NIN NN N SV NIV Y Y
JWNID 1IN NP9 TRYHD NON ANINY 1Y Wwan X 1Mawn
This version includes »»1 in the introductory phrase N pnaw 793 *»»3 Y5 and
0N is in the plural, yYoN. As in Guadelajara, 10510 precedes NOMONVY, NMMAYA is
spelled without a yod after the ‘'ayin, and mmaw is lacking. The phrase TNYnnv
12 "IN replaces TNOBN NY MMNW or AN MIN TNOBNVY, and Ny Y replaces Yy
yn. This text also has n1awn NN in place of NN 935 XOM.
The Rome edition reads:S

YN PY TOMON T 1A P NOD MY PA0N NIPNIY TN D
NN 932 N DN TIN NVNY MIN TNIIY NIN NN 1ADDM MAYa
JWND 1IN 0N TR NON NN 1Y Wwan Nom

Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 164-185; Berliner (1905) 29. Only Berliner's
edition has the altemate reading of 721 in brackets in its text.

Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 349.

Ibid.

ibid.

onsr
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Although the introductory clause contains only T2 (instead of 721 >), 0N is
in the plural, yyon. This version does not include 1151, nor does NN have a
prefixed v. The phrase nY*m 7N Yv Naya is replaced with 130 NYM nMaya,
and NN N 239 "M is in place of NY3WnN N°N or NN 920 NOM. Both o and
>NV are abbreviated, and 1w lacks the definite article.

Numerous phrases and words of this comment differ slightly from edition to
edition, but none of them changes the meaning of the interpretation or the nature of
the exegesis. The idea that Sarah cast an evil eye on Hagar and caused her to
miscarry stems from BR 45:5,7 and some of the textual variants in the printed
editions may have arisen from attempts to make Rashi's comment conform to its
rabbinic source.

The Tosafot manuscripts offer seventeen citations of Rashi's comment for
16:5; eleven are from NnTn> nnan manuscripts. The text attributed to Rashi in the
passages below manifests an intricate relationship to the comment of the printed
editions as well as to an apparent super-comment of Hizkuni. The lack of
consistent conformity among the citations, however, complicates the recovery of a
version of the comment as close to the original as possible.

(a) The citation in Munich 50,1 attributes to Rashi an explanation that does
not appear in the printed versions and, at the same time, does not account for all
that is interpreted in the familiar editions:®

11 929 173) 10N 123 TY O PON NIPNRIY T3 Y9 WA 19 Y 3
NN OY NN NN N NP YWD TP NOD

This text does not distinguish clearly between the citation of Rashi and the
subsequent exegesis. Moreover, the specification of where exactly 71 is usually
defective (between the nun and the kaf) is not mentioned in the printed editions,
nor is the clarification that 7231 should have the sense of the feminine form (w5
n2°p3). The remark that "some say” (N') Sarah was speaking to Hagar explains
the idea that 721 should be understood as addressing another female. This
might be considered an allusion to the comment about Sarah's evil eye and
Hagar's subsequent miscarriage, either from Rashi or BR, but the reference is far

7. Mirkin, vol. 2, 160; Theodor and Albeck, vol. 1, 453.
8. Munich 50, 1 [IMHM 1682], fol. 32a.
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from obvious. The extract also does not account for the proof that Hagar
miscarried, which is derived from the angel's announcement of her pregnancy in
16:11.

This text raises several important questions. Did Rashi specify the nature
of the defective word, or did the phrase originate from a Tosafist paraphrase of his
comment? What elements of the passage did the exegete attribute to Rashi, and
what is his clarification? Did the Tosafist's version of Rashi include the
interpretation of the evil eye and the miscamiage?

(b) Warsaw 204/27 offers some clarification of the previous example, but
does not explain compietely the phenomenon of the extant printed comment:?

N9 1Y O 12T 1IN 1’2 TY PI0N XIPNAY T DD W Ty I
DY NI N NTONY YNWNRT NIAP) YWY PP NP3 1P DM 79D
P°372) 392 1 VWBY NN VN
Hizkuni is credited with a limited explanation of Rashi in this passage, but what
exactly constitutes his super-comment is unclear. The words NOn Nt directly
precede the acronym N9 and are the most obvious choice. Their appearance in
Rashi's printed comment certainly does not preclude this possibility. Hizkuni's
purpose may have been simply to underscore the difference between the lemma
and most spellings of the word, an elemental clanfication perhaps not original to
Rashi's text.

The phrase 7 M2 »p is also found in the printed comments. Here it is
attributed to the anonymous D>v91 v° who explain that the p/ene form of the
word should be read 7)°71 in the sense of the feminine, which means that when
Sarah spoke the words T°2°31 %73 'n VY, she was speaking to Hagar.

The Tosafot passages seem to indicate that Rashi's comment for this
verse only consisted of the statement that most spellings of the lemma, when
used in an address to a male, do not include a yod between the nun and the kaf.
The designation of this lemma as p/ene and the specification of the manner in
which the word should be read, despite the appearance of both these elements in
the printed editions, did not originate with Rashi. Neither passage includes a 121
or any other notation suggesting that the Tosafot's text of Rashi extended beyond

9. Warsaw 204/27 [IMHM 10112), fol. 222a.
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what is cited.
(c) London 173,2 (Add. 11,566) is very similar:1°

NI 1Y 9D PIAY 1N P TY 0N XIPRAY T3 YD TP 121 1 VB
TNATH MW ITONY MUNT MIAPI WY NNV T 13 1P D71y 9D
LT0%3) 9903 WM VBV NY NN ANY

The subtle variant of the acronym Y1) (in place of ') alters the reader’s
interpretation of the passage. This text now suggests that 9ty n»9) introduces
the super-comment on Rashi that follows and that the words N> "ty form part of
the Tosafist's citation. The phrase 72 1’2 »p still seems to be part of Hizkuni's
comment, not Rashi's.

The content and logic of the Tosafot presentation of the citation of Rashi
and the of super-comment itself are aiso difficult. If as suggested by the Tosafot,
the text of Rashi consisted of only the statement that the usual spelling of the
lemma was defective but that in this verse it is p/ene, the idea that the lemma
should be read in the feminine form and the notion that Sarah addressed Hagar
when she said 7°2 "2 'n VWY were introduced by the Tosafist; they do not
necessarily clarify the meaning or purpose of Rashi. Moreover, the significance of
Rashi's observation is unclear.

(d) The extractin New York - JTS L793 also atiributes to Rashi the
specification of where the extra yod is included but, unlike the previous examples,
it cites as well the midrash about Sarah's evil eye and Hagar's subsequent
miscarriage:'!

997 1IN 13 NI ITY 9O 1NN 1°2 T 90N XIPNIY 7213 DD
TI2%M NN ZW MY YN PY NONIONY TN TN MHIN WND
L IDIND WITHN M DY VPN PTIM
The phrase T°3°2) M2 " P, which in other extracts is credited to Hizkuni, appears
here as 7331 DN ¥YND; seemingly it is part of the citation of Rashi. This
observation further complicates the picture of the original Rashi with the question
of whether the Tosafist is paraphrasing 72 "3 »mp, which in his text belonged

10. London 173,2 (Add. 11,568) [IMHM 49821}, fol. 14a.
11. New York - JTS L7983 [IMHM 24023}, fol. 17b.
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to Rashi, whether 7°321 /DN YYNO is the wording of the original comment, or
whether it is not intended here as part of the citation of Rashi.

The specification of how T»2a1is plene (99M 1IN Y2 NN NtY) does not
appear in the citations of the previous examples; on the one hand, it supports a link
to Rashi of the statement of piene (NXn nty), but on the other hand, it suggests the
passage as a whole may suffer from extensive paraphrasing. While the lack of
conformity among the examples frustrates efforts at reconstruction, it
demonstrates the variety of traditions associated with Rashi for this comment and
the untrustworthiness of the version in the printed editions.

(e) In New York - JTS 791, the passage is less convoluted than the
preceding ones, but the issue conceming the parameters of Rashi's citation
persists.'2

T 1 P NOD N 0N NIPHIAY T2 779 TPDY 30 17 VWY
30 927 1N 13 97 MINONDY
This text suggests that the clarification of the exact nature of this p/iene spelling,
which was of concem to Rashi, is undertaken by Hizkuni. He specifies that the
plene refers to the yod between the nun and the kaf. The curiosity of his
explanation is the conjunction on NN NI it intimates, perhaps, the second of two
comments. In other words, the question of whether the phrase »21 M "Mp is
part of the citation of Rashi or part of Hizkuni's super-comment remains unclear.
The inability of the printed texts to serve as a reliable standard and the confusing
evidence from previous Tosafot extracts does not convince the reader either way.
(f) Parma 837 (2058) cites the midrashic element of Rashi's printed text
and lacks the complexity of the first part of the comment: 13

97 D JOM PO NN DV NI YIN PY NOOON W T I
I NN 1PN NN ON P MATIV AN 11N INNX N 79N
T2
The Tosafist explains that the yod after the nun teaches that Sarah tumed her
face to Hagar while she was speaking to Abraham, as if the phrase "between me

12. New York - JTS 791 [IMHM 24021], fol. 12b.
13. Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135, eighth folio of 1> 1> nvo.
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and you" implied between Sarah and Hagar, and not Abraham. This clarifies the
link between the lemma T°°21 3 and Rashi's comment that Sarah cast an evil
eye on Hagar and caused the subsequent miscarriage.

The linguistic formulation expressing the p/ene spelling of the word T2
and the confusion regarding which elements of that part of the comment belonged
to Rashi and which to Hizkuni are not concems in this passage. The association
of Rashi with a comment that reflects closely the interpretation in the rabbinic
source (BR 45:5) is intriguing. The simplicity and clarity of the text in this
manuscript, as well as the corroboration with BR, support the reliability of this
version of Rashi, and suggest that the specifications regarding the spelling of the
lemma may have resulted from the contributions of Hizkuni and others.

(g) The passages in the N nMan manuscripts are very similar and
consistently reflect analogous versions of Rashi. However, in many, this
conformity is manifested among the less clear style of extracts where the
parameters for the citation of Rashi's comment and the exegesis of Hizkuni are
not explicitly fixed. The text of Vat. Ebr. 506 does not include recognition of
Hizkuni's contribution. '4

NIAY YRWAT NIPI WY NINY T 90N T72°31 W19 TP 1% N VY
.T2°2) 293 1 VVYS NY MNY VY NI MW

The comment attributed to Rashi in this manuscript expresses the idea that the
plene spelling of the lemma in this verse implies a feminine form, which the
Tosafist understands to mean that Sarah uttered the words "between you and me"
to Hagar. While similar in content to other passages, this one is much more brief
and succinct. Specifically, it lacks the details of the spelling and its pronunciation.
The possibility of paraphrasing, however, must be considered cautiously, because
it attributes an authority to the iengthier citations not yet established as authentic.
The relationship of Vat. Ebr. 506 to the printed editions is significantly distant. The
reference to Hagar's miscarriage is not mentioned at all, and the ideas of the first
half of the printed comment are expressed in very different words and phrases.

(h) Vat. Ebr. 53 reflects some of the linguistic formulations of the printed

14. Vat. Ebr. 508 [IMHM 542), fol. 13b.
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editions but does not help to resolve the confusion:'S

MYNT NIAPI WD NINY TP N2 NP WO TN I 1 VBY
.T°3°2) 973 17 VWY Y NI NIND NI MW NIV
The phrase T°»21 7" "p is found in the printed comment, although in some
Tosafot manuscripts it is attributed to Hizkuni. The clause Napy YWY Ny is not
in the familiar version of Rashi; in the Tosafot texts, sometimes it forms part of the
citation of Rashi and sometimes part of the super-comment. The explanation that
the feminine form of the lemma directs Sarah's speech to Hagar appears often in
the above passages and always seems to constitute the Tosafot exegesis on the
Rashi.
(i) The citation in Parma 537 (254 1) reflects scribal error in the specification
of the defective spelling of 7°»21, and an ambiguity exists in terms of what
constitutes Hizkuni's comment:'6

NID T 11 12 TY 12 PI0N NIPNIAY T 9D T M N VY
NIATH MY NIPIV YRWYNT NIAPI YWD NINVY TP M P M 1D
T°°2) 233 DY VVBY? Y NN AN
This text is very similar to the passages in Warsaw 204.27 and London 173,.2. In
the Warsaw manuscript, ' replaces 9, and either option suggests that
Hizkuni's exegesis of Rashi either precedes the acronym of accreditation and then
the passage is supplemented by an anonymous Tosafot opinion, or that Hizkuni's
comment is introduced with the abbreviation rn'o> and begins with the vague
expression "and some say" or "and some interpret.”

The London manuscript has 9'ty, which suggests that the expianation
beginning with the phrase n» »p constitutes Hizkuni's understanding (and that,
despite its presence in the printed comments, it is not authentic to Rashi). The
specification of the defective spelling and the absence of the midrashic reference
are still not clearly understood in their relationship to Rashi's original work.

(i) Verona 4 includes the abbreviation Y11 after the attribution to Mizkuni.
Otherwise it is very similar to the previous passage:'?

15. Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170], fol. 18b.
16. Parma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503}, fol. 15b.
17. Verona 4 [IMHM 7868], fols. 18b-19a.
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MY 97 1721 10N 12 TV MP0N NNV T2 YD PIIY 2 1N VO
MY NNV MYNT NIPI WY NINWY T M1 7P D1 PIND NOB
TP 73 11 VY AP NN Y NI

(k) New York - JTS L787 is almost identical:®

Y92 17321 19 13 19 PVON NIPRIY TP YD 7921 29 1 VW
MV NNV YNWNT NP WD NINW T2 12 1P D1 1red NN
ST°2321 %3 DWN VIOBY? 1Y NMINY ANY NNIATH

(1) The text of New York - JTS L789 contains no significant differences:®

NOD YD 1221 10 P2 TY PI0N XIPNIV T3 DD T 01 N V1Y
NN MW NIV YRWNT NAPI WD XY T1Y Nt »P Ot N79d
021972 M VVY 1Y NIV D
(m) Parma 527 (2368), a manuscript of N1y nrun just like the previous six
examples, differs from the above in only three words. This additional phrase
serves to clarify the relationship of the Tosafot passage to the printed text.2

991 1721 NN P2 TV PION XIPNIY TP 9D w1 TIAY 211 1V1vY
N3P YO NIW TI2Y 113 1P I AT DY ¥I9 TP 119D XON N
LT°372199°2 /1 VDY NY MIVINY VNY NN NI ANV YPWUNT
Like Vat. Ebr. §3, 731 "2 "p is clearly attributed to Rashi and is not part of
Hizkuni's super-comment. The insertion of Y11 it Yy w19 7w changes drastically
the parameters of the citation and the Tosafot exegesis, and it elucidates the
contrasting evidence extracted from other documents. The consistent attribution
to Rashi of the exact composition of the plene form seems to support its
authenticity despite its absence from the printed editions. The nature of Hizkuni's
exegesis of Rashi and its relationship to the text of the printed editions, however, is
not yet apparent.
(n) Budapest-Kaufmann A31 corroborates the version of Parma 527
(2368), as well as provides additional elucidation. It attributes the specification of
the plene comment to the Tosafot exegesis as distinct from the citation of Rashi:2!

18. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017], fols. 11a-11b.

19. New York - JTS L7889 [IMHM 24019}, fol. 11b.

20. Parma 527 (2368) [IMHM 13233), fourth folio of 1> T neno.
21. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833), fol. 31a.
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"9 NOD MY PAIDN NIPKAY TP D2 WA '9 T M 11 VB
NaPI WY NINYW TI01 12 P W9 1Y NOD T 901 113 1’3 T PION
TINNYI 2N T MW N9 ONIIN DY NN NNMN MOV yRwn
L722Y 33 ' VWY
The first line of the passage is a citation of Rashi that agrees with the version in
the printed texts. The description of the placement of the letters constitutes the
clarification of Rashi's comment. This explains the difficulty in earlier examples of
distinguishing between Rashi's comment and Hizkuni's super-comment. Both the
citation and the exegesis of it end with the phrase N> iy, A brief review of
examples i, j, k and | reveals the absence of an abbreviated attribution to Rashi
prior to the first line and suggests that these N1 nnn extracts were not citing
Rashi but presenting a combination of Rashi and the interpretation of him.

The final lines of the passage describe in great detail the scene implied by
reading T°»1in the feminine. Although Sarah is clearly speaking to Abraham, she
tums and faces Hagar as she says, "Let God decide between you and me."
Despite the absence of the clause from the printed texts, the author of the phrase
MaPy WY Nw appears to be Rashi; the word ynwn seems to introduce the
clarification of the citation. The authenticity of the passage from BR now found in
the printed editions remains uncertain.

(o) Paris héb. 168 offers a very similar text:22

PI0N 79 NOR N PI0N KIPNIAY P12 DI ¢IN 19 T 203 ' V’BWY?
YRUN N3P WY NINY TP 1 P wIAN 9 T NI AT 1) 3 TV
VOY? FIBNWI 0 %909 11O 1297 ONNAN DY 127N NN MWWV
PP MM
(p) New York - JTS L788 distinguishes clearly between the citation of
Rashi's comment and Hizkuni's super-comment, further elucidating the
contributions of both Rashi and Hizkuni to the unattributed passages of nrn

M3

TI2) 7P NOD T 0N KIPNRIAY 773 2 oW1 /9 P21 N VY

22. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155], fol. 17a.
23. New York - JTS L788 [IMHM 24018}, fol. 6a.
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JIPTA 9 T NOI T 7 131 1IN P2 TY 0N TP 9D MDD

The use of the word 93 infroduces Hizkuni's exegesis, just as it did for the
citation and discussion of Rashi's comment for Gen. 9:5 (analyzed in Chapter
Four),2¢ and the content of the super-comment conforms with what is introduced
as 9 in the previous two manuscripts. The passage identifies the source for the
detailed description of the intended meaning of p/ene and defective and
corroborates the authenticity of part of the printed comment. The absence of the
phrase Map) WY Ninv from this extract suggests that, in Budapest- Kaufmann
A31 and in Paris héb. 168, it was intended as part of the super-comment and not
the citation of Rashi.

In addition, most manuscripts lack any reference to the printed comment's
remarks regarding Hagar's miscamriage as well as any indication that the Tosafot
were aware the comment continued beyond what they cited. This conformity
questions the reliability of that section of the printed comment to the original work.

(q) The final extract from the Tosafot manuscripts appears to be the most
complete and hence, the most clear. it accounts for most elements of the printed
comment and attributes the super-comments to their respective authors with
clarity. New York - JTS L790 has the following passage: 2

2 P NON MY DMON NIPRAY T2 DI HT W9 T 293 1 VWL
YI9 T MDD NON T 491 121 1IN 13 T 0N T*31 9D IV TN
NN OV MY N PY D291 T MNP N MIMm Oy N
NIPIY YRWRT NIPI YWD NNV T2 192 NP M DY DM KDY NYOM
“T°3%21 9922 11 VOBY NY AMINY VMY NN MW
The only aspect of Rashi's printed comment not mentioned in this manuscript or
any other is the proof that Hagar must have miscamied, deduced from the angel's
announcement of her presumably second pregnancy several verses later. The
authenticity of this section remains questionable, and its appearance in BR 45:5
supports the possibility that it was appended later. The empioyment of phrases
like RO Nt and Hdy identifies the citation of Rashi clearly and marks the phrase

MPY WY (Nnw) NN as part of the super-comment; the use of "> and N>

24. See pages 205-209.
25. New York - JTS L780 [IMHM 24020}, fol. 16a.
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distinguishes Hizkuni's remarks. The midrashic reference within the parameters
of the citation of Rashi link it undeniably with Rashi and not with the primary
source. The care with which this passage is annotated and the logical
organization of the interpretations and clarifications supports its refiability and
authenticity over the previous examples.

The presentation of this comment in the Tosafot citations of Rashi
demonstrates the complexity of this analysis. The variety of textual renditions
manifested in the N7y NN manuscripts alone demands an examination of
numerous documents and cautions against relying on just one version.

The lack of conformity among the citations complicates the search for a
text of Rashi as close to the original as possible and renders suspect all extant
passages. Atthe same time, the reader must be careful not to dismiss the
evidence from the Tosafot versions in favour of the familiar printed texts, even if
the data is contradictory. The original text of Rashi's comment on 16:5 was
probably not all that different from the printed editions, with the exception of the
angel's announcement, but the potential for corruption in the printed texts and in
the citations cannot be better elucidated.

One manuscript of Rashi's commentary reflects a version of the comment
with remnants of Hizkuni's super-comment. The text in Paris héb. 55 is as
follows:2¢

T22) M2 P P19 /3 NOD NN T PIDN NIPNIAY T DD T O’
MY MIN TNOBNY NI 2N AN NN DY AW YN PY NOON
9NV YN NON MINNY AY W3IN XM NNON 22D 0 N PO
QNN N

The specification of the p/ene and defective spellings originates with Hizkuni, but if
only a limited analysis of the Tosafot manuscripts had been conducted, this
version of Rashi may have been considered comroboration for the correct reading.
The texts of this example demonstrate the need for the Tosafot citations to work
together with the unreliable printed editions in order to manifest the most authentic
version of the commentary. The similarity between this comment's relationship to
Hizkuni and that of Gen. 9:5 - specifically, the incorporation of what follows 99>

26. Paris héb. 55 [IMHM 3107), fois. 20a-20D.
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in Rashi's work in the Tosafot for 16:5 and in the printed editions for 9:5 - suggests
that only chance prevented Hizkuni's super-comment on 16:5 from being
embedded undetectably in the printed texts of Rashi.?’

The Tosafot display the intricate and enigmatic process of scribal
transmission and the corruption that ensues. Their manuscripts are also not free
from error; but the altemative readings they present are not as copious as with the
Rashi manuscripts and a comparison of a sufficient number of them, in the end,
reveals the layers of interactions. The caution and objectivity with which one must
evaluate the texts and the recognition of the extent to which copying the
manuscripts had the potential to change them cannot be more striking.

2. Genesis 9:21

Noah drank the wine he made from his vineyard and became drunk, and he
uncovered himself inside his tent. The text reads:

9NN TING YAN DU 10N 2 N

in all the printed editions except Berliner, Rashi's comment for the lemma nbnx
precedes his comment for b)an™, despite the reverse order of the words in the
biblical verse. The texts of the comments are fairly consistent from edition to
edition. The word nYnN is spelled with a hey but pronounced "aholo,” as if it
ended with a vav, and Rashi explains that the hey ending is an allusion to the ten
tribes of Israel who are referred to as Samaria (Yw) and which, in tum, is called
YN (pronounced "aholah”).? The allusion to the ten tribes is made because
they were exiled over matters of wine. Amos 6:6 is included as a prooftext
because it states that "those who drink wine in bowis and who anoint themselves
with the best oils, but are not concemed with the ruin of Joseph, shall go into exile

27. Hizkuni's printed comment for this verse supports the relationship between
Hizkuni and Rashi established from the manuscripts. The text reads: Pray
T OION PIA I WV I M NP OB NN 0N KIPRAY TN 92 e TP
Nom MY 7730 P YN pa. See Aaron 87; Chavel 189.

28. The connection between Samaria and nbnx is made in a parable in Ezek.
23:4 in which the acts of two whores are compared to Jerusalem and
Samaria. The verse reads: ¥» i MMNN AHTRO NYNN AR PIDYY
NYONN OOVYTY TONN MDY INDYY M 03 TDTOM.
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first,"® thus supporting the connection between drinking wine and exile.
The texts in the Venice and Guadelajara editions read:3!

NINIPIV 1D OV DY INTPIV DVIW NTWYY D9 1N NONN HONIN
PN DM BRIV 1P 7POY DY v NN

in all the printed editions, Rashi's comment for the second lemma, Yan", is
simply Syonn ywb. The statement informs the reader that the verb is in the
reflexive conjugation and suggests that Noah uncovered himself. Despite the the
lack of textual probiems among the printed editions, Rashi's objective in indicating
this particular detail is unclear.

The Tosafot citations of Rashi for Yan» present a different text with a
different interpretation. The analysis of the citations will demonstrate the degree of
interpretation that is sometimes required in assessing the evidence extracted from
the Tosafot manuscripts. From eleven citations, three attribute to Rashi the
comment N2 YWD,

(a) Warsaw 204/27 has the following text:32

S92 WY wAah TN wed AYIIN TINa LM

The brief extract does not include a super-comment on Rashi's interpretation,
but the subtie paraphrase presents how Rashi understood the lemma, not a direct
citation of his comment. The meaning of this explanation is that Rashi defined
M in the sense that Noah exiled himself in his tent, instead of "uncovered
himself," as the printed editions imply.

(b) Vat. Ebr. 506 has a similar passage:®

S22 WD VAN WY PAY M 1999 AN TINA YA

29. Amos 6:6 in its entirety reads: Yori N YD’ ONBY TPUNM P PN ONWN
GO 12w Yy.

30. The same analogy between the spelling of n>nx and the exile of the ten
tribes because of wine is made in Tanhuma, »o0 ,5,n.

31. Rashi HaShalem, vol. 1, 102, 334. The Rome, Reggio and Berliner
editions differ only in the word o»vav mwy Yy instead of mwyb, and
Berliner differs in the order of the comments for this verse. See Rash
HaShalem, vol. 1, 334; Berliner (1905) 19.

32. Warsaw 204/27 [IMHM 10112], fol. 220b.

33. Vat. Ebr. 508 [IMHM 542], fol. 9b.
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(c) The citation in Vat. Ebr. 53 aiso attributes to Rashi the same comment
regarding the sense of exile:3

N0 WD DA 19) A W9 YN TIN M

The remaining eight citations of Rashi attribute to Hizkuni the remark that
"according to Rashi" the lemma %1 should be understood in the sense of exile.
The texts of each manuscript differ only in the manner in which they abbreviate
words or spell them out in full.

(d) London 173,2 (Add. 11,566) has the following:®

T WY D31 YD TN WI9 %D MPIA w9 HNAN TINA M
Doy

(e) Parma 537 (2541) is almost identical:%

D12Y MY YWY LIM YAOY TN W9 195 MPN 9 ADNIN TINa Yann

(f) Budapest-Kaufmann A31 reads:3

N9 Y DINN M9 PN WM 9 %95 MNMPLIN M NYAN TINI DM

(g) Paris héb. 168 offers no significant differences:

0 WY Dan® w9 TN AN %9 %90 MPN M NYNN TIN3 Yann

(h) In Parma 527 (2368), the attribution to Hizkuni is abbreviated:®

220¥ MM 1Y AN wI9Y TN WY MO AN TIN3 N

(i) New York - JTS L787 refers to the lemma as Yoan, but otherwise the
passage conforms to the previous examples:4°

93 1D AN WY TN W9 19D MNMPA WD 1IN TN "

34. vVat. Ebr. 53, fol. 13a.

35. London 173,2 (Add. 11,568) [IMHM 4921], fol. 11a.

36. Parma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503]), fol. 11a.

37. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 23a.

38. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155], fol. 12b.

39. Parma 527 (2368) [IMHM 13233), eighth folio of ny neo.
40. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017), fol. 7b.
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(i) The same variant of the lemma appears in New York - JTS L789:4

9 Y DN MY TN WA 9 %Y MPIN %9 WNN TINA DA

(k) Finally, New York - JTS L790 reads:42

1oy MY WY LA WA9Y TN WA %Y MPIN 9 YN TIN YN

The conformity among these citations, which attribute to Rashi the
interpretation of Yan as exile, presents a very different comment than appears in
the printed editions. The variation questions the authenticity of the vague and
unclear comment dyann W and intimates that, once again, Hizkuni has directed
the reader to the more correct Rashi.

The relationship between Hizkuni's version of Rashi and Rashi's printed
comment for NYnN should not be ignored. The explanation for NYNX is an allusion
to the exile of the ten tribes through the common theme of wine. The nature of
Hizkuni's paraphrase of Rashi's understanding of >)an» may be a reference to
Rashi's comment for nbnN. In other words, since Rashi sees an allusion to exile
in the word for tent, and the root of Jan» is N3, which can mean to be exiled or to
uncover, Hizkuni's comment might reflect a need to respond to the implication of
Rashi's first comment about the meaning of )xn"; thus, he may have assumed
that Rashi understood the lemma in the sense that Noah exiled himself into his
tent.4

The issue of the authenticity of Rashi's printed comment of Yyann b
remains unresolved. If Hizkuni is reacting to the implication for the meaning of
7 from Rashi's comment for NN, this does not preclude the existence of a
comment for the lemma itseif. However, one might have expected the consistent
references to Rashi's intention regarding this particular liemma to have been linked
to what he actually wrote in his work. The absence of any discussion of the
printed comment despite the direct attention paid to Rashi's understanding of the

41. New York - JTS L789 (IMHM 24019), fol. 8b.

42. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020), fol. 11b.

43. Once again Hizkuni's printed commentary refiects the same comment
extracted from the Tosafot manuscripts: Both the edition of Aaron 64 and
of Chavel 129 have the following: Yam) v1ad T w119 79> AR TIN3 YaMm
N ned.
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lemma in consistent extracts from the Tosafot, the reverse order of Rashi's
comments compared with the appearance of the [emmata in the verse, and the
puzzling significance of the printed comment challenge the authenticity of y\ob
yonn.

These passages demonstrate the influence and impact Tosafot
paraphrasing can have on the text of Rashi. Without the analogous theme of exile
in the comment of NYNN, the reader would have been justified in concluding that
Rashi's original comment for 9an" consisted of the words M Wb, Despite their
corrupt nature, the potential contribution of the printed editions must not be
dismissed or discounted. Only constant comparisons of both text and content, in
ail extant versions of Rashi in all early citations and interpretations, will help to
assess the citations of Rashi in Tosafot and thus, correct and restore the text as
close as possible to the authentic work.
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