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Abstract

Rashi, an eleventh cenUy Bible commentator \Nha lived in France. is the

most influential Jewish exegete of ail time. The pop&Jarity of his Pentateuch

commentary has resulted in many extant manusaipts and printed editions, and

the effed of smbal activity involved in the work's large circulation has led to

extensive textual variants. Moreover. the eariiest extant dated manusaipt of the

commentary was copied 130 years efter Rashi's death. This extended length of

time facilitated the introduction of CCUltIess changes into the work that, aver lime,

have become virtually &.l'ldetectable.

One key ta U1COVerfng the mast authentic version of Rashi's commentary

is ta examine texts written as dose ta his lifetime as possible. Since neither

Rashi's own copy of his commentary nor any reasonable alternative has been

discovered. the Pentateuch commentaries of his immediate successors, the

Franco-German writers known as the Tosafot. provide the dosest possible

substitute. For the most part, the Wlitings ofthese tweIfth-and thirteenth..century

relatives and students of Rashi consisted of glosses, explanations and aiticisms

ofhis work.

This study compares citations of Rashi in over fifty manusaipts of Tosafat

commentaries with texts of Rashi published in bath earty and modem printings and

in over thirty manuscripts of his commentary. It suggests that the text of Rashi

utilized by the Tosatot was signiticantly different from the printed versions.

Examples show that portions of the printed interpretations atb'ibuted to Rashi are

actually explanations and a1ticisms otJered by the Tosafot that. through various

processes. were attributed to the master himself. Awareness of this helps

establish a reliable witness ta the text of Rashi's Pentateuch commentary. and il

suggests that the Tosafot must be an important component of any futu"e efforts to

establish a sdentifie edltion of il.
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Résumé

Rashi, 1Il commentateur biblique de la France du onzième siècle, est sans

exception l'exégète jLif le plus influent. La popUarfté de son commentaire de la

Pentateuque a abouti à plusieLn manuscrits existants et beaucoup d'éditions

imprimées. Et l'effet de l'activité des scribes a large contribué à la circulation de

l'ouvrage et à l'introduction des variations de texte étendues. De plus, le manuscrit

existant le plus ancien, ayant une date précise, a été copié 130 amées après le

mort de Rashi. Cette longue periode de temps a fadlité l'introduction des

changements imombrables dans l'ouvrage, qLi pendant ce temps, sont devenus

presque introuvable.

Pour découvrir la version la plus authentique du commentaire de Rashi, on

doit examiner les textes qLi ont été éaits tout près de la période où il était vivant.

Puisque la copie originale ou toute autre copie semblable de Rashi n'ont pas été

trouvées, les commentaires des successeu"s immédiats de la Pentateuque, les

écrivains français-allemands (appellés les Tosafot), fotmient la substitution la plus

proche que possible. POtS la plupart, les écrits de ces parents et étudiants de

Rashi, du douzième et du treizième siècle, se composaient en des gloses, des

explications et des aitiques de son ouvrage.

Cette dissertation compare les dtations de Rashi en plus de cinquante

manusaits avec les commentaires des Tosatot avec des textes de Rashi dans

les imprimés anciens et mademes ainsi que plus de trente manuscrits de son

commentaire. Elle propose que le texte de Rashi, qLi a été utilisé par les Tosafot,

était bien différent des versions imprimées. Les exemples montrent que des

parties des interprétations imprimées qLi sont atbibu6es à Rashi, sont, en fait, les

explications et les critiques offertes par les Tosafot. GrIs à divers procédés, ces

explications et aitiques ont été attribu6es au mai1re ILi-même. La recomaissance

de ce phénomène permet d'établir W1 témoin crédible au texte du commentaire de

Rashi Sl' la Pentateuque. Elle suggère que les Tosafot doivent dorénavant être

LI18 partie importante de tous efforts futu's afin d'établir U18 édition scientifique de

Rashi.

il
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Introduction: The Text of Rashi's Torah
Commentary

Rashi's Torah commentary is textually problematic. The many

manusaipts and printed editions contain extensive variants, and a aitical 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 Tosafat, in uncoveling the masl

authentic version of Rashi's Torah commentary.

An eleventh century1 French exegete, Rashi is pertlaps the most influential

Jewish writer of ail time.2 His Pentateuch commentary, the tirst Hebrew book to

be printed,3 had 8 profound impad on Jews young and oIctt and even on many

Christian Bible scholars.5 His appeal to ailleveis and ongins 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 couId have written ail that is attributed to him in only 65
years, see the following: Esra Shereshevsky, Rashi: The Man and his
World, (New York: Sepher-Hermon Press. 1982) 19-21; Avraham
Grossman, D'J'rllnn n!J~,~, 2nd ed. (Jerusalem: MOS&8d HaRav Kook,
1996) 122-123; L. Zunz, )IIVJ 17'"U7, trans. Shimshon Bloch Ha-Levi
C'Narsaw: Alexander Ginz, 1862), 8; Y. Avinery. '''VI ~:)'n, vol. 1
(Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 1979) 16.

2. Ses E. Urbach, "!'N"'fl~' 'NuD '''Yn ml nzn", Ephraim E. UrtJach Studies
in Judsics. eds. M. Herr and J. Fl'lenkel, vol. 1 (JeNsalem: Magnes
Press, 1998) 15-22; and E. Urbach. "NrDlm 900 nJOrJ~) '''VI'', Ephraim E.
Urbllch Studies in Judeica, eds. M. Herr end J. Fraenkel, vol. 1
(JeNsalem: Magnes Press, 1998) 23-28.

3. Grossman, p. 213; Moses Marx, "On the Date of Appeal'8nce of the first
Printed Hebrew Books," Alexander MaIX 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,ft

Rash; 104Q.110S, Hommage. Ephraim E. Urbach, ad. Gabrielle
Sed-Rajna (Paris: Éditions du Cerfs, 1993) 493; M. Ahrend. '''VI VIl"1!)"
mUô," n,mnnJJVJ!J>JlD"JnlJ 1 (1993): 94.

4. Grossman 212·213.
5. S8e: Beryl Small.y. The Studyofthe Bible in the Middle Ages. 3rd ed.

(Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1978) xvi,
190-191.351·353; Aryeh Gl'llbois, "The HebraÏC8 Vel1t8. and
Jewish-Christian Relations in the Twelfth Century," Speculum 50.4
(1975): 613-834; Herman Hailperin, Rash; and the Chlistian ScholafS
(Pittsburgh, Pennsytvania: University of Pittsburg Press, 1983).
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attributed ta his brief and dear style and his unique mixture of traditional rabbinic

homiletics and literai interpretations.6

Rashi's popularity has resulted in the production and preservation of

hundreds of manuscripts of his Torah commentary and in an equal number of

supercommentaries and scholar1y analyses of his writings.7 Thousands of pages

have been devoted to explaining Rashi's statement in his commentary to Gen. 3:88

- ")!)N ~~ "~1 -U1 N,.,1Jn '-01 ra~''-'n n'T»ôl N''''-' ~~ ''''~!)~ ~N '"H:l zO 'lN' -

and to correlating ils meaning with the realities of the commentary.9 Despite a

supposed intention to fOaJs his interpretations on the peshat10 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 pattern that corresponds to "~' 'U, N'''1.)n ~1 m~'Dn n11N

6. Grossman 214.
7. A. Van der Heide, "Rashi's Biblical Exegesis. Recent Research and

Oevelopments," Bib/iotheca 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, mmn >JI '''1''1, 2nd
ed. (Frankfurt: J. Kauffmann, 1905) 8. For other variants of the
statement. in the early printed editions of the commentary, see Rash;
HaSha/em, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Ariel United Israel Institutes. 1986) 318.
The translation of this statement varies from one translator or scholar to
another because of the ambiguous way Rashi himself understood ~V1 ''''~~

~i'!) and the even more enigmatic ...l-npPJn '-0, MV'Dn Tm". The
translation in A. Silbermann, Chumash with Targum Onke/os, Haphtaroth
and Rash;'s Commentary, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers Ltd.,
1985) 14 offers: "l, however. am only concemed with the plain sense of
Scripture and with suth Agadoth that explain the words of Scripture in a
manner that fits in with them."

9. B. Gellis, Peshat and Det8sh in the Exeg8sis ofRash; (Laiden: E. J. BrUI,
1981); Sarah Kamin. InptJ>~ 'V7'7.D'lnPD)rI ,o,œ "'1'.'1 (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 1986); Yoseta RatJman, '''V1)v.t,Ym'!D D'V1'm 1U'~,"

,,",m) J"W'" D"n l"""1J7117'n 'JI1lJ> "'",,3 >rI D"PfID 'Qlp· 171UIIJ, 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 Biblicos45.1-2 (1987): 93-104; Ahrend 99-108; M.
Troper. "nH~' vm!D '''Vl ~"," Dm" 7'JUlDrI 69 (1982): 8-14; M. Troper.
mUô l)v.t'VTm1 0VI!m' 'wnDI'," D'V11!D '''vt >v.t~" 7'1DIlJw72 (1983):
17-22; A. Bertiner, n1'111n>JI JI.' (Bertin: Sumptibus EditoNS. 1866) viii.

10. What exactJy Rashi m••nt by the term N"1PD)v.t ''''l'!) has been explored in
the sources abave. For a discussion of the tenns pel".t and defBsh, not
n8C8...rily rel'" to Ra.hi, _: U. Simon, "The Religioui Significance of
the Peshat." Tf8dition 23.2 (1988): 41-83.
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l')!UC ~)I. Rather, the focus ofthis thesis is the text tram which these analyses

and explanations have been drawn.

A. The Text of the Commentary

The variations between the hlJ'1dreds of manusaipts and ear1y printed

editions of Rashi's Torah commentary are imumerable. Differences in wording,

vocabulary, sentence strucb.l"e, arder, and even content are rampant: entire

passages appear in some editions but not in others. No consistent use of

conjunctions or of plene and defective spellings is evident. Numbers are

altematively written out in words or represented in their letter symbols, often with

both forms appearing in the same comment. No discernable pattems in the

variants among the editions and manusaipts are evident.11

1. The Manuscripts

The text of the commentary has evolved into this chaolic state for a variety

of reasons. Rashi's popularity as a commentator and his general appeal to 50

many groups of people caused the manusaipts ofhis writings to be in high

demand, and they circulated quickJy and widely.12 This circulation was effeded by

the scribal vocation of hand-copying one manuscript from another. Saibes are

11. For a visual representation of these variants, SH the parallel columns of
the three eartiest prinüngs of the commentary at the back of Rashi
HaSha/em, 310-377. For acknowtedgement of the existence of these
textuel variations, SH: A. Bertiner (1905), vii-xxi; A. Berliner, '''l1!) "TD"'~"

'''''Yn O',Fm D'~, vol. 2 (JeNsalem: Mo.sad HaRav Kook, 1969)
179-226; Y. Avinery 62-101; 1. Sonne, ~ 'If," VI"~~YJ""'''" ""p'~"
mmn," Hebrew Union Co/lege Annuel 15 (1940): 37-58; E. Touitou, ~"
mU'l~ "'Yn "l,'!),")y,t noun~~ TartJiz 58 (1987): 211-242; A. Van der
Heide, "The Longer Variants in Ralhi's Commentary on the Torah," Rash;
(1040..1990), Hommage à Ephraim E. UrtNlch, 419-428; E. Touitou,
"Quelques CriMteS Pouvant Aider' Établir la Version 01Ïflinale du
Commentail8 de Rashi surie Pent8teuque," Rash; (1040-1990),
Hommage é Ephf8im E. Ut1:IaCtl, 399-409.

12. Berliner (1905), ix; Groslman, 43-44; 212-214; 1. AgUI, "R.lhi and his
School," The Wot1d Hillory of the Jewish People, 2nd ur., vol. 2, ad.
C8ci1 Roth (Ramat Gan: Jewilh HiltOry PubliCâons Ltd., Rutgers
University Press, 1986) 233.
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human and made error&. Haplography and dittography,13 common saibal eITors,

are fairty easily detectable when camparing different manusaipts and printed

versions of the same texte and detection of such bllllders can help to identify

passages thet have been added or omitted in altemate editions. Because these

types of errors can be observed easily and regular1y by the trained reader, they are

not causing the chaos, although their presence certainly magnifies its complexity.

Writing and copying were important companents of leaming in the Middle

Ages.1• Many students copted Rashi's commentsry, not only to have a copy of

their own, but also as part of the process ofleaming and studying il. The goal of

this exereise was pedagogie, not necessarily the aecurate transmission of the text.

Students regular1y wrote personal notes consisting of additional observations,

altemate explanations, relevant rabbinic comments, and literai interpretations in the

margins of the text.15

The more the commentary was copied and passed trom one student or

smbe to the next, the more complex this process became. Saibes also

contributed to the text they were capying by correcting errors they themselves

made while copying or that previous copyists had made, or by correcting eITors

they believed the author of the text had made in his original writing.16 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 texte For example, sorne

scribes made copying corrections above the very line in which the correction was

to be made and content corrections in the margin.17 Many additional passages

originally had sorne form ofidentifying notation, be it a letter or a symbol, to alert

the reader and the subsequent saibe to the inserted passage. Over time, and

13. For more information on these types of sCtibalerrors, and athers, see the
web site, Interpreting Ancien' Af8nuscripts web, de.igned by Timothy
Seid. (Brown University, 1995), [May 8, 1998],
http://www.stg.brown.edulprojedslmss.11aplogl1lphy.html.

14. Yakov Spiegal. )~n 1!IOn~77T>UD D'TJlW(RamBt Gan: Bar lIan University
Press,1996) 18; AgUI 231.

15. AgUI 237; SpiegaI143-145; 186-187; 201; Bertiner (1866) oc
1e. Spiegal 40.
17. Ibid. 73, n. 170.
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with each additional copying. these distinguishing marks became less distinct.18

The ink coIour or the thickness of the qull or the quality of the saibe's handwriting

contributed to this same problem.

As increasing numbers of fallible sluetents and saibes of varying intellectual

capabilities interaded with a given manusaipt, additional comments and

explanations were often blinctly incorporated into the body of the texte Since

marginal notes were sometimes corrections intended to be implemented in the

next copy, and markings indicating otherwise often faded. ail writing outside the

body of the text frequenUy was assumed to be glosses and corrections of the

previous scribe and inserted, sometimes incorreetly, sometimes randomly into the

text.19

The impact of copying and correeting on manuscripts was not unknown to

the seholars leaming tram the handwritten texts.2O A taqanah made by Rabbenu

18. Touitou (1987) 214; Touitou (1993) 399-400; Beniner (1866) ix; Bertiner
(1905) xii; SpiegaI62·71; 148-152. Spiegal describes a variety of
indicators by which manuscripts were correded or augmented. Sorne
scribes or students actuaUy erased the text they deemed faulty. 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 "eed for sorne type of change, or that change had
occurred. like the dots, the intention in the use of the hom. could be
unclear. Interlinear or marginal writing also wes used for the purposes of
correction, but the scribe could not alweys know where the correction wes
meant to be inser1ed. Sorne scribes did edu.Uy cross out thair miltakes
with ink. Regarding additions to the text, tenna such as n!JCM , VII"~!) or
nlnmnln, or the "ame of the author of the addition sometimes would be
inserted to alert the reader or scribe ta the non.orfginal material.

19. Grossman 184; Touitou (1987) 214.
20. For exampfe, phrases fike om ~ra lOD Jm1t1) fn'l" 1'0"' are common in

Responsa fiterature and refled the candour with which textual
irregularities and peculiar commenta were atlributed to the routine errors
of scribes and Itudentl. In .dclition, in his 111'n 1DPRabbenu Tam often
referred to 1!nO n'U'u or other such copying emnl that reluit in the
corruption of the text. See E. E. Urbach, nJ!JW7n 'm. 5th ed., vol. 1
(Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 1986) 71-84 for a discussion of
Rabbenu Tam's correspondence with Rabbi Me.hullam regarding a
textual emendation.
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Gershom (950-1028)21 forbade the correction of manusaipts, 8nd to varying

degrees, scholars subsequent to Rabbenu Gershom were 8ware of the taqanah
and abided by il.22 According to Spiegal, the people of Ashkenaz look grest

liberties with the texts they were copying,23 including the Talmud, and the

possibility of losing the original texts ofthese warks was a genuine fear.24

Rashi mentions the corrections to the text of Ile Talmud he himself made,

based on the readings of his teachers. Rabbenu Tam,25 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, notjust correcting the text in the margins or above the line.26

ln addition to the changes brought to the text by the scribes and students

interaeting with the manusaipts, 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 ta circulate,

essentially aeating multiple authentic, although variant, original editions.Xl

Moreover, the author often made adjustments to his work through his students and

saibes, instructing them ta COfTect the text while copying il.28 The possible errors

that arose in such communications camot be disregarded; the potential for

inconsistencies is clear.

21. Rabbenu Gershom. namect "the Ught of the Exile,Il is one of the Detler
known Ashkenazi schofars prior to Ralhi. For more on hi. lif. and works,
and the rnany takanot attributed ta him, 188: A. Grollman, rDrlN 'D.:Jn
C'JlrJ/nn, 2nd ed. (JeN••'em: M.gne. Presi. 1988) 106-174.

22. SpiegaI101-115.
23. Ibid. 108-109.
24. Ibid. 114-118.
25. Rabbi Vakov ben Meir. the full "ame of Rabbenu Tam, is the best known

of the Tosafot, and probably one of the most influential. He WB' bom
around 1100. See Urbach (1988) vol. 1,113.

26. SpiegaI11g..127; 135.
27. Ibid. 52.
28. Ibid. 51; Grossman (1996) 191·193.
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The issue of "author-originated" changes to a text is not foreign to the

transmission of Rashi's Torah commentary.29 Rashi's grandson, the Rashbam,30

said in his commentary to Genesis 37:2 that Rashi had admitted to

him that "had he had more time, he wouId have written other comments more in

line with the peshat exegeses being generated every dlY."31 This mention of a

desire by Rashi to rewrite some of his commentaries suggests that Rashi rnay

have in fact begun to correct sorne of his comments 8fter his commentary had

been in circulation for sorne time.32

Fl.I1hennore, the manusaipt Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1)33 discussed by A.

Grossman and E. Touitou in Tarbiz,34 as weil as by A. Ber1iner decades ear1ier,3S

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 1Oa0-1085, 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 fif. and worka: Sarah
Japhet, Robert Salters, The Commentary of R. Samuel ben Meir Rashbam
on Qohe/eth (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1985) 11..18; Urbach (1986) vol.
1,45-59.

31. This is my translation trom the Hebrew: nlm ",~M'" 'N.)!) " i1'n '~N~

Dl' ,~~ D'VTMP.3n J""~~n '!b D',nH D'~'~. The source for the Hebrew is:
n1mn }J1 D)fln ou:nnn CI1U, ed. David Rosin (Breslau: R. Salomon
Stotlander, 1882) 49.

32. Grossman (1996) 212.
33. Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1) [IMHM 30142]. Ali manuscripts are described in full,

with appropriate catalogue references, in Appendix C at the end of this
work.

34. A. Grossman, 'mm) '''''1 VIn'!) nou, TP)lDVJ ""lmn," TartJiz 60.1 (1990):
67-98; E. Touitou, "lmuo ""ln Vll"!)'~"'i'!3n ntron nN IflP~D DJDHn,"
1'~!)'" ."..~~ Tarbiz 61.1 (1991): 8s...115; A. Grossman, 1 ),~" ".~"
n",n, 'l)f.7H,"'VI nDNrJ) iDl:anJ mUO '''Vl)VI 'VIn'!)l TartJiz 61.2 (1992):
305-315; E. Touitou, '"pon noun ,nn0," 11'D''' ,,~ >VI ""W!»m 1nann"
YJOl':' Drrmo iU'Ym· muo '''VJ1 VIl"!)VI TartJiz 82.2 (19938): 299-303;
Gressman (1996) 187-193. The deteil. of the debate in these artides will
be explored more fully below, in the section on Litel'llture Review. In
short, Grossman and Touitou argue whether removing ail the comments
identified as balongi"g ta Rabbi Shemaya and those inserted by the
scribe (also labelled) from Leipzig 1 (B. H. fol. 1) would result in an
authentic version of Rashi's Torah commentary. Touitou submits that the
reader cannot rely on the conlistency with which additions and
corrections wera marked and the date of the manuscnpt is unknown.
These two fadors present the possibility th8t m.ny levell of textual
alteration m.y be undetect8ble to the re.der, and po.sibly even ta the
scribe who copied thi' very text.

35. Bertiner (1969) 196.
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presents evidence that R. Shemaya,36 Rashi's student, scribe and personal

assistant. made many modifications to the commentary on the instructions of his

master.37 To what degree R. Shemaya took liberties with these corrections is

impossible to assess,38 but the problems they introduce to the already complex

issue of the transmission of Rashi's commentary are appreciable. In addition ta

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 sa rampant among Ashkenazi scholars, any

individual reading a manuscrtpt couId change the version without verifying the

witnesses ta Ilis version or consulting other authorities. Sinee correeting became

part of the process of leaming and copying, the control over who was adequately

qualified ta colTed manusaipts was lost.39 Spiegal believes Rabbenu Gershom's

taqanah anticipated this chaos and attempted to prevent it.40

The process of transmitting and circulating any given manusaipt 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 aeees- sibility ta ail

levels of the community, and to ail communities. were the main contr1butors to this

extraordinary result. His style of exegesis incorporated a mixtU"e of different

sources and varying interpretive methodologies and thus inherently encouraged

others to append additional opinions. SOll'ces, com- ments. and corrections.

Centuries of copying facilitated the introduction of COU'ltiess changes to the text,

which over time have become virtually LI'ldetec· table.41

36. Very Iittle 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 particular1 to Rashi. Grossman (1990) 67; Grossman
(1996) 347-426.

37. Bertiner (1905) x-xi; Bertiner (1969) 197·202; Groslman (1990) 67-98;
Grossman (1996) 359.

38. Touitou (19938) 302; Grossman (1996) 405-408.
39. Spiegal142; Bertiner (1905) xii.
40. SpiegaI108-109.
41. Ibid. 54.
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2. The Contribution ofPrinting

With the invention of the Hebrew printing press in the second half of the

fifteenth centLry.42 the problems with the transmission of a teXl changed. but did

not disappear. The printer's roIe in publishing a teXl was ta prepare the manusaipt

for printing, which entailed verifying its darity and legibility and COfTecting the

errors. as weil as supervising the printing.43 Often, the printing house hired Iwo

separate individuals for these distinct tasks. A scholar familiar with the text wouId

corred and edit the manusaipt. and a skilled printer wouId typeset il..w Many of

the textual difficulties of the printed editions arase in the course of this process.45

What constituted an errer in the manusaipt, 'Nhat aiteria and resources

were used ta correct these errors, and where the errors existed previously were

not recorded by the corredors; the printers, not being educated in the subjed

matter of the teXls they printed, often did not LI'lCIerstand the notations and

corrections made by the scholar. Like the centllies of scribes and students that

preceded them. the printers continued to alter and corrupt the texts in much the

same way as the "manual" transmitters. They made corrections and additions ta

the text without advising the reader ta the changes or preserving the "uncorreded"

version.~

Rashi's commentary was tirst printed in Rome in 1470.47 more than three

and one half centuries after he died. Considering the extent ta which the

commentary circulated and changed while the exegete was still living.48 an

explanation of methodology and conaete evidence towards proving the

authenticity and reliability of the manusaipts utilized by the printer wouId have

greaUy supported the credibility of a given edition.

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

43. Spiegal 206.
44. Ibid.
45. Ibid. 220-224.
48. Ibid. 207-208.
47. See Marx, 481·501; Offenberg. 494-505; Rash; Hashalem, vol. 1,

308-309.
48. Grossman (1998) 184.
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Sorne of the earfy printera, still wortdng in the tradition of manusa1pt

transmission, included a colophon in their editions, in which they praised Gad for

His help in producing the work and atlesled ta the authenticity of their versions.49

ln the 1476 edition of Rashi's commentary, published in Guadelajara, Rabbi Moshe

Alkabetz wrote in his colophon N-UCrJ 'nnln ,~,!SC expressing that he had difficulties

with the texl of Rashi's commentary from which he was printing and thal he used

"Iogical reasoning" ta eliminate the errors. He knew the text was problematic, but

he did not reveal where he made his corrections orwhy.S1 The lack of

documentation for this process of correeting manuscripls contributed further ta the

chaotic state of the text of Rashi's Torah commentary, as did the changes

introduced by saibes and students.

ln the 1482 edition of Rashi's commentary, printed in Bologne, Rabbi Yosef

t:tayyim son of Rabbi Aaron Strassbourg, the Frenchman, wrote in his colophon:

1was careful ta corred the commentary of Rashi, ta restore il 10 ils
pristine glory, as mudl as possible. And this was my duty. For 1
knew the studenls would find in it rest for their souls. where the tired
can find rest. Because the wards which were obsCll"ed in their
minds from 50 many e"ors. will now be for them as a light, and they
will be sweet for them in their moutlls.52

Sonne explains that Rabbi Yosets self-identification as a Frenchman may be

intended to lend additionsl aedibility ta his edition of the commentary, sinee Rashi

tao was a "Frenchman,Il and therefore, Rabbi Yosef must have a greater ability ta

deterrnine the most authentic texte However, how Rabbi Yosef corrected and

restored the commentary and how he knew ils former "pristine glory" remains

unexplained.53

49. Spiegal201.
50. nNtl 'lNi1V~ a» IlrUOD 'mun ,~ 'nt» '1'N 1TD mm amn TTrDm "~"

''')li''~ "'N'lYJO ml"a~ is the pertinent part of the Hebrew colophon.
Varying amounts of the passage are cited in Sonne 38; Ch. B. Friedberg,
Hillary ofHebf8w TypOflrBphy in lta/y, Spein-Portuga/, and Turlcey (Tel
Aviv: M. A. Bar-Juda, 1956) 92; Spiegal202. 1have not seen the original.

51. Sonne 38; Spiegal 202.
52. The Hebrew il: '!D iUVt') mœm "tnm '''YnrJ Ym'!m 11'11'D '%' "N 'MUl"

'~1' 'nU' no" Dnl~m,o D",r»nn 12 lJat1' 'ft"' ,'"'D''''' im'n "Mll ,'WNil
Dm lprtD'l muO am "'"' ""w,," ~"I'J D1InlU a'~"m l'" '''N D'-a'Tn ,~ .fQ

".011'!C. Sonne 38-39; Spieg81 205.
53. Sonne 39.
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Individual copies of printed texts reached far larger audiences than

hand-copied manuscripts, and their impact on the commLl1ity was significant. A

student leaming tram a handwritten manusaipt knew the physical teXl he was

using was imperfect; he couId see ail 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 amotations from

being written,54 but the printers did not fesve sufticient room in the margins for

these to be included on the printed page. Independent editions of corrections

lingered, although the inftuence they had on the general reader's attitude towards

textual transmission was far less substantial.55

Moreover, multiple copies of an identical text lent an authority to the pfinted

version that would never have been expeded, let alone assumed, of the

manusaipts. 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 tirst

edition,56 since editing and correcting manusaipts was timely and costly. Just as

the errors made in manusaipt copying were carried and compounded from one

text to the next, so too were errors manifested and sustained in the printed

editions. The authority asa1bed to the printed editions in their inherent

commonality and large circulation mitigated the desire and the need to corTed the

texts. Over lime, the candcu towards textual inconsistencies that characterized

the era of the manuscripts diminished, even though many inconsistencies

remained. This meant that the appearance of a LI1iform and thus seemingly

corred text grew, even as ideological preferences for the belief in a perfect text

54. ln Yehudah Aryeh de Modena's 1817 edition of the Rabbinic Biblet he
writes that in the first volume of hi. publication he corrected more than
three hundred errors that he found in the the commentaries. His wards
are '<'Pl ma»\') "pn~ iU'M~ "ua ",N 1"»' 'JaI)NJm 'M~l 'fC m
"'il' n!P ~i'1" 'D.) P1T1 ~"'n ~"'n P"In a'V1!)D3 '" "'1OID mau-ua "" P1O!D
'le~, anl) 0'1))" al ~ U'l!D '''N",~ 1C1'1~m Iôl ."'l'~p'nDl
D,..,. 'Da D'J'WJrI2 _ D'••,.""'......,..,,,..., tImIn Nn -r• .,•
.•,," 'ID' mm 'l'Dm nllDn evenice: 1817).

55. Ibid. 287·288.
56. Ibid. 208-209.
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spread. In fact, globally, the text rnay have become more readable, but that in itself

does not confirm its accuacy.

Avariety of soU"ces bear witness to the fad that Rashi included rnaps and

diagrams in his Bible commentary.57 His grandson Rashbam said in his

commentary to Numbers 34:2, "011 teacher, rny grandfather, explained and drew

borders."58 The number of printed editions in which these diagrams can be found,

however, is limited.59 The absence of the maps and drawings iIIustrates dear1y

some of the issues of textual transmission through manuscript copying and

printing explained above.

ln a series of articles on the subjed of Rashi's diagrams,60 Mayer Gruber

discusses the process by which they were omitted, as weil as the detenninants 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 commentarywith the diagrams he had included there. Rather, the

omission of the drawings from the ear1y prfnted editions of his Bible commentary

reftects the state of the manusaipts utilized by the printer.61 The process thus

began with the scribes.

Initially, a saibe had in his possession an autographed copy of Rashi's

commentary that included the diagrarns.62 Gruber enumerates seven witnesses

57. M. Gruber, "What Happened to Rashi's Pidures?" The Bodleian Ubrary
Recottl15.2 (1992): 112; Levy 109.

58. The Hebrew in Rosin 196 is ''1'J'J1M '''~l VI'~ 'l'i" U'~'." The translation is
mine.

59. Catherine Delano Smith, Mayer 1. GNber, "Rashi's Legacy: Maps of the
Holy Land, Il The Map Collector59 (1992): 30.

60. Ibid. 30-35; Gruber (1992) 111-124; M. Gruber, "Light on Rashi's
Diagrams trom the Asher Library of Spertus College of Judaica," The
S%mon Goidman Lectuf8s, 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 Booldore 19 (1994): 2&.41.

61. GNb&r (1992) 112-114. Altemetively, one might understand the omission
to reflect 8 lack of interest in the.. maps or the realiZation that
contemporary explonltions had improved on Rashi's geographie
informations. A similar fate befell the astronomical sketches in
Maimonides' Hi/khat Qiddush Hal;lDdesh. (See B. Barry Levy, Planets,
Potions and Patchments, (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen's
University Press, 1990) 99.)

62. Ibid. 121.
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ta 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 SOll"C8 WBS the author, and not some addition of a scribe

that would have circulated onIy in limited areas.63

ln numerous extant manuscripts. the saibe copied a tenn, such as i1t~,

that introduced the diagram, and he left a blank space for an artist to fUi in the

drawing. The artist never did his job, and to this dlY, the blank spaces remIÎn.64

For Gruber, these blank spaces are also proof that the illustrations originated with

Rashi. He writes,

While a map or other diagram added in the margin of a manusaipt
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!6S

The manuscripts with the blank spaces were eventually used as base texls

for the next scribes who woutd copy the introduetory formula but eliminale the

spaces. In the final stage of this copying process, the saibe would ultimately

eliminate the introductory term as weil, since il no longer made any sense. The

printed texls appear to be based on manusaipts of this final stlge.66

Elucidated in this mamer, the reliability of the texls of the printed editions

becomes even more questionable. If the manusaipts that were used as the basis

for printing already lacked any reference to the existence of these drawings. the

number of other undetedable errors and alterations Lnknown to the printer, is

LI1imaginable. Moreover, besides these imperceptible modifications, by their own
admission the printers made additional changes to the text. fu1her compounding

the problem. The modem reader has no infonnation as to how many manusaipts

63. Gruber (1993) 74-78.
64. Gruber(1992) 121 .
65. Gruber (1993) 78.
88. Gruber, (1992) 121.
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were consulted in the printing process, on what basis manusaipts were deemed

reliable, or what detennined tenable evidence ta justify changes.

ln 1866, Abraham Bertiner published an edition of Rashi's Torah

commentary based on ten manuscripts.67 ln 1905, he improved upon this effort,

consulting in approximately one hundred manuscrtpts, from which he decided,

based on his extensive experience and instinctive knowIedge,68 what constituted

the most authentic commentary of Rashi. In both editions, Beriiner remarked on

having seen drawings in sorne manusaipts.69 ln the first edition, he listed 1he

three manusaipts containing diagrams,70 but by the second, they had eppeared in

tao many manuscripts ta list ail of them. He did not indude the diagrams in either

edition.

According ta Gruber, despite the fad that the evidence prevented Berliner

from attributing the drawings to the addition of saibes, he couId not believe that

they really onginated with Rashi. At this point, the omission of the diagrams from

the printed text, is no longer accidental.71 Unlike the printers before him, Berliner

informs his readers of the resources he consulted in order to publish Rashi's

commentary. However, his lI'lscientific methodologies resemble the "Iogical

reasoning" of his predecessors. He does not provide an adequate aitical

apparatus with altemate options to the readings he has chosen, nor does he

explain the rationale for his choies. The fact that Ber1iner did not indude the

diagrams in his printed edition, despite the overwhelming supportive evidence,

suggests that his "experience and instinctive knowIedge" were douded by

subjective feeling towards the text with which he was familiar. As weil, sinee, by

his own admission. students of Rashi and scribes made additions to the

commentary,72 one wouId assume Bertiner's work wouId have attempted to sift out

67. Berfiner (1866) xi-xiii.
68. Berfiner (1905) xv. The Hebrew iS: 3'," ilDl pn,) nD 3UrO m:»'" nH" '",10

""" "~ar2~, Il'. '"ft, ,VOl"Dnl ïD'''lDn "::Il "P»m ~1T1 nOl1T1 1'3 "fDt~l
1:1 ~. ,.. ,lmno" "JmDIC ..,. t:m.."". ,"'ftl WItt 1»:1 '''IMa' ~"1
"...~.".,rm".., ~J~ tJ 'Mm"

69. Ibid. 348-349; Berliner (1866) 300.
70. Bertiner (1886) 300. n. 4. The three m8nuscripts were: Leiden, Munich S,

and from the collection of Rabbi L. Sorval.
71. Gruber (1992) 114-115.
72. Bertiner (18ee) ix-x; Bertiner (190S) x-xii.
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some ofthese added passages. Rather, he seems more comfortable daiming

the most familiar texl is the most authentic.

Without the possibility of viewing altemate readings or the discarded

evidence from the numerous manusaipts Ber1iner consulted, the public has

received Ber1iner's text of Rashi, but not necessarily, Rashi's texl. Despite this,

Ber1iner's edition has been widely accepted and considered ta be authentic

Rashi.73

When a self-proclaimed expert on Rashi daims to have consufted

hundreds of manusaipts and produces a texl that does not differ considerably

from the text familier to his readers, the incentive ta improve the texl of Rashi's

commentary is mitigated further. From the time when no text except that signed

by the author was believed to be lW1b1emished, to the invention of printing and the

circulation of multiple identical copies and into the twentieth century, the

recognition and acceptance of textuel problems decreased despite the fact that

errors were not only sustained but generated anew.

B. Revi.w of Previous Re••arch

Rashi's Torah commentary best exemplifies the impact printing had on

attitudes towards textual discrepancïes. Despite its tenadous popularity, fewof

the commentary's readers are aware of the questionable nature of the text, nor

have they made a serious effort ta correct or restore its original version. Even the

modem printed editions that minimally provide alternate versions in the notes7" do

not express to the reader the tnJe degree of lI1e8rtainty and UYeliability in the text.

Most students of the printed commentary had and have no concept of how a text

evolved through ils transmission, LI'IIike the students who leamect from the

manusa1pts and partook in the ongoing change and development.

73. Sonne 37.
74. Both t:t. Chavel, mm} ",," ImJg, 7th ed. (Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav

Kook, 1992) and Y. Herczeg, Rashi, The SllpifStein Edition (New York:
Uesorah Publications, Ltd., 1995) indude alt.mate re.ding_ of the
comment8ry in the criticalepperatus. Chavel utilized Reggio 1475, 8
manuscript tram the Oxford library (2440), end Berliner's edition. Herczeg
consulted »n"", 1W(see below) and Re.hi H.Sh8Iem.
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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. J:lzkuni

London 173.2 (Add. 11,566), a fourteenth century manuscript of a

super-commentary on Rashi, cites l:IizkLl'1i's7S comment on Rashi's interpretation

for Gen. 8:22.76 ln the citation, l:Iizkuni suggested that the saibes had erred in

their transmission of Rashi. The passage is as follows:n

Nn '.npln nYJpnl "i' tOv '~nl n~" l~::> '~n V~ ~Nn 'D' ~, il~

,~::> '~nl ,'~n'D ',VJTI '~n ~~p13n iT'!) N31'~1J ND "~D' "'13N
'0'3 '~n "P '0') '~nl"N "~YJ '~n '1"n "~VJ '~n' "~,, ,~:) '~n )nt

',VJTl '~n' ~"N ~N '~n ~p ~N '~n, l'DTl '1'0 '~n "~i' "'0 '~n' '''N
n~" l~:) '~n :n,,:) o'Un~~ lN' " lW o'~mnVJ~'n Hl"' Oln

'1"n n"l'n~ n~'3'1n o''-'''n, ", VJ"n ~)' nnN ""1':n t't"n "~VJ '~nl
"i' '1:)' l~:) '~n nN,nl Nlnn Ol'nD un:), "i' N,nVJ O"'JO l'n,

OVJl O:)'YJN'~ OD'VJNl ':11 o"~'n n~Nl 'VJ~:1 c'~m nc:) 'WVJ lC'
...,,'~n nN "):) ~1!)N

75. t:tizkiah bar Manoah, whose interpretive work is known as 'J'prn~ is a
13th century French exegete who refers to Rashi often in his writings.
See: Moshe Greenberg (ed.), Jewish Bible Exegesis An /nttrJduction, 2nd
ed. (Jerusalem: "Graf-t:ten" Ltd., 1992) 85; S. Japhet, "t:tizkuni's
Commentary on the Pentmeuch • Ils Genre and Purposes," Rabbi
Morrlechai Sf8uerFestschrift, &d. Moshe Bar..Asher, vol. 1 (Jerusalem:
Academon Press, 1992) 91·111.

76. In this verse, Gad is promising Noat, that he will not destroy the living
creatures of the earth again. He promises an, '1" "'1" lMl 'f'Nn '0' ~:::» 1)1

UDV' ""~ a", "n, ~pt Rashi's comment for the first lemme of this
verse consista of identifying which monthl of the year form part of which of
e.ch of the six selsons n.med in the verse.

n. London 173.2 (Add. 11,586) [IMHM 4921]1 fol. 10b. IMHM refera to the
cali number used et the Institute for Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, at
the Jewish Nation.llnd University Ubrary in Jeru..'em.



•

•

•

17

According to f:lizku1i,78 his text of Rashi79 identified the months '~nl n~"'~ '~n

,,~~ as the sesson "P , but the rabbinic S0U"C8 for this comment, Bava Metzia

106b, caUs these same months ~"n. He suggested that the scribes must have

misread an abbreviation of '"n as "P, and the error was transmitted from

manuscript to manusaipt.

This recognition of the saibal impact on the transmission of the text of

Rashi's commentary is one of the eartiest sources demonstrating that scholars

and students of Rashi were aware of problems in the manuscripts. Errors such

as misreading words or abbreviations were common among scribes, and t:tizkuni

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 t:tizkuni consulted present conflicting texts. The
edition of t:tizkuni included in mm '~D7n n~lJnD"n n'JJ'lt vol. 1 (JeNsalem:
Mossad HaRav Kook, 1986), is the edition of H. O. Chavel which is based
on the manuscript Oxford-Sodlein t Mikhal 568. MOlhe Menattem Aaronls
edition t 'J,prn (JeNsalem: Nl,VJ n03:), 1992) utilizes the manuscript Vilna
640 (p. 4). This version cites Rashi as identifying the months~'~n

~~ '~n' muas the season ",'" and then presents the source from the
Talmud. In a footnote t Aaron explains that the manuscript has an addition
in which t:tizkuni explains the scribal errer. The language of this addition
is parallel to the passage above from London 173.2. (Aaron t p. 51 t note
36). Chavet's edition (Jerusalem: 1986) cites Rashi (in I:fizkuni) identifying
the months \nVJ '~n' 10",~ ,~" as the season "i'. The inclusion here
of the Talmudic source makes more sense since it differs tram the text of
Rashi presented. Also in a footnote. Chlvel includes 8 mlrginal note
from the manuscript !hat diseusles the issue of the scribal errer again in
language that il parallel to the text tram London 173.2 (add. 11 1 566)
(0"" mm t vol. 1, p. 120). While the reliability of t:lizkuni.1 the source for
the suggestion that the scribes made a mistake in capying Rashi's text is
debatable. the issue at hand is the recognition thet the errora of the
scribes changed the text of Rashi and the attempt by later readera of the
commentary to restore il.

79. The printed textl of Ra.hi aveil.ble in Rash; HaShalem (Rome 1470.
Reggio 1475. Guadej.ra 1476. Venice 1524) 8S welles Bertiner (1886)
and Bertiner (1905) ail identify the ...lOns \DY-' '~1 Ja"~,~ .a "P .
Bertinert however, in his note. in the first edition (p. 15t n. 9), mentions
that I:fizkuni and athera, induding the ToseftII on Traet8te Ta'.nit, and
Rldaq have the 58ason 'r'''' for tho.. months. In the 1905 edition (p. 18t

n. 9), Bertiner only mentions the To..fla 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 tex! of Rashi. Their attestations of

errors in the manusaipts, \Nhich 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 wouId benefit tram a corrected edition. The primers

would have had no reason to admit ta the errors in Rashi and the improvements

they made, ifthis had not been a marketing advantage.

As mentioned above, the corrections made by the printers were not

validaled in any conalte way. The printers did not inform the readers how they

identified the errors. where the errors were found, and what the text contained

before il WBS correded. The reading public embraced the cheaper. more

accessible. and tlcorreded" printed alternative to the expensive manusa1pts,

forgoing both the hassle of acquiring trustworthy texts and an appreciation for the

tenuous conditions of textual transmission.

3. Samuel Almosnino

Rabbi Samuel Almosnino's super-commentary on Rashi is credited \Vith

being the first work, exduding the Tosafot. to include a systematic interpretation of

Rashi on the Torah.80 Very litUe is known of Almosnïno's life, including his dates

and home. although he is believed ta have died by the second half of the fifteenth

century. His commentary on Rashi was published in Constantinople in 1525.81

The primary goal of Almosrino's work on Rashi was the expanation and

interpretation of the commentary. However occasionally. he referred to textual

inconsistencies between variant renditions of the work. and he wouId instruct his

reader on the corred reading and on the presence of errors.82 Almosnino's

approach to the textual matters affecting Rashi's commentary was not systematic.

80. Almosnino. S. U'JIUlD>N >MDW ,~, )JTJn ~'fID '"'" "'),~ """,,g. ed. M. Philip
(Petat, Tiqva: M. Philip. 1998) 5.

81./bid.6.
82. Ibid. 11.
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and the methods by whid"l he determined the correct readings or identified errors

are not explained.

As with the ear1y prtnters, the readers have onIy Almosnino's word that the

choices he made in correeting the text are valid. Nonetheless, the very presence

of comments related to the state of the texi of Rashi's commentary demonstrates

that the need ta establish a correct texi of the commentary in order to explicate it

was recognized and that textual corruption was acknowledged as a possible

explanation for a difficult passage. Unfortunately, the corrections that were made

to the commentary without any dOQ,lmented basis except the statements of the

exegete himself compounded the corruption.

4. Avrsham Baqrat and Eliyahi Mizralj

Two sixteenth century super-commentators on Rashi were concemed with

the text of his commentary83 in their own warks, and they tried to correct the text

by comparing it to other manuscripts and ear1y printed editions they had acquired.

Avraham Baqrat, the first of them, lived at the very beginning of the sixteenth

century.&4 His primary goal was to restore an accurate text of the commentary

from the many manusaipts he had from different eras, as weil as from the ear1y

printings.85 Throughout his work, Baqrat referred to what he had or had not found

in other versions of the commentary. However, he did not

83. Other sixteenth centuty super-commentators may have made occasional
textual commenta in their works, but the following two, Baqrat and Mizra~i,

focus much of their respective commentaries on textual inconsiltencies.
One other exegete worth mentioning is the Maharal of Prague, Rabbi
Vehudah Loew son of Betsalel (1525-1609) whose commentary on R.shi,
",'K '11, is besed he.vily on Mlzrat)i's commenta. The work weI tirst
published in Prague in 1578. See HaMaharel of Prague, ",'N 1U l'.'D,n
D>wn, vol. 1, ed. Veholhua Hartman, (Jeru..lem: Makhon VeNlhalayim,
1989) 20; "Judah Loew ben Bezalel," Encyclopeedia Judeic8, vol. 10,
(Jerusalem: Keter Publishing House Jeruselem Lld., 1972) 374-379.

&1. The date of Baqrafs birth is unknown, although he il certllin to have lived
in Spain prior ta the expullion and .ventually to have arriVld in Tunis.
See A. Baql'8t, l'.'DJn> '"m l'n'>J/7rDr 1W, eG. M. Philip (PetaI) Tikvah: M.
Philip, 1985) 80-83.

85. Ibid. 7-8.
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clearly lay out his methodology in approaching the variants and in deciding the

preferred reading.86

The need to contrant the diverse versions of Rashi's commentary is blatant

from the consistent references to them in Baqrat's writings. The data a.dled 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 laid what manuscripts he

consulted, how many he had, or how he determined their aceuracy and reliability.87

Similar1y, Eliyahu Mizrat)i (1450-1526),88 the best known super·

commentator on Rashi,89 considered the textual variants in the commentary.

Utilizing Baqrat as one of his sources and following his example, Mizraf:1i attempted

to correct the Rashi commentary by extensive examination and comparison of

manusaipts. For the most part, his comments and decisions relaled to the text

agree with Baqrat's.90 Unfortunately,like his predecessor, MizralJi was not

systematic in his presentation of the altemate readings.91

Both exegetes demonstrate a keen awareness of the difficulties 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

as. Ibid. 8; ege70.
87. The editor, M. Philip, in his introduction to Baqrafs commentary, provided

references ta Baqrat's commenta regarding his choices of textual reading.
Most of these choices were made on the basis of evidence from more

than on8 manuscript. How8V8r. Blqrat did not offer .ny proof 1. to the
accuracy or reliability of the texts he consulted or ta the objeetivity of his
analyses. Ses Ibid. 8 (and notes).

88. MiZralJi was bom in Constantinople, and was recognized as the leading
rabbinic authority in the entire Ottoman Empire. See "MizratJi, Elijah,"
Encyclopaedia Judaic8. vol. 12. 182-184; E. Mizrat)i, DillOn ~1JJn, ed. M.
Philip (Peta~ Tikvah: M. Philip,1994) 8-9.

89. Mizrat)i, 5: EJ. vol. 12. 183; ... allO, Jean-Christophe Attia., ItEliahu
MiZrahi, Sur-Commenteteur de Rashi," Rashi 1040-1990 Hommage.
Ephraim E. Urbach. 475-481.

90. Mizratti, pp. 6-7.
91. Ibid. 7. Mizrat,i's raf.rances are very Vlgu.. '~UDa'~ :lm" and YJ'l"

"DiU ~UCVJ D''1!JO 8,. just a few examples of the types of comments he
m.kes in order ta justify his choices. The reli8bility of these sources was
not established.
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methodology or documented SOlI'C8S that suggest their decisions accurately

refled the authentic version of Rashi's commentary.

5. Rabbi Yase' ben Yisakhar Baer: nJI7 ?""
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

entitled J't).'1 ttO,'. He had in his possession an oId parchment manusaipt of the

commentary, which he claimed was copied over three hLl'ldred years earlier. He

compared this manusaipt with two early printed editions of the Pentateuch with

Rashi's commentary, from Lublin and Prague, and found many discrepancies. At

the urging offriends, he published his findings.92

17J'T ?cn' is organized according ta the lemmata in Rashi's commentary. In

addition ta the variants found in the manusaipt and the two printed editions, Rabbi

Yoset consulted the versions of the commentary used by previous scholars such

as his teacher, the Maharal of Prague,93 and Mizraf)i.94 He refers as weil to "other

texts," though he does not specify their origin or identify them.95

A unique and valuable quality of J7JJT 'ICl1' is the lack of interpretation of the

findings. Rabbi Yosef simply recorded the variants he observed.96 At limes, 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.97 Furthermore, he reproduced

illustrations that he found in the texts he consulted.98 Rather than detennining for

himself which readings were errors and which were authentic, Rabbi Yosers

unassuming work allows the reader to view ail the data independently. Variants

92. Vosef ben Ylsak"ar Baer, JIJf'f "OJ' ~(Prague: 1609) (Tel-AVIv: CI'nN
""':\, n.d.) fol. 2b; Spi.gal 308.

93. Se. above, note 83.
94. see note e8.
95. Baer, fol. ab.
96. Spiegal 307.
97. Baer, fol. ab. A review of Rabbi vos.r. key of acronyms utilized in the

commentary demonstrates the eXient to which he described the position
and location of a given variant in the texls he conlulted.

98. Ibid. fols. 57b, 58b, 81-64, 73b, 87., 109., 109b, 1288, 1338, 1348,
1428.
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from texts pemaps no longer extant have not been corrupted or correeted but

preserved for further comparison with other versions as they come ta light.

One copy from the original 1609 printing of Rabbi Yosers 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.1OO The book, however, remains difficult ta read, and its availability is

limited. Because Rashi was so popular and his Torah commentarywas

commonly read and studied, nJIT?r:n'was preserved LIltil modem limes, but 50 far

the lack of interest in textual inconsistencies has prevented this valuable work from

being reset and reprinted more dearty.

6. Amsterdam: 1667

Joshua DaSilva published an edition of Rashi's commentary in Amsterdam,

in 1667.101 Like his predecessors in Italy in the tifteenth century, DaSUva

acknowledged the large degree of corruption that had befallen the text, "in bath the

new and old printings,"102 and also, like the printers before him, he attempted ta

corTed the errors. Unique ta DaSilvats edition, though, was his inclusion of two

possible readings, when he couId not decide which version was better. He wrote:

"Whenever 1found two readings that were equally good, 1induded
bath of them in the text, and 1marked the second one on bath sides,
and 1called it 'another text.' "103

This acknowledgement of the possibility that two versions of the commentary

could be "equally good" recogrized bath the extent and the depth of the

99. Brad Sabin Hill, Incunabula, Hebraica and JudaiCa, Catalogue of The
Jacob M. lowy Collection. Rare Books and Manuscripts Division, National
Ubrary of Canada (Ottawa: National Ubl1lry of Canada, 1981) 29.

100. Ibid. 2 of edito", introduction (not numbered).
101. Sonne 41-42.
102. Ibid. 42. Da Silva wrote, a1 a'VI'1n a'V1!m1 m ~ 'VIN ,a'ln:l'vn•.. "

"...a'3"'.
103. Ibid. The Hebrew text reads: ",HnOU '''VI '''1a1O 'VIN alpa ml"

''''JD'O m""~ ",'lYJm 1!JO~ '1"'nVl nN'~•••iDl," nllYl ,."nVVl•.•nlllVO
".fU:JN ,nN "1!K' atQl '1'ODl yOl)
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problems in the text as weil as the limits of one individual, with an eclectic

assortrnent of editions, to make sense of the chaos.

7. Abraham Berliner

Abraham Ber1iner, in 1886, was the next smolar to confront the problems in

the text of Rashi. Consulting ten manusaipts for the first edition and over a

hundred for the 1905 edilion, he worked to restore the original Rashi. His

introductions in both editions demonstrate an astute LI'lderstanding of the

transmission process for manusaipts and of the practices of student and smbal

activity that led to the textual problems in Rashi's commentary.104 However,8s

mentioned ear1ier in the discussions of the absence of Rashi's pictures tram his

editions, Ber1ine"'s fail....e to indude a aitical apparatus that lists altematives to the

readings he had chosen or a verifiable methodology justifying them has aeated a

new edition of the commentary, but not necessarily the original. The reader has

only Ber1iner's word that he discarded the extraneous material correctly.

B. Rabbi Ephraim Zalman Margoliot: D'1!JN Dl!! 190

ln 1911. Rabbi Ephraim Zalman Margoliot published a super- commentary

on Rashi.105 The purpose of the work W8S to darify the content of the

commentary.106 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 lO:Iear.107 ln 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 weil as corrections and preferred readings.

Rabbi Margoliot did not Ht out to establish a corrected text of the

commentary. although almost every page of his wort contains comments related

104. Berflner (1866) vii-xvii; Berfiner (1905) vii-xix.
105. Ephraim Zllmln Margoliat, D'1DN DII1tO (Vlez: 1911).
1œ. Ibid., p. 5 of introduction. [The introduction doe. not h.ve page

numbers. The Pllregreph referred to begins 13"n DJI'JNl.)

107. Rabbi Silberatein wrote: "'YM'!D~" 13''' 'UHmIO 'VIN D'J'33' na» ,~"

''J1aNn»> 'U1'mm ~'~l "fOm. Ibid., p. 1 of introduction.
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ta the textual issues. Many of his textual comparisons were made with the version

of the text preferred by MizralJi and the Maharal of Prague, as weil as with parailei

citations and comments in rabbinic literature. He also utiUzed a variety of old

manusaipts and a collection of earfy printings of various works. Many of his

textual comments were based on ditfenng editions and visible saibal errors.1œ

Rabbi MargoUot did not claim ta have rare and reliable manusaipts, nor did

he provide methodological justification for the textual choices he made. D~ ~o

C'~N is not devoted solely to the text of Rashi's commentary. The comments

regarding variant readings were simply necessary for a dearer understanding of

Rashi's interpretations. Amotations of Rabbi MargoUot's work, included at the

bottom of each page and entitled D~' "', attempted ta clanfy and expand upon ~o

O'~N D~. The notes often included additional sources and readings, explanations,

and references for Margoliot's choices.

Only one decade after the publication of Ber1iner's second edition of Rashi's

commentary, C'~N O~ ~o emerged, dealing with the same larger issue of

Rashi's text, but with less consistency and less systemization, and without

mention of the eartier work. Rabbi Margoliot's textual explorations were veiled

behind a candid interest in the content of the commentary, and while the textual

questions were recogrized, their impact was limited to the extent to which they did

not defame the integrity of the commentary as 8 whole.109

9. Isaiah Sonne

Bertiner's edition of Rashi was accepted as the true text of the commentary

and remained virtually without rejoinder for fOll" decades. In the earfy 1940s, Isaiah

Sonne wrote that what Berfiner did for the textual study of Rashi's commentary

wes ln importlnt step, but certainly not the final worct.110 He suggested thet

Berliner couId have improved greaUy on his wcn by orgarizing his one hLl1dred

manusaipts into the groups or families in which they were copied. A family of

manusaipts woUd be the series of texts that were sequentially copied one from

108. Ibid., p. 3 of introduction. [The paragraph begins 1:m ""n.]
109. To the beslof my knowtedg., the contribution of DJ1!JN DI' "I9Ohas

bHn recognized only in Levy (1988) 108.
110. Sonne 37.
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the other. This organization would have beUer allowed Ber1iner to record variants

and altemative readings in a more useful aitical apparatus.111

Some organized ear1y printed texts into two families ta demonstrate the

possibility of Iwo distinct traditions of Rashi's commentary: an Ashkenazi or

Franco-German version and 8 Sephardi or Spanish version.112 He suggested that

the commentary evolved ta meet the needs of each community. Forexample, the

medieval Sephardi community is known for its wealth of literalist exegetes;

therefore, the commentary in the editions of !his family of lexts tended ta have

more rabbinie homiletics to meet this lack in their leaming environment. On the

other hand, the Ashkenazi students were surrounded by traditional, rabbinic

oriented lesming, and hence, they had litUe need ta add them ta the commentary.

Instead, Sonne found more literai interpretations in those editionS.113

Similar textual work has been conducted on Rashi's Talmud commentary

for Tractate Berakhot in which the standard version of the commentary was

compared with manuscrfpts, ear1y printings, and citations of Rashi. From them

the author, J. Malchi, concIuded that as eariy as the thirteenth orfourteenth

century, two main versions of the commentary existed: the Franco-German

version and the ltalo-Spanish version.114 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 darify whether Rashi himself wrote two versions of his work

or how dose to his own lifetime this distinction between them becomes apparent.

One wouId 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 dues they provide for determining the original. He did,

111. ItJltJ. 42-43.
112. Ibid. 45.
113. Ibid. 47-48.
114. J. Malchi, "Rashi's Commentary to Tractate "Berachorf A Comparison

of the Stend8rd Version with the other Versions," (Dili. Bar 118n
University. 1982) i·iv. A second thesis written 8t Ber 118n examines the
textual variants in Rashi'. commentary on Traetate Megillah le.ding
towIrds the preparation of 8 critical edition of the work: A. Ahrend,
'''''Dl-n'J mnno ",,~uu~", ""OU - rô'm 3COPJ) '''VI ~!»" (Diss. B8r
lIan University, 1995).
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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 ta his work has yet ta be forthcoming.

10. M. Lehmann and E. Hurvitz

ln 1981, M. Lehmam published a mtical edition of Rashi based on a 1440

Yemenite manuscript, and "medieval fragments tram Germany, Spain, Provence

and Italy."115 He campared these texts with the printed edition from Reggio de

Calabria 1475, Bertiners edition, and the readings provided by Baqrat in Seter

Ha-Zikkaron.

ln E. Hurvitz's introduction ta the work, he briefty reviewed the history of the

study of the text of Rashi, with much focus on and acclaim for Bertiner's work.116

He described the types of additions and variants fOl.l1d 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 wards commonly

known to be part of Rashi's printed work.117 HLl'Vitz also desaibed in detail the

qualities and charaeteristics of the manuscript.118

The manuscript is missing large sections of text from the beginning, middle,

and end'1g and therefore camot provide an aca.nte comparison for the entire

commentary. The intention of the publication was not to suggest that the

manusaipt was dose to the original. Rather, Lehmann, a businessman by trade,

found the variants in the manusaipt to be intriguing and, with Hurvitz's help, he

published the text with a aitical apparatus for others to share the manusaipt he

had acquired.12O Hl.IVitz himself stated that this edition weI meant to complement

Bertiner's work and to advance it, I1Ither than replace it.121

, , 5. M. Le"mann, rI» CommentltY ofRasnl on tlte Pentateue". (New
York: Manfred and Anne Lehmann Found8tion, 1981) vi.

116. Ibid. 17..23.
117. Ibid. 25-34.
118. Ibid. 35-38.
119. Ibid. 35.
120. Ibid. vi-vii.
121. Ibid. 38.
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Obviously a more extensive examination of this manusaipt in light of other

important Rashi manuscripts wouId be worthwhile. In the meantime, the

publication seNes only as an additional version of the work that contains variants

deserving of further exploration. Its contribution ta an LIlderstanding of the issues

and processes involved in the transmission of the text and its evolution to and from

the resulting Yemenite manusaipt is limited.

11. Elazar Touitou

The issues regarding the text of Rashi's commentary and a conaete

approach to its corruption were presented in 1986. In his article ''U noun "'~l ').1
"',,,, '''YJ, YJ,,'!), Elazar Touitou suggested that the smallest element common to

ail manuscripts was the original Rashi.122 He explained that professionaJ smbes

would not have dared ta knowingly change the texts they were capying, and their

careless and negligent errors can be detected tram the syntactic, stylistic and

logical traces they leave. These same saibes are also known for theïr tendency

ta have incorporated marginal and super1inear 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 evotution of the text is believed by Touitou ta

have developed tram the shortest version to the looge81.123

Touitou suggested that a campanson of as many manuscripts of Rashi's

commentary as possible wouId uncover the numeraus additions included by the

scribes and isolate the smallest common element, the original commentary.124

He explained that the manuscripts and early printed editions displayed many

traces to the additions and changes made to the commentary.125 He fu1her

opined that the ear1iest manuscrtpts are not necessarily the mast reliable ones.

Additions and modifications ta the commentary were made fram the very

begiming of its transmission, and, with each recopying, they became more

embedded in the body of the text.126

122. Toultou (1988) 215.
123. Ibid. 214.
124. Ibid. 215-218.
125. Ibid. 214-215.
126. Ibid. 216.
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The aldest extant manusaipt of Rashi is dated 1233, and most of the

surviving manuscripts are fi"om the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. The

manusaipts one wouId prefer to have for establishing an authentic text of the

commentary would be closer to Rashi's actuallifetime, and that of his direct

descendants and students. Unfortunately, manusaipts tram the eleventh and

twelfth centuries were most likely bumed with the Talmud, in Paris, in the year

1242.127

The one hundred and thirty yen from the time of Rashi's death ta the date

of the ear1iest extant manusaipt witnessed countless recopyings with even more

additions incorporated into the texte Over time, these changes to the commentary

lost their distinctive marks and traces and became unrecognizable. The valuable

manusaipts are those that consistently noted the additions and changes t allowing

for 8n unambiguous designation of the original element of the commentary.128

For his research for this article, TOlitou examined forty manusaipts.129 ln

numerous examples, he demonstrated the process through which the

commentary developed and expanded. He exptained the presence and absence

of notation marks and symbols denoting additional passages and the inclusion of

words and phrases like 'nlUl)l and 'lN '~lN', which suggest the contribution of a

student during his study of the commentary.130 The transmission process,

iIIustrated by Touitou with acute clarily, proposes that the original commentary of

Rashi was significantly shorter and profoundly different in its exegetical character

tram the printed editions studied today.131

By Touitou's own admission, sorne additions and changes to the

commentary rnay be lITecoverabie. Moreover1 occasionally Rashi himself may

have used the phrases like 'lN '1.31Hl, and thus one should be cautious in

suspecting ail such phrases. Nonetheless, Toutou opened an area of scholarship

long dormant but much deserving of attention. His consistent, organized and weil

documented approach ta correcting the commentary does not solve ail its

difficulties, but the recognition and understanding of the problem and the serious

127. IlJ/(J.
128. Ibid.
129. Ibid. 212.
130. Ibid. 241·242.
131. Ibid. 242.
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proposais for solving it contnbuted greatly to a renewed interest in the text of

Rashi's commentary and in fresh and original efforts towards its restoration.

12. Rabbi Mena(lem Mendel Brachfeld: !J!7n ?OI' 190

ln 1987, the sons of Rabbi Mena~em Mendel Brachfeld published a work of

their deceased father on the text of Rsshi's commentary.132 ln the introduction to

»i7 ?OJ' 1DO, the sons explained that Rabbi Brachfeld believed one of the

obstades to understanding Rashi's commentary is the textual comJption caused

by the generations of printers and corredors.133 He compared the texts of a

number of ear1y printings134 with "a parchment mal'1Uscript," and tram these

versions he determined the corred reading. His commentaries refted the

consultation of Ibn Ezra, Mizra~i and the Maharal for comparison.135 Unlike the

seventeenth century work, fUr, ?f:'1', this commentary dedded which was the

preferred reading.136 It did, however, indude a selection of the readings in the

other texts.137 Moreover, the sons appended notes of additional sources for

further differentiation.138

»n ?f71' is prefaced with an affirmation from Rabbi Shlomo Halbershtam to

the importance of the work and to his roIe in encouraging Rabbi Brachfeld to see to

ils completion.139 ln the introduction, Brachfeld's sons explained briefty the types

of additions and corrections that led to the textls corruption, and they included

references to specifie comments of their f8ther who corrected the passages with

these partiaJIar errors.1«) The introduction also described the different sources

utilized by Rabbi Brachfeld in his work.141

132.

133.
1~.

135.
138.
137.
138.

• 139.
140.
141.

Menat)em Mendel BraChfeld, »n 'lm' 1m7. ed. Yermie Brachfeld (New
York: Shaul Hotterer, 1987).
Ibid. 8.
M. Brechfeld himself compared the manuscript with the printings of
Reggio, Alkabetz, and Rome. His Ion added zamurI, Sond"a, and an
"old menuscript." Ibid. 11.
See for example, Ibid. 40 (9:9]; 41 (9:10] 47 [12:8]; 57 [18:1].
Ibid. 10.
Ibid. 10-11.
Ibid. 11.
Ibid. 3.
Ibid. 8-9.
Ibid. 11-13.
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The primary focus of Brachfeld's work was on the printed editions:

manusaipts that were consuted were assumed to possess reliability and

authenticity that remain lI1validated. Moreover. the reader was not told on what

basis Brachfeld detennined the corred readings. Even 50. the work compiles

important information regarding the text of the commentary, and the inclusion of

readings trom "incorrect" texts allows for additionsl companson beyond the

opinions of the author.

One interesting quality of »n '1"" ~"is the environment from which il

emerged. Rabbi Brachfeld was bom near Krakow in 1918 and, after the

Holocaust. he founded a Yeshiva and taught classes in Ausbia. In 1947, he

immigrated to New York and continued ta teach. As a follower of the Bobov

t:tasidic dynasty. he was also asked by his Rebbe ta copy and edit works of the

Rebbe's f8ther.142

»n ?o7',like the works of Mizra~i. Rabbi Yosef of Prague, and Rabbi

MargoUot, embodies the style of traditional, dassicalleaming. and at the same

lime. is pertinent ta the concems of the scholar1y enterprise undertaken by

Berliner, Some and Touitou. Both groups of leamed men examined similar texts

and employed comparable methodologies; however, they rarely fOQJsed on the

same issues. The textuel problems of Rashi's commentary have been

recognized. to some extent. throughout the centuries of the textes transmission.

but »iI 10" ~omarks the first lime sinee the seventeenth century that a

super-commentary acknowtedged that the textuel questions in the commentary

systematically hindered one's U'1derstanding of Rashi's interpretations. and lemma

by lemma. attempted to establish 8 corred reading.143 This publication legitimized

a place for the study of textuel issues in dassicalleaming without disaediting or

dishonOU'ing the tradition of Rashi.

142. Ibid. 7-8.
143. D'1!JN Drl1Wexamined only selec:ted lemmata in each pefSheh, based

specificelly on difficultie. understanding the content.
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13. Gilead Gavrayahu

ln 1988, Gilead Gavrayahu explored the influence of the censor on the text

of Rashi's commentary on Psalms.144 The book of PS8lms WBS the book of the

Hebrew Bible cited most frequently by the Ch....ch Fathers, and Rashi appeared to

have been responding to their interpretations and beliefs in his own work.145 For

this reason, his commentary on Psalms, in particular, was 8ubjected to the textual

corruption of the censor.

Gavrayahu explained three different ways in which the censor affeded the

transmission of the texte 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 wards that sound similar, or that cany double meanings, or

that hint at the real meaning of the interpretation. Second, the censors would black

out problematic wards, phrases or paragraphs. Third, in addition to erasing the

original text, the censors would add wards in an attempt ta change the original

meaning of the comment and refted 8 more Christological or Islamic sense.1~

Gavrayahu also illustrated the corruption effeded by the censor in two
examples in which he traced the transmission of the text in a variety of

manuscripts and printed editions.141 Furthermore, he presented the types of

wards and phrases that tended to be problematic. These consisted mostly of

terms referring ta 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 il 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, 'trMn~ a'~ '''vn nll-enou" JI7'"W """, ~J"ID~

)KlVlml?nD3J KlPD:J D'1PfU', &d. B. Luria (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sefer
Ltd., 1988) 248-261.

145. Ibid. 250.
146. Ibid. 249-250.
147. Ibid. 252-258.
148. Ibid. 257-259.
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editions of the commentary,149 when much textuel corruption wes already

embedded into the work.

14. A. Grossman and E. Touitou

ln the ear1y 199Os, in a series of artides in Tarbiz,150 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 manusaipt,

known as Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1),151 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

megillat with Rashi's commentary.152

For Grossman the importance of this manuscript lies in Rabbi Makhir's

daim to have copied Rashi's commentary from the manusaipt belonging ta Rabbi

Shemaya himself.153 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.154 The advantage of this manusaipt is the varying types

of notes Rabbi Shemaya made on the text and the differentiations among them in

the glosses. Rabbi Shemaya interaeted 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 ""')"~ " ']l~. (2) He wrote his own notes to

the commentary which in this manusaipt are appended with vlrious

abbreviations of his name ranging from ""CYl " ta YI",. (3) He also coIleeted large

sections of midrash and other lengthy discussions which he inserted in the

149. l~itJ. 251-252.
150. Grossman (1990) 87-98; Touitou (1991) 85-115; Gressman (1992)

305-315;Tou~ou(1993a)297·303.

151. LeipZig 1 (B.H. fol. 1) [IMHM 30142].
152. Grossmen (1990) 70.
153. Grossman (1990) 79; Touitou (1991) 86.
154. Gros.man (1990) 78, 88; Grollman (1882) 305.
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manuscript.156 Grossman's suggestion WBS that removing ail of Rabbi ShemaYB's

and Rabbi Makhir's comments wouId result in the text dosest to Rashi's authentic

work. 156

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 wntten in aaonyms, and by Grossman's own admission, the

text is often iIIegible.157 Touitou questioned to what extent Rabbi Shemaya felt

bound to the text of Rashi and whal degree of freedom he took in entering

changes. He wondered how one can be certain Rabbi Shemaya always marked

what Rashi instnJcted him to change in contrast 10 what he commented on his

own. The same questions can be asked of the scribe. His daim of consistent

annotation must be explored beyond his own statements.158

The legibility of the manuscript is also important in qualifying the text based

on its supposed aecurate annotation. Touitou pointed out that a smudged :n (for

n!)oln) can easily be read as a , and thus interpreted as a comment authorized by

Rashi, rather than an addition made anonymously at some lime in the

manuscript's transmission. 5ince many of the amotations are in fact

abbreviations, the potential for deciphering them incorrectly is great.159

The issue of the date of the manusaipt contributes further to these

uncertainties. Grossman argued for the thirteenth cent\.ly. 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 tirst year of marnage wit10ut having bom any

sons. This wouId place Rabbi Makhir in the tirst hait of the t1irteenth cent\.ly. The

second possibility is that he is the son of Rabbi Karsavia, the expert saibe who

worked in Paris and Rouen in the first hait of the thirteenth centu'y. This wouId

place Rabbi Makhir in the second hait of that centlIy. 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; Gros.man (1992) 305.
157. Grossman (1990) 89-72.
158. Touitou (1881) 88-87.
159. Ibid. 87.
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possessed a valuable serail such as one belonging to Rabbi Shemaya. In

addition, Grossman validated his dating of the manuscript with codicological

analyses.160

Touitou preferred the fourteenth century. He presented seven examples

trom the manuscript in which comments appearing to be Rashi's can be proven

trom other manusaipts and commentaries not to be his. Comments appeared in

the manusaipt that were not in other ear1y texls, and at the same time, were

attributed to I:tizkuni in other sources, thus confirming they did not originate with

Rashi. Since t:lizkuni himself lived in the thirteenth centLry, the comment needed

time to be transmitted trom text to text to eventually be embedded in the

commentary of Rashi and attributed to him. Regarding the codicological analyses,

Toutou responded that codicology was not an objective science, that codicologists

and paleographers acknowtedge the lack of certainty that accompanies each

hypothesis, and that one should be cautious regarding definitive staternents and

hypotheses.161

80th the thirteenth and the fourteenth centLlies are signiticantly later than

the lifetime of Rabbi Shemaya, and one cannat be certain that Rabbi Makhir really

was copying trom Rabbi Shemaya's personal copy of the commentary or that the

slatements attesting to the manusaipt's importance were not also copied by the

saibes in each subsequent text.162 Such attestations wouId lend great authority,

reliability and value (bath academic and financial) to any manusaipt, and hence

this prestigious reputation wouId be carried along with each copying.

An attestation of aulhentidty, however, does not predude the incorporation

of extraneous material that did not originate will Rashi into his commentary.

Touitou, in fad, cited a number of examples in his rejoinders to Grossman, which

demonstrated that not every addition made in Leipzig 1 (S.H. fol. 1) is accounted

for by the amotations of either Rabbi Shemaya or Rabbi Makhir.163 This supports

the conception that the many years separating Rabbi Shemaya and Rabbi Makhir

rnay have witnessed numerous changes to the commentary no longer detectable

by deciphering this ma,.,.satpt alone.

160. Grossman (1990) 88-93; Grossman (1992) 314.
161. Tou~ou(1990)109;Touitou(1993a)302 .
162. Touitou (1990) 87, 114; Touitou (19938) 298-299.
163. Touitou (1990) 91·109.
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The issues debated by these two scholars dearly 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 manusaipts 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 intncacies of Leipzig 1 (B.H. fol. 1) that have

been exposed by bath Grossman and Touitou are invaluable: their artides are

dense with information and rich in examples. The essence of their combined work

reftects 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 straighttorward 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 onIy obscure further the

original text.

15. E. Touitou and A. Van der Heide

ln 1993, Touitou and Van der Heïde each contributed an artide on the

subject of the text of Rashi's Torah commentary ta Rash; 1040-1990, Hommage à

Ephraim E. Urbach, edited by Gabrielle Sed...Rajna. In "Quelques Critères Pouvant

Aider à Établir la Version Originale du Commentaire de Rashi sur le

Pentateuque,"1&1 Touitou analyzed fOll' examples of Rashi's commentary ta which

he applied a combination ofmethodologies. He began with a aitical analysis of

the printed text, noting contradietïons or ambiguities within the interpretation, as

weil as oddities such as an abu1dance of homiletical passages.165 He then

campared a selection of manuscripts, looking for that kemet of the interpretation

common ta ail texts.166

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. Ibid. 400.
186. Ibid. 401.
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text of Rashi and also the inftuences on Rashi's intentions that are attributable to

the historiesl context, from the local exegetical schools, comm..nty interests and

needs, and relationships with Christian neighbours in general, and Christian Bible

scholars, in particular.167

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 appredation and

understanding of the content of the commentary is crucial to an analysis of its

authenticity, one should be wary of drawing condusions as to the goals and

intentions of the commentator based on a comJpt text, the intricacies of which

scholars are only beginning to understand.

ln ''The Longer Variants in Rashi's Commentary on the Torah,"168 Van der

Heïde explored the issue of establishing aitena through which to analyze the

longer midrashic passages that appear in sorne manusaipts and printed editions,

but nol in others. He opposed the idea that ail the variant passages were additions

ta the commentary as "tao easy" a solution.169 He suggested that knowing the

purpose of midrashim in Rashi's commentary woutd help in judging the variant

passages.170 While Van der Heide acknowledged the existence of confticting

opinions as to Rashi's purpose in using midrashim, he seemed ta propose that the

possible inaccuracy of the text did not preclude an analysis of the exegetical

methodology of the commentator.171

Van der Heide suggested focusing on onIy two groups ofmidrashim found

in the commentary in arder to assess their authentidty. The first are those that

present an interpretation of the biblical teXi "completely at variance with its natural

mearing;"1n the second are those that have been adapted orrephrased, 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) 419-426.
189. Ibid. 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.173

Van der Heide did not present any conaete answers in his artide, nor did

he actually examine individusl examples. His condusion wss that in arder ta

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 lime, "it may

be profitable to concentrate renewed study of the textual evidence."174 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 complex. Van

der Heide's repeated waming of the "ure of the circular argument" is justified.175

But the task of deterrnining Rashi's use of midrashim in general in arder 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 ditferent types

of passages found in the commentary helps to contrant the chaos in the state of

the text, but one camot 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 scholar1y focus on Rashi's exegetical

methodologies based on a fsully text, precedence shoufd be given to establishing

a reliable text on which to contirm or redefine these methodologies.

173. Ibid.
174. Ibid. 426.
175. Ibid. 424, 426.
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16. yits/Jaq Penkober

ln 1994, Y. Penkober examined the text of Rashi's comment on Ezekiel

27:17.176 ln his artide. fIl' ,l~~Nl'ln~ '''~' ~"~ nou ~'bl~," he explained the

convoluted and contradidory naue of the printed text and then proceeded ta

iIIustrate the process by which the comment evolved ta this state.1n Through an

analysis of seventeen manusaipts, in addition to evidence from two manusaipts

he himself did not see, Penkober established four stages in the printed text's

development. These induded Rashi's iritial comment. a revision of that comment

by Rashi at a later stage, a remark by Rabbi Shemaya as ta a variant reading of

Targum Yonatsn cited by Rashi in his initial comment. and another addition tram

an anonymous hand.178

The manusaipts Penkober consulted could be divided into families

representing each of the different stages in the comment's development.179

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 manusaipts and by analyzing

the content of the printed interpretation, he was able ta contirrn his suspicions of

textual corruption and demonstrate the process of textual transmission.

176. Rashi's comment for this verse, trom the Venice 1524 printing of the
Rabbinic Bible in n'>77,J n'lnf:J/J, vol. 9 (New York: Pardes Publishing
House, 1951), fol. 428, is the following: m9' "''''''~ D1PE' DY.'· ",113 'orol'U", ,,'3rn o'-omn '1'011 "!3' "un iTnH vn~' (n' O'œl~) ",3D 1HU 111 m:)
nD N1I~"'~' t'')I)3 O"NpnO rD," a'l"l!) lWnp ,,~ VIln', 'om Dl",
flCID~ 'J'lIaD 'll»!3~ ~' '!m m~ 'roM' JI01 o'm nvnn, nl'Ô 'IN"m vnn, Dm
UN H'~U" IOVl"", '11''-' NI'J~P1IOVl"' »sn J1'lD 'g'tfU 'a).",' a11", N1PD~
'OTI ~' "Pl '!b f1Hl YJUD "NPJ nU!) "~ ",m 'lN 'D1Hl D'~" O"l)I~ D'l'y.,
UN rol~n "»11 DYJ Dl' Dl", 1) nYn"lJ'J 0" 1"DJE)"~0" 1'D'nn D:\W lN" '~
't'N'10'1 N'ni' ~"P llD"" lJ'J'Ô 'IN Dl",' N'," p'!m PO ru'Dnl Dt' 0"1'U
ln"'~1"UrJ l'tm 1)!) Hln,1rJO"1!N(~ JDn '1Ol'~ 'J1'N1- :œ1 :NnJ1~U""N

:l")b~ N"DWIO ln'" nl'np) ~1\," n', D~ ))n

1n. Y. Penkober, "t' ,l:) 'Npln'~ '''Yn vrP!) nou '~11'1 )li", Ta!tJiz 63.2
(1994): 219-233.

178. Ibid. 230-233.
179. Ibid. 232·233.
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17. I:fananel Mak

Most recently, f:t. Mak explored the attribution to Rashi of a well-known

homiletical passage. In his 1996 artide,180 n~' • ""'rJ~ ""~D 1""'" ''''1 'P~ 0)1' "

"n""~ ,,,~, 'li"'!) 'N lv,m n~D " ~-0 '~OrJ n~'m 'v, Mak daimed that, prior to the

first quarter of the sixteenth century, the midrash that follows the words ,nN -a~ at

the end of Rashi"s comment for Genesis 32:5181 was not part of the original

commentary. In arder 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. t:t. Mak, ,,~v.e~ nvrnn,VI m-n - "",ov.e nn~D 1"''''' 'm1lJ) 0)1'"
mU'l~ ''''U1 tin'!)," ~N ,V1-n1 "tlD TarlJiz 85.2 (1996): 251-281.

181. The comment in the Venice 1524 printing of the Rabbinic Bible in
nJ>J7J nWlPD, vol. 1, (New York: Pardes Publishing House, 1951), is
the following: ~ ''',N H130 'N"O l)'N ,11 ION ~'YJnl ,~ ",~) PO - 'n"U
,,. ,~~ .':3 nD"ï'JU PO "n~ ,"nlO~ mn (~ 0 ~)O) '~tI ,,~ ",:rD
'mD~ 101 ""1ft' JnID1""'" 'mi ,,"n1Da»w= ,J"tVI ..".~ 'IN
:D')nn ,,~oPJ The phrase in bold is the midrash diSCUl18d in the
8rtide.
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According to Mak, the midrash appears in three separate eleventh or twelfth

century wor1<S:182 Lekab TOV,183 Bereshit Rabatl1B4 and Midrash Aggadah. 185 ln

addition, il is mentioned in works by bath Ashkenazi and Sephardi wrilers.186 Not

one of them claimed ta have read the passage in Rashi's commentary.

Furthermore, the passage is absent from five of the six manusaipts Mak

consulted and whid1 he considered ta be the most representative of the original

commentary, as weil as most of the eartiest printings.187

Most of the pre-sixteenth-century commentators who usually cite Rashi by

name in their wrttings do not mention this midrash at ail, and those who mention

the passage do not attribute il ta Rashi. However. beginning in the sixteenth

century, Rashi's commentators dearty attribute the midrash to him.188 Moreover,

Mak consulted nine sixteenth-century printed editions of Rashi's

182. Mak 252-253.
183. Lekaf:l Tov was written by Tuviah ben EUezer at the end of the

eleventh century, or the beginning of the twelfth. It comments upon
the Torah and the Megillot, and its sources indude the Babylonien
Talmud and many midrashim. See: H. Strack, G. Stemberger,
Introduction to the Talmud and Midrssh, tnlns. Markus Bockmueh',
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992) 389-390; E. Touitou, ~~ nUp).Jtt

",m, '''VI V,,,!)," nou~ 3'"ni» 1W "JI 15 (1988-89): 38; "Midrash
Leka~ Tov," EJ, vol. 11, 1516-1517.

184. Bereshit Rabeti is believed by sorne 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 utilÎzes sources trom the entire corpus of
rabbinic literature especially, Genesis Rabbah. Rabbi MOlhe
ha-Oarshan lived in Narbonne in the first hait of the eleventh century.
He wrote commentariel on the Bible and he il frequently quoted in the
writings of Rashi and Rabbenu Tarn. See Strack and Sternberger
388-389; Mak 253; "Genelil Rabbali," EJ, vol. 7,401-402; "Moses
Ha-Oarshan," EJ. vol. 12, 429.

185. According ta Mak, Midralh Aggadah weI compiled somelime around
the twelfth century. and a connection appears to exist between this
work and the midrash of Rabbi MOlhe H.Oarshan. The work is an
exegeticel midl1lsh on the Torah and consista of m.ny pasuges thet
are parallel to Bereshit Rabati and the citations of Rabbi Moshe
Ha-Oarshan in Rashi. The title of th. work ftl coined by S. Buber in
1894. See M.k 253; Strack and Stemberger 289; "Midralh," EJ, vol.
11 , 1511-1512; "Midntshim. Sm.ller," EJ, vol. 16, 1511·1518.

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.189

Mak conduded that the midrashic passage, known trom the lime of Rabbi

Moshe HaOarshan, was recognized in many different places. Over lime, however,

the source of the passage was almost forgotten, and an anonymous compiler or

copyist molded the midrash to the style of Rashi's commentary. Once

incorporated in the Miqra'ot Gedolot editions of the sixteenth century, the passage

was indistind trom the rest of the commentary.190

Like Penkober, Mak was concemed with only one small part of Rashi's

commentary, and his purpose was not ta generalize to the larger textual issues.

Nonetheless, his methodologicaJ 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 manusaipts 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 fOaJs of

serious exploration only in the last century, and with the exception of Same, really

only in the last two decades. Variant texts. scribal and printing errors and the value

of citations of the texi in other works on Rashi have been recognized, in varying

degrees, by many schofars. Pernaps the availability and accessibility of diverse

resources in modem times has permitted a better appreciation of the textual

problems while more advanced technologies help coIlect and synthesize the

enigmatic data.

189. Ibid. 258.
190. Ibid. 260.
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The artides, 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 entical edition of Rashi is ever to emerge, approaches that benefit from

each study would need to be considered and incorporated.

The sections below desaibe a different component of this quest for the

authentic Rashi, one that makes a signifiesnt contribution to determining what

originated in his Torah commentary and what are additions and corrections made

by later saibes and students. This component is the citations of Rashi in the

Torah commentaries of the Tosafot and the treatrnents of it there.

C. Citations of Rashi in Tosafot Torah Commentarie.

One key to uncovering the most authentic version of Rashi's commentary

is ta examine texts written as dose as possible to his lifetime. Until Rashi's own

copy of his commentary or any reasonable altemative is discovered, the Torah

commentaries of the Tosatot provide the closest possible substitute. The Tosafot

induded relatives, students, and coUeagues of Rashi who foaJsed their work

around his.191 For the most part, their writings were additions ta his, and took the

form of glosses, explanations and aiticisms.192 The citations of Rashi in the

works of the Tosafot should theoretically refted a Rashi text dose ta the original,

and their comments should help darify which parts of the present printed version

were his and which were not.

1. The Tosafot

The Tosafot were twelfth-and thirteenth-century Jewish schofars. who were

descendants and students of Rashi and his school. They were recogrized

191. J. Gellis. o~vn n~ *\!lO, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: "Mitai Tosafot Ha5halem"
Publishing. 1982) 7; Urbach 21.

192. Gems 7; Urbach 21·22.
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specifically for their innovative methodology in studying Talmud.l93 Their

dialectical melhod consisted of comparing distant Talmudie passages containing

any common expression or phrase, accompanied by an acute, entiesl reading of

the text. l94 Their fundamental priority was to resolve the contradictions and

dilemmas present in the Talmud.1E

The very name of this distinglished group of scholars alludes to a second

important component of their work. The word tosafot mesns "additions," and

indeed. the Tosafot saw much oftheirwork as onIy modest expansions upon or

explanations of Rashi, an iean of leaming they wouId never surpass.l96 Tosafot

commentaries on both the Talmud and the Torah often begin with a citation of

Rashi's comment followed by the explanation, addition or aiticism of the Tosafist

exegetes.197

For the most part. the Tosafot worked and wrote anonymously. The

commentary that appears on the outside margin of a standard page of the

Babylonian Talmud often attributed a comment ta a specifie Tosdst, but more

frequenUy the comments were stated without notice of authorship.l98 The same is

true of the Tosdst Torah commentaries.199 VVhile individusl Tosafot did write

193. In recent years, A. Grossman has suggested that the dialeetical
method of study associated with the Tosafot and originating with them
after the death of Rashi may actually have begun a generation or two
eertierl in the study houses of Worms. The Tosafot's disregard for
any earlier Frenco-German literature except Rashi may have
contributed largely to the disappearance of many eleventh century
works; but, the eXlant remnants augg8st that this critical method of
study associated with the Tosafot did not originate with them.
Nonetheless, for the purposes of this study. the Tosafot connedion
with Rashi is the primaray focus. and therefore. whether the exegetical
methodology emerged in the twelfth century or the .Ieventh century is
of no fundamental consequence. ,. Ta-6hma. "The Ubrary of the
French Sages, .. Rashi 104tJ.1990 Hommage' Ephraim E. UrtJech,
536; A. Grossman, J11Mm1n," ~v '1J1'V~" Jn"~3 D'J7'JI '''en, ad. Zvi Arie
St8inf.,d (Jerusalem: "Oaf-Noy" Press Ltd.• 1993) 57-68: Grossman
(1996) ~39-4se.

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

195. Ibid. 67.
196. Gellis 7.
197. K8n8rfog8174.
198. Urbach 21-31.
199. Poznanlki xcii-xciii.
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commentaries on the books of the Bible, they are few in number200 and consist

mostly of the weil know circle ofpeshat-oriented writers, such as Rashbam, Yosef

Kara,201 Bekhor Shor202 and Eliezer of Beaugency.203

The majority of Tosafot Torah commentanes are anonymous compilations

in which the author or copyist wouId perioctically reference a comment to "my

teacher" or to a particular exegete.204 Urbach suggested that the eariier

generations of Tosafot may have attempted to record the names of the writers with

each of their statements, but Ilat 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.2D5

The method of Tosafist exegesis of the Torah paralleled their work on the

Talmud. The dialectical analyses applied to the Talmud were exercised regarcting

bath the biblical text and Rashi's commentary of il, ancl resolving perceived

contradictions in Rashi's interpretations wal a common concem.206

200. Kanartogel 82.
201. Yosef Kara was a student and colleague of Rashi. He was bom

around 1060-1070 and died between the years 1120-1130. He Iived
mostly in Troyes, although he spent a significant amount of time in the
study houses of Wonns, and he is known for his commentaries on
piyyutim, his polemie discussions with Christians, and his Bible
commentaries, in which much is related to Rashi. See Grossman
(1996) 25+346; Greenberg 75-n; Poznanski xxiii-xxxix; "Kara,
Joseph," EJ, vol. 10, 759-760; G. Brin, !oP''"' ",~ 7wn"!Q D"Pf'D
(Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University The Chaim Rosenberg School of Jewish
Studies University Publishing Projects, 1989); and M. Ahrend, '':'' ~,'g
37'/11~ InP ?t1J' (Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 1988) 11-22.

202. Rabbi Yosef Bekhor Shor was a twelfth century French exegete and
Talmudist. He wes bom .round 1140, and WIS • student of Rlbbenu
Tam and Rashbam. He wrote a commentary on the Torah and on
Psalms. and he is me••uuned by name • number of times in the
TOlafot literature. See Poznanlki Iv-bocv; Greenberg 79-82: Y. Navol

mmn >JI "" ,1:0 ?f'1' '31 '1'11'.9 (Jerusalem: Mossad HeRav Kook,
1994) 1-17.

203. Very littJe is known of Rabbi EUezer of BHugency. He wes a twelfth
century French exegete of the ume generation of Bekhor Shor. Hints
throughout his ext8nt writings suggest that he wrote commentllries for
811 the biblical books, but only his works on luiah, Ezekiel, and the
Minor Prophets are 8vailable. SH. Poznanski cxxv-clxvi; Greenberg
82-83.

204. Kanarfogel 81-82.
205. Urbach 24.
206. Kanarfogel81.
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The integrallink between the commentaries of the Tosatot 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 ta be conneded ta the

genre and quality of exegesis they assodated with Rashi.207 These intense

associations and powerfullinks are the reason the Tosatat are an important

component in recovering the original commentary of Rashi.

2. The Citations

The Tosafot lived dose to Rashi, in geographic and chronological proximity,

as weil as in a common intellectual milieu. Many of the Tosafot studied with Rashi

or were students of his family members. Ail of them considered i<ashi ta 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 Tosatot was consistent and

systematic.208

These very concrete charaderistics of the Tosafot intimate that the

commentary of Rashi they cite in their own wntings should be the best witness to

the original version. Theoretically, one shoud be able to coIled and organize the

citations of Rashi fram the numerous manuscrtpts and printed compilations of

Tosafot commentaries and produce the text closest ta Rashi's own lifetime and

the besl 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 originaled with the exegete

himself complicates the recovery of the best possible version. For the ptIpOses of

this study, a text reconstrueted as dose as possible to the original presumes that

the work preserved by his students and relatives at the lime of his death includes

what Rashi himself wrote, wh.t 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. Alienafed Minority(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press. 1998) 140-141.

208. Malchi 234.
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Tos81ot citations, references ta the authentic Rashi or the original teXl imagine a

entiesl 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 aca.ncy of the citation itself always can be questioned. Scribes may have

"correeted" the Rashi citation in the Tosafot comment ta make it it confonn to the

version of Rashi with whidl they were familier.

Furthermore, the unintentional scribal corruption that one encounters with

the Rashi manusaipts must also exist for the Tosafot texts. The prevalence is

greater among Rashi manusaipts because of his popularity and the extent to

which his commentaries cif"CUIated, 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 teXi induded for the purposes of support or

disagreement. The extent to which the Tosafot felt bound to the exact wards of the

text from which they were citing and the degree ta 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.209

ln addition, the anonymous quality of the Tosafist's own writings,210 as weil

as the conviction that their work was onIy an dliated extension of the primary

commentary, rnay have atfected the consistency with which they aedited the

author of their sources, including Rashi. For this resson, the comments in Tosafot

that are similar ta the printed Rashi but are not attributed ta him, are suspect. On

the one hand, they may have originated with Rashi and were commonly known ta

be associated with him, and hence appropriate credit was not necessary. On the

other, Rashi rnay not have made these partieuar comments, but they were

attrtbuted ta him at some point in the commentary's camplex, enigmatic

209. Ibid. 234-235.
210. Stow 148-149.
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transmission procesS.211 The fad that these anonymous comments are not

aedited ta Rashi by the Tosmot may indicate that Rashi was not their original

source.

Finally, the issue of content and the concems and interests of the Tosafot is

aucial. The premise ofthis 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 ta the original. and the variants wouId be

explored further. However, when, relative ta the printed texts or the manusaipts,

the Tosatat 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 WBS not part of the commentBry utilized by the Tosafot, and hence, not

part of the original Rashi, or whether the content of this particular interpretation

was ofno interest to the Tosafot or of no relevance to the lessons they wished to

generate tram a given interpretation. Oetermining general trends of interest in

Tosafot writings would sharpen the evaluation of the citations. Oespite the

methodological issues that require serious consideration in the examination of

citations of Rashi in the Tosatol, this suggested approach to the text of Rashi's

commenlary constitutes significant and legitimate analyses. No one manusaipt is

free from ail forms of COlTUption, nor is any extant manuscript close enough ta

Rashi's own lifetime ta be a reliable representation of the original texte
Previous research has demonstrated that plodding through hundreds of

manuscripts and sifting out ail the marginal notes and other additional comments

clearty marked as such in the body of the commentary wouId not be sufficient.212

Over time, saibal errors, insertions by students and other textual alterations have

become 50 embedded in the manusaipts to be virtually Lndetedable. The

Tosafot offer a resoc..rce in which the very styte of the work is deftned by the

distinction between the citations of Rashi's interpretations and the comments,

additions and explanations that foIlow. VVhile the presence of textuel COI'Nption in

these works can be presumed, the allegiance and cori18Ction

211. Grossman (1996) 124.
212. Touitou (1986), (1991), (19938).
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the Tosafot held for Rashi's commentary should have a preserved a version of the

text in accord with the author's own interpretations.

o. Methodology

ln arder ta research the value of dtations in the Tosafot Torah

commentaries, a number of methodological steps were employed. The tirst step

involved a thorough examination of the ear1y prïnted editions of Rashi's

commentary on Genesis published at the back of Rash; HaSha/em (Rome 1470,

Reggio di Calabria 1475, and Guadetajars 1476),213 as weil as the main text of

Rash; HaSha/em (i.e., Verice 1524). and Ber1iner's 1905 edition.21" The three

eariiest printings were chosen based on their relative chronologiesl proximity ta the

manuscript traditions and their availability, and Venice and Bertiner were chosen

because of their popular acceptance.

This initial investigation illustrated the types of variants that exist between

the different editions and the extent ta which no aaonym, phrase or paragraph

escaped corruption. In addition, it served to highlight individual comments that

vaned significantly from one edition 10 anether, such as lacking large passages or

key phrases ta the interpretation.

The second step explored the printed comments of the Tosafot on Genesis,

and spedftcally their citations of Rashi. J. GelUs' D7r1i7 n1!Jr:nn "1) 0 served as the

resource for the Tossfot comments because of the anthological selection il

provided from bath manusaipts and printed editions.215 Gellis' work is not a

lextuaUy aCCU1lte representation of the original comments, and his concern was

not the textual disaepancies between the souœs he employed. One passage

often has many souœs attributed to it, suggesting that the exact comment can be

found in each of these manusaipts and publications. However, upon Uther

investigation of the original documents. the content can be demonstrated to be

similar, but the texts Ire not identical. In fact. Iwo medieval manusaipts of the

same document .-e rarely completely identical. This organization of similar

213. Rash; HaShatem, vols. 1-3, (1988-1990).
214. Berliner (1905).
215. Gellis, vols. 1·5. (1982-1986).
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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 charaeterizes these

texts. The uninitiated reader of Gellis camot appreciate this quality of the Tosafot

literature. Furthermore, his subtle editing of the passages ta achieve conformity

contributes ta the same kind of textual corruption being struggled with in the Rashi

manuscripts.

Nonetheless t the Pl6Pose ofutilizing Gellis at this stage was ta gain an

initial sense of the role of the citations of Rashi in the Tosafot literature, and their

relationship ta the printed editions of the commentary, as weil 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 exad words and phrases of bath the citations and the comments.

The impression dra\Ml from this starling 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 ta be recovered down to

every letter and acronym also became apparent. The saibes and printers

themselves were not meticulous about such details, and the variants among the

editions and the citations couId simply drive one who attempts such restoration

mad.

The third step sought to confinn the data extraded tram Gellis in the

manusaipts of the Tosafot Torah commentaries. Due to the sheer length of

Rashi's work on Genesis, the scape of the research was limited to the

commentary on chapters 6 through 17, or Psrshioth Noatl and Lekh Lekha. The

exploration did not commence with Parshath Breishith because of the tendency for

many manusaipts to lack the begiming pages. which were more subject to

damage and loss. The potential for examining consistently ten complete chapters

in ail manusaipts inaeased when lalntted part way into the commentary.
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Approximately fifty manuscripts of Tosmol Torah commentaries were

examined. These included super-commentaries on Rashi, anonymous collections

of Tosafot commentaries, exegetical works by individuals, and multiple copies of

Nt' 11JJ/!J and ;'77;" f7fUO.216 They ranged in date from the thirteenth cenb.ly to the

seventeenth centLry. The manusaipts were chosen primarily based on the list of

sources utilized by Gellis,217 since the comprehensive nature of his work

suggested he would have explored a large selection of the more important

manuscripts. In addition, the catalogue of the tnstitute fer Miaofilmed Hebrew

Manusaipts (lMHM) at the Jewish National and University Ubrary in Jerusalem was

consulted for twelfth-lo tifteenth-century manuscripts not mentioned by Gellis.

Manusaipts copied after the ftfteenth cenb.ly and after the advent of printing would

not be as reliable as !hose copied closer to the adual period of the Tosafot, and

those cited by Gellis in his list provided a sufticient sample of later texts.

The citations of Rashi were extracted from a careful reading of each of the

ftfty manusaipts, and the Tosafot discussion st.lTOU1ding the citation was

analyzed for ils relationship to the text of Rashi. Specifically, the analysis

compared the citations of Rashi to the printed texts of the commentary, and il

searched the comments of the Tosafot for explanations of the variations and for

traces of the present Rashi and its origins.

The final slep involved an examination of over thirty manusaipts of Rashi's

commentary. These texts were chosen mostly from the SOU"C8S utilized by

Touitou in his work,218 and they were supplemented by other pre-fifteenth- century

manuscripts found in the catalogue at the IMHM.

From these two resowces, the manusaipts were selected based on

legibility, dating, and the number of marginal notes and corrections present in the

texte A greater number of visible additions to the commentary, and the facility with

which to read them, increased the possibility of deciphering eartier layers of the

216. Nr, nJjIgis a thirteenth century collection of commenta on the Torah
gathered from .arlier worU on abbreviations C'1lP"Ull) and Gematria.
The work was compiled by Rabbi Vitzt)aq ben Rabbi Vehudah ha-Levi.
rrnn'MJlJ is a luper-commentery on Rashi written in 1313. in Troyes,

by Rabbi Vehudah ben Eliezer. See: Genis, 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 eider 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 manusaipts.

Second, the manuscripts of Rashi's commentary held the tenuous potential

to confirm the texts extracted from the Tosafot manuscripts. In other wards, if the

Tosafot cite only hait of a given comment of Rashi (campared to the present

printings), then a Rashi manusa1pt that contains only that same half, or has the

omitted half rnarked as an addition, would authenticate the citation as the original

text.

This potential of the Rashi manusaipts is tenuous because, as already

discussed, even the eariiest ofthese texts camot be deemed reliable. Many

additions and changes have lost distinguishing marks and notations and no longer

can be differentiated from the body of the commentary. The lack of profuse

corroboration in the Rashi texis does not weaken the value of the citations for this

very reason.

The manusaipts of Rashi's commentary rnay substantiate the version of

the texi cited in the Tosafot occasionally, but consistent corroboration would

suggest that the Rashi manuscripts were reliable, and the reconstruction trom the

citations unnecessary. Since the questionable nature of the manusaipts has

been demonstrated by 8 number of previous researchers,219 the lack of findings in

the manusaipts supports the value of the citations and their contribution ta

recovering the original commentary.

The subsequent chapters will reveal the various types of dtations that were

extracted from the Tosafot mal'lJSaipts; th.y will demonstrate the processes of

analysis that were lRJertaken in arder to substantiate the relationship of the

citations to the original text; finally1 they will prave that the citations are an essential

219. SM in partieuler: Touitau (1986); (1991); (1993).
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component to recovering the commentary that Rabbi Shlomo ben Isaac M'ote in

the eleventh century.
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Chapter One: The Printed Texts

A. The Standard Printed T.xt

A standard printed texi of Rashi's commentary is an oxymoron. The

adjective standard is defined as ''having recognized and permanent value,

authoritative;" the noun means "an abject or quality or measure serving as basis or

example or principle to which others should comonn or by which others are

judged."1 The text of Rashi's commentary has no standard. The manusaipts and

printed editions vary tremendously, and while popular editions like Venice 1524 and

Berliner 1905 have value, they have been falsely deemed authorit8tive 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 te

add more strata to an already complex excavation.

The Venice 1524 edition of Rashi is that texi induded 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 generallack of appreciation for textual difliculties

preduded a demand for alternate readings or details of corrections, modifications

and editing, and the extensive circulation of the Rabbinic Bibles and partial copies 1

which insured the relatively t.r1Îversal accessibility of this version of the texi,

attributed an authority not eamed by sdentifie means of acaeditation or by eny

documented methods of vertfiable textual reliability.

The objective of the Ber1iner edition was ta fix the corrupted texi and ta

establish the true text of Rashi, but while il became 8 standard version of the

commentary, it does not represent the text of the original commentary and

1. The OxfatrJ Dictionary ofCunent English. Id. R. E. Allen (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1987) 733.

2. O.Yid Amram, The MaketS ofHebl8w Books in ltaly (London: Holland
Press, Ltd.• 1988) 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 weil as the lack of alternate readings and

objective methodology, onIy adds his version to the number of textuallayers that

need to be stripped away before the original commentary can be revealed.

Rash; HaShalem is the tirst edition of the commentary to acknowtedge that

a standard text does not yet exist. It does 50 by induding 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 1~75 and

Guadelajara 1476 are included in parallel coIumns at the back.

The introduction to Rashi HaShalem explains thet Venice 152~ wes chosen

because of its clarity as a texl as weil 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 pu-pose makes abundantly dear that

one text of Rashi is not sufficient ta standardize the teXl of the commentary; even

four fall short of attaining this goal.

Nonetheless, certain editions of Rashi have become familiar ta the general

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 1905. The easy

availability of the ear1iest printings allows for a more extensive exploration into the

state of the text of Rashi and is an obvious starting point tawards grasping the

depth of the problem and the mamers in which il manifests.

This chapter will explore the types of textual difftculties evident in the printed

editions. The examples will demonstrate the tenuous natLn of the texts accepted

as standard and utilized as the basis for many of the exegetical analyses of Rashi.

ln addition, this chapter will justify employing these corrupt editions as the

measLl"e by which ta judge the citations extnleted from the Tosafot commentaries,

while refraining from using them as the example to which the citations should

conform.

3. Ra,"'; H.SltaMm, vol. 1,27.
4. Ibid.
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B. The Textual Pattern

Pattems in the variants of the printed texts of Rashi's commentary do not

exist. Missing or additionalletters, words, phrases, paragraphs, or entire

comments can be discemed in ail editions, and while sorne variants are obviously

more significant than others, they ail contribute ta the complexity of the text, and

they are consistent onIy in their fack of consistency.

The exemples that follow demonstrete this lack of consistency and

differentiate between those variants that convey significant textual evidence and

those that are charaeteristic of smbal copying, bear no relevance to the

interpretation, and essential'y, are irreparable. The accompanying analysis will

explore possible reasons for the variants and the processes through which they

oCCUTed; it will al50 demonstrate the perspective offered by citations regarding the

resolution of the textual difficultie5.

1. Numbers, Letters, Abbreviations

ApProximately three hundred and eighty-three lemmata are commented

upon in parshiyot Noa(1 and Lekh Lekha. This number is only approximate,

because the counting surveys ftve printings of the commentary, and not ail

lemmata appear in ail editions. However, ofthese 383lemmata fOU'ld among the

five editions, only nine comments Ire exadly identical in ail five printings.5 While

sorne of the comments may vary as insignificantly as an absent yod or vav, many

more contain complex differences, and the fact that onIy 2% are without any

variants fu1her elucidates the degree to which the teXls Ire corrupt.

Regardless of the extent to which comments can ditfer with respect to

additional phrases or entirely l.I'ique interpretations, ail the comments in the

remaining 98% of the lemmata contain the basic variants of missing or added

5. The followlng are me Chapter:verse references for Ifte lemmata that are
identical. The letters a. b, etc., indicate which lemme in the verse is
identical in corresponding editionl, .inca many verse have commenta for
more than on.lemma: 7:5; 10:2; 11:10; 12:13; 14:2c; 16:48; 17:108;
17:12b: 17:23b.
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letters, as weil as numbers and abbreviations that rnay differ in their

representation, from edition to edition.

(1) Gen. 10:131ists the offspring of Mitzrayim vAlo was the son of I:tam and

the grandson of Noal). The name of one of Mitzr8yïm's progeny was o'~n~.

Rashi's comment is identical in mearing in ail five editions. He explains that this

descendent was called O'~i1~ because the faces of those in this genealogicalline

resembled a ftame (~i1~). The Venice and Ber1iner texts read D'Cl' Dn'l!:)~

~n".6 Guadelajar8 (1476) has ~n~ 1'1.3n 1"'~v; Reggio (1475) reads Dil'XI'Lf

D'~n~~ D'Cl': and Rome (1470) mixes bath mem and nun endings with Dil')!)VJ

~n" l'Cl'.r
The significance in !his variant to the meaning of the exegesis is nil. The

sense of the ward does not change at ail whether it ends with a mem or a nun.

The pluralization of Jn, in the Reggio edition may have been an attempt to fix the

comment to the same number or to render the connection between ~n" and

o'Jn, unmistakable. This type of variant is rampant throughout the comrnentary,

without pattern. In this example, three editions preferred the mem ending, one
preferred the nun, and one used bath. The editions are not consistent in their

Preferences.8

The question ofwhether Rashi preferred mem or nun endings is

unanswerable tram the commentary. Saibes were consistent onIy in their

tendency to interchange these endings without concem. Similar situations exist

with plene and defective spellings and the random appearances of yod and vav. In

a simple comment such as 10:13, the variants can be ovel1ooked in the face of the

elear interpretation that emerges from the comment. In more intricate

explanations. these insigniftcant variants add to the confusion and to the

complexity of sorting through the layera of comJPtion.

The citations of Rashi in the Tosafot will not enable us ta decide whether

the words in the comment on 10:13 shoUd end with. mem or 8 nun, or 8

combination of bath. The saibes of these manuscripts were no more concemed

8. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 107; Berliner (1905) 20.
7. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 335.
8. See for eX8mple, 6:12 whe,. Venice and Bertiner now prafer the nun

ending and 6:20 where ail eclitions contai" a cambination of the endings.
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with this type of minutiae than were the copyists of Rashi's manusatpts.

(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 desaibes 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 thet the ark was, on that dey, submerged in eleven cubits of

water. The versions of the comment contain numerous variants besides the

differing representations of numbers and Ibbreviations, and the texts will be

compared, line by Une, in order ta fully appreciate their intricacies.

Ber1iner's text begins: N'" C'1.J~ l1»1'W1D .,:1'11., n11'nv 'D~ "11N 1N:)D

nDN.9 The Venice edition spells n~n without the yod;10 Guadetajara does not

indude the word n:1'nn at ail: and Reggio spells 1~'C with a yod. Rome's first

line is identical ta Bertiner's.11

Did Rashi indude the ward n~'n in his comment, and 8 scribe or the

printers of the Guadelajara edition omitted it, or was the word added in to the

tradition of the text ta better darity the sense of the comment? Touitou would

argue for the latter scenario. According ta him, saibes rarely omilted wards in

their copying but were more likely ta insert comments or darifications; hence

words that are not common to ail editions are not authentic.12 While the

Guadelajara version of the comment is certainly dear in the context of the verse,

the ward n~'nn is not superftuous in the other editions, and either altemative offers

a reasonable version.

The text of the comment continues with ils expl.nation of how this verse

9. Bertiner (1905) 16. For purposes of comparative analysil, the teXis of the
editions are often presented in orders different from the chronology in
which they were printed. This in no way suggesta that one edition was
awar. of the text of another, or utilized a"other edition in ils own
preparation. Despite the great extent to which Bertine"s edition
resembles the Venice printing, nowhe,. in either of Bertine". editions
does he mention the use of Venice 1524 al one of his sources. Bee
Bertiner (1886) xi-xiii and Bertiner (1905) xiv-XY.

10. Rash; HeShelem, vol. 1, 88-89.
11. Ibid. 330.
12. Touitou (1986) 214; Touitou (1993b) 401.
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suggests the ark was submerged eleven cubits. Bertiner reads: "''')I~ ~''':) ',nv
C'CV1 ".,,'" ",vn,e,' "''')1 Nlnv ~N nt D',nn 'VN' lN') V,", 'nza.13 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 Mameshvan, when the rain began. Bertiner

is not clear in his introduction as ta the significance of words that appear in

parentheses,14 but they seem ta be parts of the commentary he was uns....e about

induding in his text. In fact. while Guadelajara and Venice bath contain the ward,

Rome and Reggio do not.15

Rome and Reggio also differ tram the other versions in their expression

JN Nlnl, rather than ~N nl, and their abbreviations of the ward "n, (~'n').

Guadelajara dtes 8:5 only until the word lN') and then has '1)1.16 None of these

variants changes the meaning of the comment. The way different students and

scribes understood the explanation, the minor adjustrnents they noted to

themselves ta enslI'e a dear comprehension, and different styles of speech and

writing probably aceaunt for most of these types of variants.

The core of the interpretation foUows. Ber1iner's text reads:17

1)1 "'OJ ,nN Cl'J'J "on, "eN n,'LI),t 'LIen c',nn ')1 c'nl~11'n ,n,
''''JV N~1J) C'J'J' ", neN "n C" C'VV' n1JN n'VJlI V1Jn JlQ ,nN
nn'n't1 n,e, ",n1Jn Dl" n:1'"n nnl' ",1JN " N'N non N' "'0:1

.c',nn ''LIN' ,w,. c'e~ nDN N'" 3'l)1i'1ve

The comment explains thet the rain water (,n,) was higher than the mountains by

fifleen cubits,18 and sinee by the first of Av the tops of the mOliltains were

visible,19 then, in sixty days, tram the tirst of Sivan l.Iltil the first of Av, the water

subsided fifteen cubits. This amOt..nts ta one cubit every four days. On the

sixteenth day of Sivan, the water wouId have subsided onIy fou- cubits, sa when

the ark came ta rest on MOUlt Ararat, on the seventeeth dey of Sivan, the seventh

'3. Berliner (1905) 16.
14. Bertiner (1905) xv.
15. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 89, 330.
16. Ibid. 330.
17. Berliner (1905) 16.
18. As il S8YS in Gen. 7:20: D"nn 10:)'1 D'E3" Tm m»a)E3 naN mw wn.
19. As il seys in 8:5: D',nn '"Jin 111N vnn) ~",.a '"vn.
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month since the flood began in Mar1)eshvan, it wouId have still been submerged

eleven cubits, in weter that covered the mountain tops.

The variants of this explanation, in each edition, should not change the

meaning. In Bertiner's text, ail the numbers, except for the 1'" indicating the

sixteenth of Siva" and the '1~, for the four days, are written out in wards.2O The

Venice text is the reverse. The number four is represented by the '1 as in Berliner,

but both nDN n'VJ)J VJDn are written as nDN 1"", and the phrase Dl' D'VJVJ~ is

presented as Dl' "". Oespite this edition's apparent preference for letter

representations of the numbers, the phrase "'t';V ,VJ)J nVJVJ:1VJ is written out in

words.21

Guadelajara consistently represents ail numbers in !heïr letter symbols, but

the phrase indicating the sixteenlh of Sivan, "'0:1 "":lYJ in Beniner, was

transmitted as "'m 'OVJ in this ectition.22 The date of the sixteenth of Sivan was

changed to the sbcth day of that month, rendering the entire explanation

incomprehensible. The saibal 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 dearty apparent in manuscripts, and sorne sort of quotation marks or

supralinear notations abbreviating the letters, and maybe a few smudges of the

ink, couId easily lead one to mistake sixteen (1"') for six ('1).

The error demonstrates the unconvincing reliability of the printers'

corrections. Even if this error existed previously in the manusaipts, the printers

were supposed ta have corrected and improvect the texl of the commentary.

Sinee the sixteenth of Sivan tits more logically with the sOU'ldness of the

interpretation, and since manusaipts must have existed in which the ward sixteen

was spelled out, as opposed to symbols, the fad that this error exists in an earty

printing questions the LI'1described methodologies of the printers and confirms the

corruption that continued to manifest beyond the scribal influence.

The Reggio edition presents the numbers fifteen and folr in syrnbol form,

but the numbers sixty and sixteen are Mitten out in wards; the Rome edition

20. Ibid.
21. Rash; HaSha/em, vol. 1,89. Bertiner's taxi also ha. yPœ rather than ftI

11'0.
22. Ibid. 330.
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presents ail the numbers in their letter symbols.23 ln addition, the phrase in

Ber1iner o'n':!ll'n ,n, also varies trom edition to edition with the same lack of

consistent mem and nun endings. Guadelajars haB D'n':!ll'" anl; Reggio reads

l'nl:!ll'" ,n,; and Rome has the exad opposite of Ber1iner with 1'n':2:' l'n anl.
The Venice text is identical to Ber1iner.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 Guadelajara text, which does net change the

meaning of the interpretation, but raller, renders the interpretation meaningless.

Perhaps conscientious saibes 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 theirfulland

unmistakable words. Pernaps the choice of how to represent numbers wes as

random as the mood of the saibe at the time of writing or the amoll'1t of room he

had left on the line.

ln general, variants of letters, number representations and abbreviations do

not affect the meaning of the ward or the interpretation; however, this assumes

that the abbreviations have been correctly interpreted in their transmission. In

sorne cases, even these minor textual "adjustments" can alter the sense of the

comment.2S

The prevalence of these types of variants throughout the printed editions of

the commentary, the fad that onIy two percent of the commentary attributed to

Rashi are identiesl in early and popular printed editions, and the randomness with

which these types of variants are marifested conftrm extraordinary corruption and

suggest that a campafison of a selection of texts of the commentary wouId not be

sufficient to resolve these variants.

The citations of the commentary in Tosatot, by the very tenuous nable of

quoting aoother'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. Ibid. 330 t 89.
25.1" Gen. 11:1, Rome t Venice and Berliner record the number858 in the

letlers l"TU1 and Guadel.jara has n''O'U1 or 865. 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 defedive spelling, for

mem or nun endings, or for writing numbers out in wards or symbols, or even,

whether any of these details concemed him and with which he was meticulous will

be more accurately evident.

2. Syntax

ln some comments, the wards of the interpretation are more or less the

same, and the sense of the content is maintained from edition ta 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 saibes and in different ways. The lack of consistent

order intimates that the copyists or printers were Lnsure as to where certain words

or phrases belonged. One couId also argue that the marginal note was not an

addition, but a correction by the scribe who had omitted the dubious phrase

intended ta be reinserted in the subsequent copying. Unfortunately, the next

copiers were unsure where il should be inserted.

Comments that appear convoluted when compared with other versions

express textuel difficulty. Whether the ward or phrase that is presented in varying

positions in the comment was an added remark or explanation or whether it

onginated in Rashi's commentary and was misplaced because of human error

and the obscurity of textual transmission, the comment exhibits signs of

conuption.

(1) ln Genesis 6:9, Rashi's comment addresses fot.r lemmat&. Let us look

at the second lemma, ,'n,,~. This verse is the tirst of Parashat Noatt, and,

although Noa" himself is mentioned in the previous verse, this one introduces the

story of him and his family.

Rashi's comment deals with the idea of Noab being blameless in his generations

("n"~). According to the interprelation, this phrase can be lRterstood liller in a
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positive sense. which praises Noat)'s charaeter, or in a negative sense. which

does note The positive attitude would imply that even if Noat,lived in a generation

of righteous people, he wouId still be considered a righteous persan, indeed a

greater moral character. The negative view insinuates that. compared ta his own
generation, NOlt, was considered righteous but, had he lived in the lime of

Abraham, he would not have been considered exceptional.

Ber1iner, Verice, Guadelajara, and Reggio ail present the same basic texte

The folloVJing is Berfiner's version,26 and the minor variants trom the other versions

are presented below in the notes:27

i"'~ n'i"1 D'i"'~ ",~ n'n "N 'Pv~ ru~, ",'N o'~", ')''''~'1J ~,

,~ n"~M'n "N' i"'~ n'n "" ~, 'N)l' ''''N D'V'" V" '''',
.Dl':)' :1't'nl n'n N' Dn':1N

This comment identifies the praise (ruVJ) that can be associated with the

qualification of 1''''':1 and explains ils implication; il then presents the altemate

interpretation of disgrace or shame ('NJ1) and explains the sense that way. This

syntax is what differentiates the Rome teXl from the other editions.

The following is the version of the comment in Rome:28

11"N ,'~"'n 'N)l' ,",N C'YJ'" V'1 'UVJ, ,",N D'V',' ""'~'D V'
o'i"'~ "':1 n'M DN 'PYJ ,:) ""~ n'M 1''''''':1 CN O"D1N n:J~",'Nl i"'~ n'n "" ~., ,"D'N 'Nll' lTt'N ,'YJ",n Vil' i"'~ n'nv.0":)' :1't'n) n'n N' on~N ~ ",,:1 n'n

Here, the reader is first laid of the varying ways one couId l.I1derstand the

qualification of ",.",~: in the sense of praise or in the sense of disgrace. The

26. Bertiner (1905) 13.
27. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 72-73, 12e-127. Venice differs from Bertiner only

in the pl.ne spelling of bath occurrences of ~N. Guadelljera does not
attribut. the comment ta th. l'Ilbbil directly. Thil te. re.dl: "".".,., VI'

ru~ and then IfteIW.rds, 'ND) U't1le '1'V1n .1. Here l'Ynn hes the nun
ending ndh.r than the mem in Bertiner and Venice. This edition elso
reada O'p'-r~" .."m rather than D'prfJ '"281 weil al nm r1'" ,.hic
as opposed to ~ta. In Reggio, both occurrences of~N are written plene,
end l'tnn .lweys ha. the nun ending. The ward U'''U'D is abbrevieted to
":nu,c and the second occurence of~N does not have the preceding VIIV
al il doel in Bertiner and Venice, orthe ward »>c al in Guadelajara.

28. Reshi HeShelem, vol. 1, 128-127.
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comment then goes on to explain the nuance of each approach. The meaning is

maintained in both syntactie 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

midrashie literatlre. The varying syntaetic arrangements may refted the way the

different texts expressed this idee in theïr originellocetion. Midrash Tanl)uma29

(Warsaw) contains the following passage:30

n'n D'e" '1.3N ,n n'Dn3 ':1'1 n"n' ':1, ,c',nN ""1':1 N~" "1'1"':1
zaD N' U':1N Cn':1N~ ",,:1 n'n '~N~ ,n1~n ",:11~':17Jn "':1
~)""Dn C'''D:1 11rolD nn'nv ")'J~N~ "':1n~ Xt1.3 ,"'1" l'"

n'n D'cn 'DN ,n1 ,tt"l nn" ,'N n1.3l1'1.3:1 N~ ,'1',3 nn" nr.311'1.3:1
nn.nc n"'n~ '1U"~ ~ n'n'~~' ~1.3 ,c"nN n""~ ~,,:) "11"":1

.Q",~n C'l'D~ Tln~";) nn'iI CN 'U"~ n:n~n Cli'D~

The midrash is clear that "",,:1 distinguishes Noat,·s generation from the other

generations. Rabbi Yehudah and Rabbi NelJemiah differ on the intended meaning

of this qualification. One says that Noa" was blameless or righteous when

compared ta the flood generation or the generation of the Tower of Babel; had he

lived in Abraham's generation, he would net mefit this designation. This

understanding of 1'11":1 is compared ta a barrel of persimmons placed in a dirty

location. In that spot, the scent of persimmons cames, and hence, is

distinguishable; however, when the barrel is removed tram the fUth, its seent no

longer stands out.

The other rabbi daims that, as Noat, was righteous in his generation. sa too

wouId he be in others. The parable here compares Noat, to • ft.sk of spikenard oil

(which is an aromatie ointment made from this sweet smelling plant). Whether

this ft.sk is placed in • dirty spot or among pleasant scents, it wouId retsin the

same fragrance.

29. Mltlras" TanlJUma 18 a homUetical mldrash on lne Torah, Il.)(Jlts ln IWO
editions. with very different texts for Genelil and Exodus, but compatible
leXis for Leviticus. Numbers and Deuteronomy. The Ordinary edition was
first printed in Constlntinople. in 1520, end the Buber edition, based on
_ven manulcript&, wal publi&hed in Vilna, 1885. See: Strack and
Stemberger 329-333.

30. Midresh Ten(lume, vol. 1 (Waruw: Lewin Epstein, n.d.), Petah.' Noe(l n,
fol. 138.
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The syntax of this passage is similar to Rashi's comments in Bertiner,

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 Tan/.aJma (Buber) offers 8 different passage, although with the

same basic interpretation.31 It reads:

Y." ,l'11nl'~ 1n1.) .[l'11""~ n'n 0'1.33'1 i"'~ VJ'N nl m) nl'~'11 n~N
,c',nN nn'1~ N~' ""n'1~ i"1~ ,'N):\' '~'1 VJ" ,~VJ~ ,'YJ",

~YJ o'~~ [nND) "m ~O:)~~ 01N "" CN ,n1.3l' '~1n "1.3, "'1.3
V' ,~l~Dn "'~ i"'~ nN'l nl n'n ep ,nN) 3'1'N'l ~O~ ~ nnlN ,nYJMl

nn'n1111)1l 'YJ i"VJ~ n'l'VJ nn'iN) n')'l~ ,,~,;:) ruv~ mlN ,'YJ"1'v n'~M' ~YJ1.3 ,nD:)' nD;:) nnN~ nnVJ:»n i"VJ~ Mn'n "N ,n,VJ:»
,).' 11'D nn'" "'N ,:n" nn', Mn"M' ,~~ Ml']'13 "n'nVJ "DO~N

.n1.);:)l nD~ nnN

The syntactic arrangement of this interpretation is parailei to that of the Rome

edition of Rashi. First, the midrash presents the two possible nuances that can be

understood trom the qualification "11"~, and then each nuance is expounded. As

with the Rome version, Tan(IJma (Buber) states that "11"~ can have the sense

of praising Noat) or shaming him. An understanding of shame would intimate that

Noat) was righteous in his generation, but not in any others; a parable comparing

him to a silver coin among one hU'ldred copper coins iIIustrates his distinction only

among the ftood generation, as the silver coin appears beautiful among the copper.

Regarding an lI'lderstancting of "11"~ as praise, the midrashic passage

provides two parables. The first compares Noata to a YOU'lg girt who lived among

hartots, but was noble; had she lived among noble wamen, &he wouId have been

even rn(W'e noble. The second compares him to a barret of persimmons that emits

a pleasant smell, even though placed in a grave. If the barrel was in the house,

rather then the grave, il wouId smell even œtter. Although the midrash does not

desaibe the analogy to Noata c1rectly t like the comments in the Rashi editions it

suggests that Nost) wes nghteous among the flood Generation: had he lived

among righteous people, he wouId have been

even more nghteous.

31. MltJra,,, TanltUma, eGo S. Buber (VIlna: 1914) (Jen.tulem: Ortlel, 1964),
ParshfJt Noall l, foll. 18a-18b, (pp. 31-32).
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The comments in the va~ng editions of Rashi do not contain parables. but

the interpretation is the same. The differences that one ftnds in the syntactic

arrangement might be aCCOl.l1ted for in the discrepancies of the midrashic texts.32

Pertlaps a saibe or student attempted to "correct" the comment in Rashi in order

to align il 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 il.

The passages in bath Tan~ma (Warsaw) and TantJuma (Buber) present

the negative interpretation of ,'",,:a before the positive. In ail the editions of Rashi,

induding Rome, the positive is expounded before the negative. A vague

paraphrase of a known interpretation of "n"~ would probably have encouraged

many a saibe or student to expoll'ld the comment with more details tram the

midrashic source. Perhaps, the random mem and nun endings rnay be visible

seams of an attempt ta sew pieces of text together, while still maintaining the very

basic structure of the interpretation. Rashi may have presented the positive view

of Noat:l before the negative, and this was not "corrected," but additional wards and

phrases were induded sa that the passage was more similar ta its assumed

midrashic origine

Inconsistencies in syntax are a due ta textual difficulties.33 Variant

midrashic traditions provide possible sources for the problems. The citations of

Rashi in the Tosafot will elucidate the text that WIS familiar ta the exegete's

descendents and students. They can shed light on !hase comments in which the

syntactic arrangement asserts corruption, and they can contribute data ta the

larger pi(,ue of the textls transmission.

If citations in Tosafot consistently follow the syntax of the Bertiner, Vence,

GUldelajara and Reggio editions, then one couId condude that the variant arder in

the Rome edition emerged as a result of later interference. The

midrashic evidence supports this daim. If the reverse situation is the case. that

32. ether variantians Of !his comment are in sanhedrin 108a and Bereshit
Rabba 30:9, Midt8sh S8t8shit Reba, 8G1. J. Theodor and C. Albeck, 2nd
ed. t vol. 1 (JINsalem: W.hrmann Books, 1985) 275-276.

33. For a more complex lumple of this phenomenon, SM Gen. 15:6 in ail five
editions. 8S weil as R••hi HeShelem, vol. 1, 144-145, notes 13 and 14.
regarding the mid...lhic sources.
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this too, but one wouId want to inqLire why this version is not manitested in the

so-called standard editions. In sl.ld1 an analysis, the citations work together with

the printed editions not onIy to determine the original text, but ta elucidate the

process by 'Nhich the corruption develaped.34

3. Exemples end Prooftexts

A comman 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

preof or in the amount of the verse induded in the exegetical text. Seme citations

end with an abbreviated '111, indicating that the entire verse has not been quoted;

ethers cite only the few relevant words and do not indicste whether the text

indudes the full biblical source. Occasionally, one edition will have an additional

example or prooftext that is not present in the others.

(1) ln Gen. 9:24, Noa~ awakes from his drunken sleep and realizes what

t:tam has done to him. The biblical texl reads:

Rashi's comment focuses on the meaning of '''i'i1 1):1. In ail editions, the

explanation suggests that '''1' does not reter to age or size, as in the younger or

smaller son, but to character, as in the son who was lIltit and despicable. This

comment is supported with another biblical verse in which '''i' dearly does not

refer to age or physical size. The comment in Ber1iner's edition is as foUows:35

The supporting verse in this edition is Jer. 49:15, and the entire verse is cited. The

synonymous parallel structLn of the verse confirma the meaning of "-'" proposed

34. After the complete Inalys's of Ifte methOClology comprlslng the use of
Tosafot citations for reconstructing Rashi, Appenaix A reviews the
examples of this chapter and explores their repre18ntation in the Toutot
mlinUlcripts.

35. Bertiner (1905) 19.
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by the Rashi comment. Gael states he has made Israel "small among the nations"

and "despised among man," and the sense of small is despised or U'lWorthy.

The Verice and Guadelajara editions do not disagree with Beriiner's text,

but they do not cite the whole verse. Venice reads: '''i' nln U3~ 'n~n' ~~n

'll~ D'lU 1'113'U ,36 and Guadelajara has: D'lU ,,""l '''i' nln 1D~ 'n~n ~1O!)n

'111 'n~ .37 ln the latter case, the abbreviated '111 shows that the biblical verse

does not end \Nith the cited phrase. The indusion of the ward 'n~ as the last word

of the dtation ensures that the meaning derived fram the parallel structure of the

cited verse is dear. The omission of the ward 01za might suggest the ward was

unnecessary to the intended message of the prooftext; the omission of '11'

suggests either that the saibe was unaware the verse continued or that he or the

author assumed the reader wouId be familiar with the biblical sOU'ce.

The Rome edition of the comment cites even less of the prooftext than

Venice and GUldelajara: 1'Ml 1"i' '1.):) 'n~n' ~1œn.38 The tirst word of the

verse (n3i"1) and the key part of the parallelism ('n~) are missing. With onIy the

data from these four editions, one wouId be required ta ask how much of the verse

was cited in the original commentary. Rashi couId have cited the entire verse, but

lack of space on the line, error, or an iIIegibie or corrupt text fram which the

subsequent one was copied may have led ta omitting the end of the verse. The

more likely scenario is that Rashi cited onIy a few wards of the verse and, at

various points in the text's transmission, the rest of the verse or the important

aspeds of the deftning 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 il does use calls into question the SOlI'"C8 for

the dtations in Rome, Guadelajara, 8nd Venice. The text is the following: "lœn
-rND mue 'n~ O"U "m'u 1"1' nln ,~~ 'n~n1. 38 VVhile almost identical to the

verse in Jeremiah presented in Bertiner's text, this verse is Obad. 1:2. The

36. Ras"; HaS"alem, vol. 1 t 103.
37. Ibid. 334. Guadelajara does not have the vavon '10 as do Venice and

Bertiner.
38./bid.
39.11Jid.
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meaning and the synonymous parallelism are the same. The word 'n~ is parallel

in meaning to the ward l"i', as Gad states "Behold, 1have made vou small among

the nations: you are greaUy despised."

Rashi's original comment probably cited onIy a few words to remind the

reader of the use of '''i' in the Bible in the sense ofdespised. Since the cited

wards could apply to one or bath of these very similar verses, different textual

recensions developed. Berti"'-s use of the whole Jeremiah verse disregards the

textual evidence in Reggio, as weil as the rad 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.

ln most examples of this type of variant,«) the resulting textual corruption is

not as intriguing. As with plene and defective spelling, where one might want to

know whether Rashi had a preferred way of spelling, the differing amounts of a

verse induded as a prooftext encourage us to ask whether Rashi tended ta include

more or less of a verse ta support his interpretation. In this example, the verse

ilself is dubious. Pertlaps Rashi onIy induded a small part of the verse 50 that it

could apply to either source, and the meaning and proofwould be dear.

The citations of Rashi in Tosafot Torah commentaries can help ta resolve

these types of examples as weil. Saibes and students copying and studying the

text made numerous changes and additions. Often they added parallel examples,

or they completed cited verses and midrashic passages in the margins of text for

their own leaming or mneumonic pt.I'pOses. Since many of the Tosafot studied

trom Rashi directly, or from his students. the Tosatot texts have the potential to

demonstrate how much of the verse was cited in the original commentary, which

verse Rashi was considering Y/hen it WBS included in the interpretation, or whether

the prooftext ever formed part of the original interpretation.

(2) ln Gen. 8:11, the dove retuns to the ark with an olive branch in its

mouth, and Noat, knows that the floodwaters are subsiding. The verse reads:

D'~n l~i' ,~ n) )rf'l M'!):I Cl'" "'t M~ Mlnl :1')1 ,,~ nn'n "~NKml
.T'Nn~~

40. see allO 17:9 for eompartson.
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Two lemmata are explained in Rashi's commentary, and the tirst. n'!):l '1'''. is the

comment to be analyzed. In this explanation, Rashi sees 8 contradiction between

the male form of '1'" and the female form of M'!). He explains that the dove is

male, but in Saipture, its grammatical form is feminine, and therefore the dove is

sometimes described with femirine fonns and sometimes with masculine ones.

The comment also includes a number of examples from other biblical verses in

which the grammatical form of nJ" is feminine.

Berfiner's text is the following:41

'!J':J n:li'J "YJ~ O'rJ~' ,:n "YJ~ D'rJ~ lN"" ,:J, n'n ':»lYJ 'lN 'DlN
'l"~ crn~nl'C'rJ 'i''!)N ')J D'l":J) 'D:) n:li'J "V, N'i't'J:lYJ i11l' ,:JYJ

.n"~ nJl':) 1D:)' "'D,n o~ ""N:ln

The three prooftexts utilized in Ber1iner's edition are "'~n" O'C 'p~N ~ C'll':J

from Song of Songs 5:12, ",C," D':» ""Nln 'l":) from Ezek. 7:16. and nnl!) nn'~

from Hos. 7:11. In each example. the noLIl dove is followed by a feminine verb or

adjective. In Song of Songs. the lover's eyes are campared to doves by streams

ofwater, bathed (nl~nl') in milk. In Ezekiel. those that escape God's

punishments through the sword. pestilence and famine, are compared to doves of

the valleys, ail of them moaning (n,clil). and in Hosea. Ephraim is compared to a

silly dove (nnl!)). None of the verses is cited in full in Rashi; ontYthe relevant

grammatical association is provided. As mentioned ear1ier, Bertiner's use of

parentheses suggests he was unslI'e about the indusion of this example in the

comment.42

The Venice edition has the same text as Ber1iner without the parentheses

aroU1d the Song of Sangs citation;43 however, neither Guadelajars. nor Reggio.

nor Rome indude this exemple. Guadet.jllll reads:'"

n]i'l 'WJ~ O'~~l ':)1 ,NI, o'~~ llr"P ln" ,~~ n'n '~l't1 'lN '1JlN
'Pl ",1Jln c~ ""N:ln 'l'~ N'M n:lpl ""~ N'i'D:lYJ nll' ~II '!)~

.n,,'I) n)l'

41. Bertiner (1905) 17.
42. Ibid. xv.
43. Rashi HaSha/em. vol. 1t 91. V.nice has meni' inst••d of ."p in Bertiner.
44. Ibid. 331.
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Reggio's text is very similar:45

"ttI' C'D)J!)1 ':)l "YJ~ D'D)'!) ''''M N"i' N1" 1:)' n'M ':)lYJ 'lN 'D1N
D':) n"N~n 'l":) 17J:) M'" n~l'l "ttI, N'i't)~YJ nl" ':)YJ '!J' n~i'l

.""~ nll' "'Dl"

Finally t the Rome edition includes more of the verse fram Hosea but is still

anslogous ta Reggio and Guadelajara:~

~, n:li') "~, D't:3)1!) ,:)1 ,w.-' D'DY!) m-"i' "I~ "'" ':n~ 'lN 'C'N
1'" M"~ nn':) n'Cln D''O ""N:\n '31':) n~i') ,WJ, "i'D~t1 Mll' ~t1

.2~

Besides example missing tram the earty editions, the renditions of the comment

vary in their introductions of the examples. Berliner has the ward lD:) before the

first example and its parenthesis and before the last example; Venice is the same

as BeMiner. Guadelajara has the word 'Pl before ils last example (from Hosea)

and nothing before the citation tram Ezekiel. The Reggio text introduces the verse

from Ezekiel with the ward 'D~, but has nothing before the Hosea verse, and the

Rome edition introduces neither verse.
The discrepancies in the examples and in their introductions, as weil as the

other small variants,47 render susped ail the citations induded in the printed

comment. Comparable examples Wlitten in the margins were often incorporated

into the text of the commentary, and later scribes wouId add words like "J:) or '~1

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 onIy in later

printed editions and in parentheses, the other prooftexts couId have been

appended ta the comment as weil. The Isck of introductions ta the examples

supports this suspicion.

Touitou stated in his work that phrases such as 'lN ,D1Nl were indications

of Idditional material in the commentary.48 This wouId render suspect the entire

comment for this lemma and not just the exampfes used to support the gender

45. Ibid.
48. Ibid.
47. For example, Bertiner and Venice have W T1'" where Guadelajara and

Reggio have Hln ,:0 T1'n and Rome has "!» Hln.
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 'lN 'D1N in his

work. Since one woUd assume he is stating ail or most of his explanations, one

might wonder why this comment requires 8 special assertion of authorship.49

The citations of Rashi in Tosmot can address both the question of the

examples used in the comment and the comment as a whole. As with the

comments expoll'lded above, the textual variants in the printed editions insinuate

the presence of textuel comJption and the need for analysis and restoration. The

true depth of the corruption is ObSCl6ed 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 suth as this one.50

4. Missing or Added Comments and Phrases

ln general, the variants explored in the previous examples did not alter the

meaning of the interpretation, and while the euthentidty 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 textuel minutiae.

ln the subsequent examples, the textual evidence will demonstrate that

even independent comments and phrases do not appear consistent in ail printed

editions. These erratic components of the printed commentary include distind

explanations thet have no necessary connection to the interpretation common to

49. Interestingly, in 8 responsum by the Radbaz addressing, in part, oender
inconsistency in the Bible, he daims ta cite Rashi on Pera.hat Nega'im
(Leviticus 13): on""" U VI"~ 0'10 on~'l!I)0'1'» J'lV1!D TUD pm ~"l '''Ynl
N"T'Op 10" a"n nn 'D '1'H1I UU»>( JI,," aru VI'o~ D')Im1 a11. No IUch
passage œn be found in any of Rashi's commentaries, thus providing
.nother gaod example of the difficulties with Rashi's texl, but also
demonltrating a problem with the perception of Ralhi'. opinion regarding
masculine and feminine ward. in the Bible. Together with the textual
inconsistencies in the printed editions for Reshi's comment for 8:11, as
weil as the use of 'lM 1131"', this attribution to Rashi of • no longer extant
palsage on 8 limiler lubject in the Radbaz magnifie. the comple)Qtie.
involved in resolving the texl of Rashi's commentllry and understanding
his exegetical methodologies. r'';2"11D'II11'11J)NrJ. vol. 1, '336•
responlum 31.

50. SM ellO 7:18 for a comparable example.
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ail editions as weil as explanatory phrases that darify the idea expressed in the

·'regufa..- 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 Noal),

the farmer, planted a vineyard after he and his family left the ark: VJ'N nl ,n',
o'~ )IU'l ;'1l)lN;'1. The comment for the lemma 0':) W" responds to the idea of

how Noat, coutd have ptanted a vineyard if ail had been destroyed in the ftood. The

texts in Bertiner, Venice, Reggio and Rome are basically identical. The following is

8er1iner's version:51

The Venice text has the ward ;'1]11' without the yOO,52 and Rome spells '"n'l with

only one yOO;53 otherwise the editions are the same. They ail explain that when

Noal) entered the ark, he brought with him vine-branches ("nnJl) and shoots from

fig Irees (O'lNn '"n').
The Guadelajara edition of the comment has an extra phrase, darifying the

meaning of O'lN1l '"n". The text is the following:54

After the interpretation common to ail editions, this text has a brief phrase that

explains the term O'lNn ",n", as the stems from a fig Iree. The likelihood that

this comment wes added on ta the original interpretation is high, given the

gloss-like charader of the phrase. It explains an efement of the explanation, rather

than the biblical text, and therefore, seems more char8deristic of a

student leaming the commentary, as opposed to the author wrtting il.

The abbreviated ,~ is not lI'1COmmon in eKegetical wor1(s explaining

Rashi's interpretations,56.nd the Tosatot Torah commenteries might provide the

51. Bertiner (1905) 19.
52. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1. 102.
53. Ibid. 334.
54. Ibid.
55. SH, for .ample! GeIUs, vol. 1. 188. par. 34j 201. par. 50; 228. p.r. 4;

234, par. 1/H.
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original conteXl in which this comment may have been appended to Rashi's texte

ln 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 ail editions.

The fact that the printer at Guadelajara included this phrase in his version of

the commentary exposes the tenuity of his textuel choices and the need for

methodological justification for establishing textuel reliability. The presence of this

obvious addition in an edited and "corrected" printing of the commentary confinns

the visible level of corruption and magnifies the extent of ils subdety.5&

(2) ln Gen. 8:12, Noat, waits an additional seven days afterthe dove

retumed with an olive branch and then sends forth the dove again, which no longer

retums to him. The verse reads: N" n3"M nN n~" o"nN D'~' n)OV) ,,)t ,n",
")J l'~N ~'YJ TWO'. The lemma commented on in Rashi's commentary is the ward

""~~1, and the explanation, in ail the editions, explores the sense of the verb in its

grammatical construction.

The texts in the Ber1iner and Venice edition are identical, and read 8S

follows:57

~n'" 11lD" "n'l m11" 1lV' nt' ')I!)" "YJ" nlVJ N"N "n', "V, Nln
•1117JJl'l

The comment explains that the ward '''~~1has the same meBning as "t:'~1 in verse

ten, where Noa" waited another seven days before sending the dove out a second

time. The difference is that ",=,~1 in verse ten is conjugBted in the simple forrn of

the Hebrew verb c"l'n)f!) "D) and ~t:'~~1 is conjugated in the

reflexive form ~"M "3~). The ward ~~1 is the &quvalent of 1~"'!1, "and he

wailed," and ~~~1 is equvalent to 1~"':'~1, or "and he made himselfwait."58

The Rome text ditfers onIy very slighay tom this version. Instead of N1M

56. se. Rashi's comment for the first lemma of 6:13, and 11 :2, whe,. the
Rome edition has an added phrase that does not appelr in .ny other of
the printed versions of the commentary analysed here.

57. Bertiner (1905) 17; Rash; HeShelem, vol. 1,91.
58. The dag.ah in the aecond yod Nrka the ...imilation of the n of the~n

conjugation.
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m', 'WJ~, this edition begins with ~n" 'D:I. In addition, the phrases~" "VJ~ and

~"" "~~ are prefixed with a :1 and are read m" 'w~ and ~).'!)"" 'WJ~.

Finally, the meaning of the ward ~~l is presented as ""D", with an additional

yod, as compared ta '~1,)~1 in the other editions.59

The comment in the Reggio edition is not as extensive in its elucidation of

the grammatical contrasts between the two v8fbs. The text is the following:60

.l'1D"" "n", "1"~" ,n', m', 'WJ~ nlV N"N "n'l 'WJ" N'n

Missing from this edition is the dired connection of "t;'~~1 ta the reflexive form of

conjugation: mn', "V, nn.
The text in the Guadelajara printing reads only: "",1.31'1,,.61 The entire

explanation of each verb's meaning ancl their separate fonns of conjugation is

absent trom this version, and a cognizance of the grammatical nuances is

assumed of the reader.

The vanants between Bertiner, Venice and Rome and the Reggio edition, as

weil as between the three parallet examples and Guadelajara can be explained as

haplography. With the Reggio text, the similar endings ofm" and ~n" might

have caused the saibe inadvertently ta skip the intervening wards. A similar error

may have occured in the Guadetajara edition, since the worct that precedes '\1'11.311"

in the other versions, is the lemma ""~~1.

However, because the Guadelajara text is 50 different tram the other

editions. and the Reggio version racks the phrase that balances the explanation,

one must consider the possibilily that the original Rashi commentary wal the

single ward in Guadelajara. The auxiliary phrases in the other &ditions elucidate

and facilitate the explanation, but the fw1damental element of the comment is

the one-ward detinition in its rdexive form.

Like the preceding example, the explanatory phrases that appear here in the

majority of editions can be regarded as explanations of the comment, as opposed

to interpretations of the bibUcal texl. A student leaming the comment may have

noted to himself the grammatical clarification, and over time Ilis glass wes

59. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 331 .
aO.lbid.
51. Ibid.
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induded as part of the main exegetical work.

The variants in this comment demonstrate the importance of establishing

the text of Rashi's commentary before anslyzing his exegetical methodology.62

The issue of whether Rashi would have provided onIy one nuanced word as the

explanation or whether he tended ta be more comprehensive in his grammatical

desaiptions begs an extensive examination of his commentary ta detennine

patterns and tendencies. Such an analysis. however. is futile, until a reliable text is

published.

The citations of Rashi in Tosafot can contribute ta the resolution of an

example like this by clarifying the amount of the comment known ta the Tosafot.

like the example of the added phrase above. the additional phrases not induded in

the Guadelajara edition might have originated as part of the Tosatot

super-commentary on Rashi. As weil. the possibility remains that the citation in

Tosafot couId reftect the longer comment from the printed texts. which wouId

mean that the version in Guadelajara is. in faet, the result of smbal errer. The

generations of sustained corruption in the printed texls and in the manusaipts

predudes an aecurate analysis of onIy these witnesses; their potential for aecurate

testimony is buried behind the layers oftextual corruption. The Tosafot offer a

resource outside the complexities of the exlant texts.

(3) The last example for this section consists of a comment that does not

appear in ail editions and that couId exist independently of the explanation common

ta ail texts.63 ln Gen. 11 :3. the men of the generation of the Tower of Babel are

planning the constnJetion matenals with which to build the tower. The verse reads:

n)~'n en' 'nrn T!nV, re'~)' D'n, n~') rcn ln)M 'N V'N nDN'l
.'Dn, en, T1'n 'Dnnl 'PN'

Rashi's comment discusses five lemmata; the second, rDn. is the subjeet of the

following analysis.

The Venice and Ber1iner editions have the same explanation for the

62. See al50 9:3 and 11:8 as additional examples.
63. The following verses in Noa(l and Lekh Lekha are examples of comments

that contain lemmata nol addressed in ail editions: 8:19. 6:22.9:10,
12:17, 13:16, 13:18. 14:1.
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meaning of n~n:64

C":lnnr.)l 'D~)J D'l':)DttI NUl nlDtn "ttl~ n~n ,:) D:)D~)' 11'J:)ln
.13l~~ '''~''~N ll'J:)ln n:ln NVJ:)~ lN n~)J~ lN n:»N~D~

The comment explains that the ward n:ln addresses the audience to prepare

themselves. and that every use of n:ln has the sense of preparation, that they

should ready themselves and LIlite for sorne work or plan or lIldertaking. The last

phrase of the comment translates the or1ginal deftnition of run, 11'Dln, into the Old

French equivaJent, 8psreiller.6!5

The version of the comment in the Reggio edition is essentially the same.66

The phrase in the Ister editions, D'~MJ:)1 'D~)J C'"':)J:)ttI, has consistent nun
endings in this text: 1',:aMDl '1J~)J l'l':)DttI. In addition, the wards lN Ntt1D~ are in

square brackets, suggesting the editor's uncertainty with the reliability of these

wards. The /8'8Z comment appears as ,»~ '''~~N.

The la'az translations in Bertiner and Venice and Reggio, while slightly

different, are obviously related. The variant of 1 :l and a , can be explained

through scribal error - the smudged letter couId appear as either of the two - or due

ta the transmission of unfamiliar wards. ItaUln scribes or pr1nters would not

necessarily have understood the translation into French, which could result in

miscopyings.

The Guadelajara teX! differs 1 little more dramatically from the Reggio

edition, and its 18'8Z translation is presented as its own separate lemma.67 The

comment reads:

ll!l n'N'J:)~ ,":lMJ:)l '7J~)J ,'l':)DV nlDln "V~ n:ln ~:) C:)J:)~)J ll'Dtn
.':l101,ra

The phrase ':l1 i11'N' lN Ippears in place of HIIJ'J' lN n~~ lN and, when

considered with the reversai of the terms n~)I and NttlJ'J in Reggio, U'1dennines the

64. Berliner (1905)121: Rash; HaSh.leml vol. 11112.
85. See A. Silbermann, vol. 1, 44.
86. Rashi HaShalem, vol. ',338.
67./bid.



•

•

•

n

authenticity of bath phrases. Fld1ermore. the presentation of the la'az translation

as its own lemma intimates its existence as a comment independent of Rashi's

work. The appearance of a self-suflicient comment in different places within the

commentary hints at an origin extraneous ta the body of the work. like a marginal

note. inserted erroneously into the text in varying loci.

ln the Rome edition. the la'az translation is missing completely.68 The text

reads:

,":lnnr.n aJ'J~)IDr! "]'~D~ lml nl1.3ln "~" n:li1~ O~1.)~)I ll'r.nn
.NVC" lN n~)I~ lN n~N'J'J"

Exduding the insignificant additionsl wards Nln and nN, this text differs only in the

absence of the Frendl translation. The presentation of the la '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.

ln general, the actual/a'azwords in Rashi's commentary vary greatly

between the different editions, probably because of the scribes' ignorance of

French. However, saibes were paid ta copy, not to think or lI'lderstand, and the

likelihood that they would decide ta omit a la '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 la'azim were added into the

commentary by students and coIleagues of Rashi is certainly conceivable.

Menat)em Bantt has referred ta a French translation of the Bible that was

accessible in an oral fonn to schalara of Rashi's time, ifnot before.69 This wouId

suggest that students of the eleventh centuy and later first leamed the Bible in

French. their mother-tongue, before progressing to higher levels of leaning

involving the Hebrew text and comment8ries. In such a setting, one can imagine

68./bid.
89. M. Banitt. ''O,wn ml Kli'O' '''Yn '""11" Benjamin De Vites Memoria/

Volume, ed. E. Z. Mel.med (Jerusalem: T.I Aviv University R....rch
Authority end 8tichting Fronik8 S&nders Fonds, 1968) 252-253: M. Banitt.
"Les Poterim." Revue de, Études Juives 125 (1988): 21-24: M. Banitt. "La
Langue V.maculaire dans les Commentaires de Raschi," Rash;
1040-1990 Hommage. Ephraim E. UrlJach, 412; M. Banitt. "Le Français
chez Rachi," Rach;: 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 itself or of a ward in

Rashi's commentary. Sorne of these latazim rnay have originated from Rashi,

instigated by a student's query or the result of Rashi's later editing; many may

have originated trom scholars, students, and saibes, even generations after

Rashi, who were teaching, studying or copying the text, and who wished to clsrify

words or ideas for themselves or others.

The resources for French eqlivstents of difficult Hebrew words were

certainlyavailable, be they in the French translation of the Bible, in the French

glosses that emerged in the eleventh and twelfth centu'ies, or in the work of the

Poterim, like Men8f)em Bar t:telbo, of the tenth cenlLly.70 The question is whether

Rashi's commentarfes were a resoU"C8 for French translations of Hebrew wards

or a repository for definitions assembled from elsewhere. The evidence from the

earty printed editions suggests that the answer is far from desr.

Of seventy-two latazim COU'lted in the printed texls of Rashi's

commentary on 811 of Genesis,71 onIy nine appesr in ail five of the esrfy editions

examined ,72 and M. Alberts mentions two that do not appear in eny of them.73

Twenty..six la'azim do not appesr in any of the three earty printed editions, Rome,

7D.lbid.
71. The process by which the la'azim were gathered is as follows. The words

t~, t''1O, t~ and t'm were searched in the Bar lIan database (Bar lIan's
Judeic Ubraty CO- ROM (Spring VaUey, N. Y.: Torah Education Software.
1994) to attain an initiallist. This provided e1 sources. A. Darmestete"'s
work, "Les gloses françaises de Raschi dans la Bible," Revue des Études
Juives, 53-56 (1907-1908) and l'J'J> DJID by Moshe Alberts, vol. 1 (New
York: s.n.. 1917-25), both systematie examinetions of every J.tez in
Rashi's Bible commentary, were then consulted. Many of tho.e word.
missed by the computer were nat identified es Je'ezim in the text. The only
way to have found them wouId have been to heve known the eXild WOrd,
or at le8st the comment in which il appe8rs. Other Ja 'azim th8t were not
found with the computer do not app88r in the better known editionl of
Rashi's commentary, and therefore, were not in the text of the datllbllse.
Sorne of these were located in the V8riouS editions consultecl for anelysis
and sorne were not. An addition.' .Ieven J.'azim wera identified tram
the.. sources.

72. The verses in Genesis in which the ,.'.Zim are found in Rashi's
corresponding commentllry are: 1:27,3:24,4:18,4:23,11:3,14:14,30:37
(~~po), 30:37 C"E3"1Y1), 43:11.

73.25:25,32:33. Alberti, vol. 1,94,111-112.
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Reggio, and Guadelajara?" and thirty-four do not appear in sorne combination of

these three editions.7S ln otherwards, sixty /a'Bzim are missing from one or more

of the three early printings, but appear consistently in Venice and Ber1iner. The

remaining IWo /a'azim appear onIy in Reggio and Guadelajara,76 respectively, but

not in any of the other editions, induding Vence and Ber1iner.

The signiticance of this data is puzzling. The /a'azim are considered ta be a

characteristic part of Rashi's commentary, and yet over 85% of them are missing

from the ear1y printed editions. In this exemple, the missing la'azfrom the Rome

edition is onIy the tip of the iceberg. While, historically, the idea that

Rashi may have included French in his Hebrew commentanes 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 centuies of non-French speaking saibes and students

increased the probability that the foreign wards in particular wouId be subjeeted to

errOf, the Tosafot's citations of Rashi's use of la'azim wouId help ta resolve this

question. Geographicallyand intellectually dose to Rashi, the Tosafot induded

French translations in their own commentaries. This fad precludes the argument

that a lack of citations of Rashi's use of French reflects a Tosafot lack of interest in

such exegesis. Rather, a signifiesnt lack of citations of Rashi's French definitions

coud signify an inauthentic component of the commentary.

Independent phrases or self-sutlicient comments that do net appear

consistently in ail printed editions indicate sorne type of textual comJption. Utilizing

74. The verse that contain la '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.
31:34,33:10,38:18,40:1, 40:10 (D~""), 40:10 (m~), 41:2, 41:3,41:5,
41:8.41:15.41:19.45:2,48:7.49:8,49:11,49:13, 49:1&, 49:26.

75. Verses in which '.'aZÎm are milsing from Rome end Reggio: 19:17. 19:28.
23:18,24:14.30:20.33:13,41:5,44:2. Missing from Rome and Alkllbetz:
1:2 (lra, W't), 41 :7. Mil.ing from Reggio and Alkabetz: 4:18, 23:13. 25:25
(~YJ), 26:14,26:21,31:10,31:37,37:2,40:18.41:40,47:7. Missing from
Rome: 1:11,11:3 (ran), 41:6; Missing from Reggio: 15:2,20:16,30:32.
30:37 (lm), 33:11. 37:25,41:14,43:16. Missing from Alklbetz: 1:2
(Mn-m). 1:24.

76. Genesis 7:22 in Reggio end Genesis 14:14 (P'1") in Alkllbetz.
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the texts themselves to resolve the corruption runs the risk of developing circular

arguments. The data on the la'azim emphasize this concem. Rashi rnay not have

induded French translations consistently and deliberately in his commentary. His

exegetical methodologies camot be analyzed or even defined until the issues of

text have been resolved. Employing the evidence of corTUption from the printed

editions, the citations in Tosafot can substantiate textual inconsistencies and

propose authenticity, or lack thereof.

5. Differing Exp/anations

At limes. the variants between the printed editions of Rashi's commentary

are more substantial than alternative spellings. ward arder. or prooftexts. The

actual interpretation differs tram edition to edition. Exduding 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 bya new one. The

admission of such a possibility widens the depth and breadth of comJption

considerably.

(1) ln Gen. 12:16. upon arrivai in Egypt. where Sarah's beauty is praised

and she is taken to Pharaoh, Abraham is given sheep and caUle. male and female

seNants. male and female donkeys. and camels. The lemma to be discussed

states: n"]~] ]'\')'n o'~NI:n. "and he did weil to Abraham, for her sake." As a

unit, the five printed editions answer the questions who did weil to Abraham and

how did he do so: however, no edition addresses bath issues.

Berliner's text has the following comment:n

.(TtU"D 1~ ~lJ mU)a n)ra!) ::l'D'n D'::IN~"

Since the subjed for the verb :3""" is not obvious tom the verse, and the subject

in the previous verse is the plLIlIIn~ ,.,VJ. this comment clarifies that Pharaoh

did weil to Abraham for her sake. The wards in brackets tell the reader that he did

sa by giving Abraham gifts. According ta Bertiner's introduction, he induded in

square nckets an altemste version of the comment that dmered tom the

n. Berliner (1905) 23. rn.lemme is presented in ita/iCS.
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"standard" printed editions. and that in his opinion. was usually the better text.78

(Once again. Ber1iner demonstrates how he favOlI"ed the familiar text over the

reading he felt ta be textually more aca.nte.) The phrase ",mc ,~ ",,, is not

meant to supplement the tirst part of the comment but ta replace il.

The Venice. Guadelajara. and Reggio editions do not respond to the

question of how Pharaoh did weil ta Abraham. The comments in these texts are

variants of only the tirst half of Berliner's version. The Venice edition has "-ON!:"

n"~y~ n~ j'J:1'n:79 Guadelajara resds n~ ~""n ,~", n''JjJJ~ ~'t)'n O'~N7'

"''0)0 ;fSJ and Reggio indudes onIy the one relevant ward n)n!) j'I:J'n o-oN!:n.81

ln contrast, the Rome edition refleets the bracketed part of Ber1iner's texl. It states:

nl)nC "'U'" n,w/j 3'I:J'n O,jN!J7.82

Two distinct explanations of the lemma are revealed in the pnnted editions,

each responding ta a different aspect of exegesis. The majority of texls responds

to the ambiguous subjeet of the verb :l''''n. In other wards, they clanfy that

Pharaoh did weil ta Abraham for Sarah's sake. The Rome edition explores the

meaning of ",,])':1 and explains how Pharaoh did weil to Abraham for Sarah's

sake, i. e. by giving him gifls. Either comment is a legitimate query about the

verse, and Bertiner 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 vanety of ways.

ln separate contexts. Rashi may have offered different explanations for the same

word or verse. pernaps like in a dassroom setting. where students recorded

incomplete notes. He may have dlanged his interpretation in a later editing, and

the alteration onIy affected manusaipts not yet in ciraJlation. Different traditions of

the commentary may have circulated,&1 neither based, necessarily, on an original

recension. As weil, either comment or bath coUd have onginated 85 a marginal

note, embodied into the commentary at diff.-ent points in ils transmission.

78. Ibid. )CI.

79. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 130.
80. Ibid. 340.
81./bid.
82. Ibid. The plural mu might be intended to reflect the plural subject of the

previous verse.
83. See: Sonne (1940); Malchi (1982).
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Additional manuscripts and earry printings will onIV provide more texts with

one orthe other, or maybe bath, explanations. None of the versions can reaUv be

deemed more reliable than these earty 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, wouId know

the comment Rashi offered for this lemma. Their citations of his work can help to

authenticate one, bath or neither of the comments offered for this verse.

(b) ln a similar example, contrasting explanations appear in the printed

editions for the lemma Dl' D')O'N 'P)'J, in verse 8:6,&4 where, at the end of forly

days, Noat, opened the window of the ark. In Ber1iner,85 Venice,· and Rome,87

the comment explains that "the end of forty days" refers to the appearance of the

tops of the mountains: c',nn 'VN' 'N')~D. The previous verse had stated that,

on the tirst dav of the tenth month, the mOLntain tops were visible, and then this

verse began, "at the end offorty days," and the comment linked the two dauses.

The text in the Reggio edition identifies the end of forty days as referring to

nD'Nn 'l!) ':l'n~1l' • "lI'ltil the face of the earth had dried up."88 According to the

chronology of the biblical teXl, this OCCt.ITed on the tirst day of the tirst month of the

year six hundred and one (8:13), after Noat, had sent out bath the raven and the

dove. The Guadelajara edition includes bath comments. It states: O'J/j.,N Yj~f.J

nD1Nn 'l!) ':1'n~ 1l' o',nn 'VN' lN'lVD 07,.89 The indusion of bath options

could be regarded as complementary or contradictory. Either the comment

means to say that the end of forty days is referring to the lime between the visibility

84. The verse in Hebrew iS: nw ''''N l'm'n '~"N ru~, a" D'n'K '<i"'J '",'
85. Bertiner (1905) 17.
86. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 90.
87. Ibid. 331.
88. Ibid. The Reggio text aetually include. 8 number of line. that, in mOlt

edilions. appear in the previaus comment, and it repea.. both the lemme
ru", D')Q1N "<PD and the comment mnNn ,~ l:n"'" 1» al the beginning and
end. The entire passage readl: 'DNJ1 DHU no,Nn '3!) 'D"1nYl~ att '13 '<PD
',Im fON nt l'Hl "Yltn lm" tnlP tnm "v,m,rn U1nYl tam D'1nn 'YI~ 'ttnl~N
.(nJ'J~ '39 U"1nYl -r» al' '1) '(pa .1V'1 Hlnl'Yl1i1'~ D)Wn nH'-a) 11Y1tn Jan'"

Because thi. 8xampl. is concerned with the .xplanation, the textual focus
WBI on the me.ning given for the lemme. The parenthel8l inaerted by
the editar of Rash; HeShelem indicete thm the teXl is erroneoully pl.ced
and should be removed (p. 308). For these re.sonl, the .nalylil above
does not concem itlelf with this edditionel ptllI8ge.

89. Ibid.
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of the mOll1tain tops and the drying up of the earth, or each comment stands on its

own and was erroneously appended to the other. The latter seems more likely.

ln the lengthy comment on the previous verse, the reliability ofwhich is, of

course, debateabfe, Rashi clearty refers ta the idea that the end of the forty days is

noted by the visibility of the moldain tops. In addition, the comment counts sixtY

days nC1Nn ,~ ':1'n~ 1l.' c',nn '~N' lN,lVJC. The confusion in verse 8:6 could

be accoll1ted for by the similarity of the C and the 0 in representing forly and sixty,

respectively. As wen, the scenarios suggested for the example above persist as

possibilities.

Both 12:16 and 8:6 are examptes of comments that differ among the

editions,so obviously demonstrating the comJpt slate of the texte The processes

involved in resolving these textual inconsistencies must indude the literature of the

schofars 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 difliculties in the printed editions, including both the ear1y

versions and the more popular later texts, are severe. Compansons of comment

after comment demonstrate the Ll'l'eliable textual choices made by the printers as

weil 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 ambiglities are commonly ignored in

favour of the more familiar reading, a practice in which Bertiner himself engaged .

The search for an aCCU"8te text is fnJstrated by the fad that these texts

represent the extlnt commentary, and while the Iwo htnfred or 50 manuscripts of

the work may offer compelling alternatives, no aiteria have yet been developed by

which to meaSlle the value, reliability, or authenticity of the aider, 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 onIy leXIS to fu'1ction in such a

cap.city, although with restrictions and qualifications.

90. see also 13:6.
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The acknowledgement that the printed commentaries are textually

problematic predudes utilizing them as the example ta which other texts and

citations should conform. Obviously, the goal is not ta reconstnJd 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 COfT\.Iption. The

imperfed texts must serve as this qualified standard. However, employing the

printed editions as the standard for camparison in no way attributes ta them textual

authority. and the comments in them shoutd not be

considered more seante than, for instance, the versions extl"acted tram the

Tosafot citations of the work.

The variety of categories of variants above elucidates the contributions of

the Tosafot ta the resolution of the textuel difficulties. The assumption, tram the

beginning, is that the citations of Rashi in the writings of his students and relatives

will reflect more acantely the original rendition. However, the Tosafot literature is

extensive, scribel inftuence had an impad on ils transmission as weil, and at times

the citation of a given comment rnay differ slighUy trom one Tosafot text ta another.

For this reason, the assorted versions of the commentary must not be discarded

completely in favour of only the citations. Rather, the teXis of the citations must be

analyzed in conjunction with the extsnt, but admittedly corrupt, editions and

manusaipts ta ensure a comprehensive appreciation for the intricacies of the

text's transmission and ta more acantely reconstnJct a text dosest ta the

original.
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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 Ile citations of the

commentary in Tosafot have the potentiaJ ta represent a text dosest ta the

exegete's own writing of il, exploring this res0U"C8 can help to resotve some of

these textual difficulties and conbibute to the reconstruction of the original version.

But citations by their na.....e are not uniforme Depending on the Vlrite"'s objective

for induding a portion of another's work in his 0Ml, the amOU"1t that is cited, the

degree to which the "citer" reproduces the passage aecurately, and the way in

which the citation is referenced can alter its representation and reliability. The

context in which a citation is induded in a Tosdst manuscnpt 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 specitically 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, 8S weil 85 which commenta were of interest to

the Tosafot.

The var1ety of Tasatot commentaries expfored for this research offered a

selection of the styles of the Tosatot in their inclusion of citations and in the nature

of their works in general. In addition, the tapies of exegesis that concemed the

Tosafot more regular1y became evident. In the tifty Tosmot manusaipts

examined, numerous comments were cited mutiple times, ancl in varying ways,

and many comments were never dted at 111.1

The issue of whether a citation of Rashi in Tosatat that represents less than

the comment in the printed edilions implies that the Tosatot had a briefer

comment, and hence the original comment8ly wes shorter, or whether they cited

onIy 8 small portion ofa longer teXl is essential. However, the problematic printed

texts have been shawn to taïl 8S an aulhoritative standard, and the ambiguous

, . A total Of 147 lemmata from the printed 18xts Of Ra.hi's commentary on N

and op op .,.. Mver cited in th. To..fot m.nulCripti verified.
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nature of a dtation prectudes a straightrorward collection of ail Tosatot dtations of

Rashi and a conctusion that this collection constitutes the original commentary.

For this reason, LIltila more BCCU'lte text is fOLlld ta serve IS 1 standard for

comparisan, the prfnted editions and the dtations must help each other ta

eliminate the errors of lextual transmission and the subjectivity of textual citations.

lnitially the complex and intertwined contextual fadors conbibuting ta a

citation's framework can be fadlitated by a bipartite search for confonnity. If the

textual difficulties in the printed editions signify contIption, and the Tosafot

theoretically offer the means ta resolve the problematic passages, then those

comments that conform from edition ta edition also couId be substantiated in the

texts of the Tosatot. Comments that do not display vanants among the printed

editions and that are cited consistently and identically in the Tosafot manusaipts

can be deemed authentic.

Similarty, citations of Rashi's commentary that appear reguarty and

consistently in the Tosafot manusaipts can be verified against the evidence from

the printed texts for substantiation. Citations that represent the entire pr1nted

comment can help resolve minor variants, and citations that consistently bring only

half of a particular comment, suggesting that onIy half is authentic, can be

considered in light of the kinds of variants that appear among the printed versions

of the text.

Akin la the search for confonnity in bath the printed commentaries and the

Tosafot citations is an appreciation for conformity in content. In other wards, those

comments that are consistently not dted in the Tosafot manuscnpts also hold

information regarding bath the interests and goals of the Tosafot as weil as the

authentic Rashi commentary. The question of whether the absent comments

were of no relevance ta the Tosafot or not present in their version of the

commentary is a salient and intricate issue. ExpIoring the naue 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 contormity between comments in the printed texts

that are identical and the citations in the Tosafot m.nJsaipts that

consistently represent the entire content of the printed version. In addition, variants



•

•

•

87

of the printed comments that are not exactly identical will be examined in light of

the dtations in Tosafot that refted them LI'1abridged and invariably in their own
warks. The subsequent chapter will discuss the printed comments that, on a

regular basis, are dted only partially.

B. Identical Commenta
ln five printed editions, from 383 lemmata with comments attributed to

Rashi, ony nine were identified a8 being exadly identical.2 "Exadly identical"

means that neither a vav nor a yod was different, nor was any ward abbreviated in

sorne editions and not in others, nor was any other fonn of insignificant error

eXOJsed or overlooked. In a text where 50 much variance exists from edition to

edition, the most objective line of distinction was considered ta be one that, at least

initially, regarded ail variants as equal, and therefore excepted none.

Of these nine comments, four are not cited by the Tosafot in any of the

manusaipts verified,3 two are cited in onIy one manusaipt,· one is cited in only

two manusaipts,5 and the remaining two commenta are cited consistently in

numerous manusaipts.6

The issues that emerge from this division are intrigLing. First, the

authentidty of the two comments cited consistently in numerous manuscripts can

be strongly considered. Second, the spedftc manusaipts that cite the comments

not appearing in any of the ather manusaipts examined should be assessed for

style, date, darity and relative value and reliability. This evaluation will help

determine the sigriftcance of the citations in these manusaipts and their ability ta

offer a text of Rashi close to the original.

Finally, the contents of ail these comments, as wefl as the Tosatot interest

in those that are cited, shoud be explored in tenns of why the majority of these

identical comments is not cited by Tosafol at ail, and whether they

2. Gen. 7:5; 10:2; 11:10: 12:13:14:2c: 16:48: 17:108; 17:12b: 17:23b.
3. Gen. 7:5; 17:108; 17:12b; 17:23b.
4. Gen. 10:2; 11:10.
5. Gen.14:2c.
e. Gen. 12:13 and 16:_.
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actually exist in their version of the commentary.

1. Consistent Conforming Citations

(1) Rashi's comment for Gen. 12:13 almost cert8inlyformed part of the

original commentary. The lemme for this comment is "o)Q ,~ ~"" WD~, \WIere

Abraham asks Sarah, on their way to Egypt, to pretend to be his sister, "50 that it

will go weil for me, foryOll' sake," and that he will live because ofher.7 The

explanation in ail five printed editions elucidates the sense of " ~"" and states

"'311D " ,m'.8 ln other wards, if Sarah pretends ta be Abraham's sister, nit will go

weil 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 tram the verse in the

context in which it appears.

This comment is cïted in eighteen Tosafat manusaipts of assorted styles

and trom varying centuries. A review of each citation will help to explore the

criteria through which the commentes authenticity is assessed.

<a) Warsaw 204/27 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth.centuy manuscript of a Torah

commentary. The manusaipt is fair1y easy ta read, but although each lemma is

identified by dots over the words, the comments within each parashah do not

follow a sequential arder. The marginal notes consist of bath scribal corrections

and additions to the main text, and they ail appear to be written in the same

handwriting as the main tex!.

Ta sorne extent, the vanous types of marginal notes are differentiated by

scribal symbols. The majority of glosses is marked by a symbollike 0

corresponding to the equvalent -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

wards in the margin are marked by dots above them. Somelimes, corresponding

dots are present in the text to indicste the point for insertion; st other times, the

ward is meant to be part of the lemma, .'ready marked by dots in the main text. A

7. The verse in its entirety is ,~mm, "mo~ ~"" l)Ia~ J1M 'mM 10~H

-mu.
8. Rashi H.Shalem, val. 1 340, 129; Bertiner (1905) 23.
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number of lengthy passages are Ulmarked in the margins of

the manusaipt and appear ta be late additions. Finally, illustrations such as a

hand with a pointed index finger appear in the margins on sorne pages; they

appear repeatedly Ihroughout the document and seem to be motioning tram a

marginal note lowards the main ten

The citation of 12:13 and the 8ccompanying remark appear as follows:9

':'''n n'n' "'l11D Nl,,, ;n~" nD' "l:.nD ,~ 1»1' '''~ ,~ :1,,' '\)ID~
...'N'~' llUllDJ

ln the manusaipt, the lemma and the subsequent abbreviation 'VJ~ have dots

above the words. The phrase n'n' nunD Nl'NI is from Provo 15:27.10 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 teX! daims

that the dictum n'n' "':'111.3 Nl1VJ relates specifically to gifts from other Israelites,

and therefore, since Abraham was hoping ta receive gifts trom the Egyptians. he is

not acting in defiance of the aphorisme Rashi is dear1y associatad with the

comment rn:.nD " lln', and the comment itself appears exactly as it does in the

printed editions.

(b) A second citation of the comment appears in Oxford ... Bodleian 27112

(Opp. 31), a fourteenth-orfifteenth-centlly manusaipt of a Torah commentary.

This teX! is written very small and is more difficult to read than the previous one. In

addition. the fonnat of the pages of this manusaipt is LI1ique. Each page consists

of a redangle of text; within that rectangle is the main text and independent

paragraphs separated by space ail arOLnd. Each independent paragraph is a self

contained comment, many of which contain a citation of Rashi. This phenomenon

does not preclude the appearance of citations of Rashi in Ile main text of the

commentary as weil. The manusaipt does not contain any marking indicating that

these independent paragraphs Ire intended to be part of the main commentary.

Marginal notes are seldom present outside the rectangle of texte The reason these

passages are singled out tram the rest of the text is LW1CIear.

9. WarUN 204/27 [IMHM 10112], fOI. 222b.
10. The .ntire verse reads rPn' nmD le,'" ~n,~ U1':I "Ul'.
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The citation of Rashi for 12:13 in this manuscript appears in such an

independent paragraph.11 The passage reads as follows:

'1.3111 n'n' "1mD NJWJl n:>n1 "'»1D " 1311 'II~ "u)Q " ~"" '\)Ic,
"P~' ")1 "" OrTOVJ '!J" ,.."~] ,,,VJ 111' ",nD eN 'N 01'0 ,,,c,
~N ")1 )n on, "N en", 'N plœn 'D1NVJ "~ -01 onD ~" N'

.cnJ'J ~'P p" "1''''' l'n N' o'''~cn
This comment is responding to the same issue as the previous manusaipt. After

the lemma from 12:13 and a dtetion of Rashi's commentary, the verse from

Proyerbs is contrasted to the idea that Abraham was seeking gifts, suggesting a

ftaw in his charaeter. The passage then contrasts Abraham's actions in this

incident in Egypt with his refusai ta take even a thread or shoelace from the king of

Sodom (14:23).12 The commentator explains that the king of Sodom was

two-faced or crafty (")1 ""), and 50 Abraham wouId not take anything from him,

as il says in Provo 23:6: "Do not eat the bread of one who has an evil eye."13 The

Egyptians, on the other hand, were not two-faced, and 50 Abraham accepted gifts

from them.

The missing yod from the word lJl1 in this manuscript's citation can be

regarded as a simple scribal error or an uncIear texte The previous word 'VJ~

ends with a yod and might accoUlt for the lack of one in the following ward. In any

case 1 this representation of Rashi's comment still conforms with the version in the

printed editions as weil as with the previous citation.

(c) London 173,2 (Add. 11, 566) is a fou1eenth-century manusaipt,

catalogued as a super-commentary on Rashi.1-t Each page of the manuscript

, 1. Oxford-Boelleian 27112 (Opp.31) [IMHM 16739]. Th. fOliO numbers are
iIIegible. This passage appeara on the eighth side. from the beginning of
:n'VJ~ nvt!l. It is the second aide from th. beginning of~ ~.

12. Alter Abraham saved Sodom from the kings of Elam. Goyim, Shinar and
Elasar, the king of Sodom offered Abraham the loot in exchenge for the
retum of his people. to which Abraham replied in 14:23: "'Y1 'tY' O1nrJ DN

D"UN nN 'mwn 'lN~Nn lÔ1~ ''''M~ npM Dra ~l.

13. The ve.... in itI entirety il ""mM.» 'M7U1 >N11'1' )n an> nN Drmt )N.

14. The Mergoliouth C8t8logue, Cat8/ogue of the Hebf8w end Samemen
Menuscripts in the British Afu.um (SM Appendix Cl, describes the
menuscript as 8 "super-commentary in the style of the Tol8filta" and in
fact doe. not cali il • luper-eommentary on Ra.hi .1 i••tated in the W.
on the IMHM eat8logue cent
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places the entire Rashi commentary in the centre with a secondary or "super"

commentary arO\.lld it The assumption that the text surrO\.llding the Rashi

commentary is intended ta relate directly to it should preclude the need to

associate Rashi by name with every comment ln reality, l'te secondary text

appears ta be a Tosatot commentary that often refers ta Rashi but is not

necessarily meant ta accompany il. For this reason, Rashi's comments are

identified as such, other ~8fli1i8ted comments are included as weil, 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 fair1y dear and legible, and marginal

notes are minimal.

The citation of and response to Rashi's comment for 12:1315 is brief and of

the same concem as the previous examples:

31111"'.3:1 n'n' ,.,11n1.3 NlW11 1n~~ n1.31 3'1113'11.3 " 1ln' YJ''!) " :1,," U'1.3'
.,~~, 'r'N~

Once again, the comment explains the contradiction between Abraham's

desire for gifts (according to Rashi) and the adage tram Proverbs. The citation

conforms with the previous examples as weil as the prtnted versions, and the

resolution of Abraham's charader ftaw continues ta lie in the specification of gifls

from Israel.

(d) Panna 837 (2058) is a fourteenth-century manusaipt of a super·

commentary on Rashi. Parts ofthis text are smudged and uncIear, but otherwise

it is fair1y legible, with a style that is eesy to follow. After eech lemma, Rashi's

comment is cited with the introduction 'YJ~ (which has an arrow ~ above it), and

most of the explanations thet succeed the dtation begin with the tenn DWn1,

dear1y distinguishing between Rashi's comment and the super-comment.

Marginal notes are infrequent.

The citation in this text is as follows:16

nn'n, ~"nN '7JN ~ o)'\:)n, nunrJ ,~ un' 'V~ "'D)Q ,~ ~"" U'7J'
.111 'in' 'IU'~ 'n" n,œo ~"'n a-CN"1 'n~' 1)J1 -pm~)

15. LOndon 173,2 (Adet. 11,566) [IMHM 4921], fOI. 12D.
16. Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135]. The folio numbers are illegible. The

cited PIIluge eppe.ra on the second lide of~ -p J1YnD.
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The explanation provided here for Rashi's comment that Abraham was

expecting gifls from the Egyptians lies in the second phrase of 12:13, "that my soul

rnay live because of you.Il 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

weil for Sarah's sake and gave him sheep and catUe and donkeys and camels and

slaves,17 the Iwo 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 charader

of Abraham or the idea that he is seeking glfts. Rather, its P'IPOse is simply ta

explain the rationale behind Rashi's comment and the process tram which it

emerged. This approach is dealing directly with the text of Rashi's commentary

and less with ils own interpretation of the biblical verse. Oespite the difference in

explanation, the citation of the comment is the same, and its association with

Rashi remains uncontested.

(e) The ftfth citation of Rashi's comment on 12:13 is found in a ftfteenth- or

sixteenth-century manusaipt of another super-commentary on Rashi. The text of

Moscow-Guenzburg 317 is dear, with few marginal notes, but the handwriting is

often difficult to decipher. The beginning of eam new comment is identified with a
supra-linear squiggle resembling the letter L. Sorne comments begin with a

lemma from the biblical verse followed by a citation of Rashi identified as ''tI~;

others begin with the citation and its designation ''tI~: and still others begin with

onlya citation from Rashi, but without the preceding source reference. The reader

is expeded to recognize the origin of the quoted phrase.

The varying styles of presentation suggest an anthologiesl nature ta the

work. Comments on Rashi's exegesis of Genesis were coIlected tram various

Tosafot sources and incorporated in a new edition, without eliminating the

distinguishing charaderistics of each sOU"Ce.

The dtation of Rashi for 12:13 in Moscow-Guenztug 317 conforms to its

representation in the other manuscripts.18 The comment that follows .Iso

17. Th. text al 12:16 is: D"'CVl O"rJnl ,çnl-ya ~.,",'mac:1''''" a-mo,
a~1)1' J1mNl mNVI.

18. Moscow-Guenzburg 317. fol. 148.
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addresses the issue of Abraham's apparent desire for gifls despite the dictum in

Proverbs:

n~' Dn-ONVJ ')'l)VJD ~"N 'unD " ,m' '''VJ~ "'~)Q " ~'" '\)'1.3'

n'n "'" '~VJ '~)'N ~) ,,,VJ ~, ,nVJD 'DN 0"" '~1 'D1'" ")'''J~
Nn D)n "l"~~ VJ"~l nU"D~ n~' N) n"N O'~N'Dn 'D ,)u) ',nVJ ,)v

"'l-P) "" n"~ ,., n'n N~ "VJ~)' '"'' n'n' "'311D Nl,VJ '111'
"'C']N ':11' ~N "1"~p )M!)VJ ")IOD" l'" "" 'Cl''' '''VoI' 'D~ 11'3111.3

N.nVJ D1VJC )u) N' 'N" ,'1n 'C ,., n'nVol n7.3 "~N n"~ ,,, n'n
.n'n' "'1111.3

This passage Goes to great lengths to demonstrate that generally1 Abraham

did follow the Proverb, n'n' nl1n1.3 N.l,VJ 1 even when he had a right to acœpt the

gifts, and to suggest a reason for Abraham's acceptance of, apparently

undeserved gifls fram Pharaoh. Abraham legitimately capued the loot from the

waning kings and yet refused to accept anything trom 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 ,,)'Oc, -P", in which he

states ""l!)i'N~ ,",UU.19 The supertluous presence of the ward ,')'Oc"
suggests that Abraham paid his debts. The implication in this text is that he wes

able to repay his debts onIy because of the gifls he accepted tram Pharaoh.

As final evidence of Abraham's general adherence to n'n' "'l11C Nl,VJ, this

text relates that, with regard ta Abraham's visit with Avimelekh in Egypt (Gen. 20),

he did not take even thet which was rightrUly his because of the adage 11111'1.3 NllVJ

Several problems emerge in bath the text and the content of this comment.

The biblical quotation trom 14:23 should r8ad ~) ",~ "ni' ",no instead of '''~1.3

~) ,,,VJ 1)'1, and the ward O'~N'1.3 should probably be 0~"7J indicating the kings

from whom Abraham captLnd the 1001. Finally, contrary to this commenfs

19. The printed eclitions of Ra.ni's commentary ail present IWO interpretations
for the lemme "wrJ~ "p', "P8rated by the ph..... -mM "Ut. Only minor
textuel van.ntl distinguilh ••ch version. The V.nice text h.s: .'PWPJ~ -ptl
,c'~a~'Ua'~ara 1''' "'PXCHl nworn 1>1 "Pl" i1'" 1)1» 'f'1O c'-.mo 'tn~
'P"1!)PN ln!» untrQ ,nM u-r .1)""'~ a"fN ru", JO"~ 1T' 11)) • Rash;
HeShelem, vol. 1, 132-133. For variants with the other edition., Me Ibid.
340 end Berliner (1905) 24.
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assertion, the biblical text does not seem ta suggest that Abraham refused

Avimelekh's gifts. In verses 14 through 16 in chapter 20, Avimelekh gives

Abraham sheep, catUe and seNants. He offers him settlement in his land, and he

tells Sarah that he gave 11er brather" a thousand pieces of silver. The text states

neither that Abraham accepted nor that he refused these gitts.

The difficulties with this passage may be due ta ils later dating, the sources

from which il was copied, or even the competence oftllis particular saibe.

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.

(f) ln Paris héb. 16713, a fifteenth-centlly manuscript of a Torah

commentary by '3''':1 ")'D ~"~l n'tlD ''':1 '31'n NO",20 the contrast of Rashi's

suggestion that Abraham expects gifts in Egypt with his refusai to accept anything

from the king of Sodom persists. This manusaipt is written in Eastem or

Byzantine saipt and is very dear and legible. With the exclusion of omitted wards

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 't'~. Otten, lemmata from the

biblical text are not provided.

The passage is as follows:21

,~) ,"V ')Jl ",nD ON 'DN On':1N N~n' '1.)'''' 11')111.3 " ,)n' 'V~
'"'' n'n' 1"3111.3 N)'V, ',,,:lYJ 'D:l "'311D N3WJ On':1N n'nv )lDYJr.3

,nu,n' N~ 11'1111.3 ~i'~ '1.3N 'P~ n~)O N,nv ''''N n':l' N~ ":1"':1
'VN YJ!:un 11N' 'D'NV 'D~ ",:1, rnYJ1)) ,1.3)' ,'nl :1)n n'nt.' ~':2V:1 'D'N

n'n N" 't.')f113VJ '~'1.) ,nN~N ~On)'", 11'lnDn ~'i' -p~ ~")I

.,n~ 11" ",n1.3 ON :l)n ~"1

Rashi is cited in contonnity with the printed editions and the other citations

examined 50 far. The comment of '31'n NO" begins with the assumption and

proof from 14:23 that Abraham dld not seek out gifts but in fad

refused them. Two reasons are supplied here to explain his deviance in

behaviDlr. First, &ince the Egyptians cid not know that Abraham was Sarah's

20. Dosa ha-Vevani WIll • student of Rabbi Sh810m Ashken8Zi of Neustadt.
He lived in Bulgarie 8nd wrote hi. super-comment8ry on Ra.hi in 1430.
See. "Bulgaria," EJ, vol. 4. 1482, and "Vidin," EJ, vol. 16, 121.

21. Peris héb. 167/3, fol. 108a.
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husband, he did not want to otfend them by refusing the gifts and risk being killed.

Second, he was responsible for a large entOLnge during the time of a famine, and

therefore he accepted the gifts in order ta provide for them. \Nhen Abraham

became wealthy ancl he WaS not subjeet ta a famine, he refused ta accept gifts, as

one can see from his response ta the king of Sodom.

(g) The citation of Rashi in Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) is the tirst that does

not confonn exaetly to the previous examples. In addition. the comment on Rashi

refrains tram eXQJsing Abraham's behaviour. This sixteenth-century manusaipt is

a Torah commentary comprised of comments drawn from various SOlI"C8S. The

primary text is written in tiny handwriting which is fairty clear, although difficult ta

decipher because of the size. StrrOlIlding the main text, on almost every page,

are numerous marginal passages. These glosses contain no marking ta indicate

intended insertion into the main commentary. They are written in a larger saipt

and most appear ta 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:22

.,", n'n' 'unc N31V "1'1:) Nnl 11131'17.) 'V~ "'~)J~ ,., ~"" W1J"
•'1'111.) 'n N" ~N 'V1~ N'''C'

The citation in this manusaipt consists of onIy the ward 1'11)n1.). still

conveying the idee thet in requesting Sarah to pretend ta be his sister. Abraham

would receive gifts. The absence of the words ,., 131'1' might be due ta the brevity

of this text in general; it can also cali into question the authenticity of these wards.

The response to the citation of Rashi's comment contrasts the idea of gifts

to the adage fram Proverbs and suggests that pertlaps 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 WBS not

permitted to have accepted them.

General confonnity persists even with this citation. The idea that Rashi

commented on this lemma with regard to Abraham seeking gifls has not altered

with the absence of two wards. FW1hermore. the ditftculty justitying this behaviau"

with the verse in Proverbs encfll"8s. despite a negative interpretation of Abraham's

22. Hamburg 40 (COd. ".br. 52) (IMHM 901J. fol. 108.
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actions. The disorderty presentation of the manuseript, the kequent abbreviations,

and the numerous passages in the margins added by different hands, coUd

contribute to the discounting of these textual variants in the citation, especially if

the remainder of the manusaipts cite the comment in conformity with the previous

examples. If other texts reflect this shorter comment, then more serious

consideration must be given to the possibility that the authentic commentary

consisted of onJy the ward n13nD.

(h) The next citation was extracted from Hamburg 46 (Cod. hebr. 108), a

manuscr1pt of a Torah commentary dated 1628. The text is clear and legible with

an inordinate amollit of blank space between the Unes, and very few marginal

notes or intralinear corrections. The passage is the foIlowing:23

1'113ne Nl,v,..1 "3'lJ Nnl n7.)'''' "unc '~ ']3"1' 'V~ n1~)'::l '~::lU" WD~

~, "'1 '11' ')J) ,nVJ 1)" ",ne ON '1JN 0"0 "'D' 011 n'n'
nN on,,, N~ '7.)N) ,'n~' ,ne ~~p N' -p~' ")J "~ on O"D11OnYJ

.")1)n on,

Similar to the comment in Oxford - Bodleian 27112 (Opp. 31), this text compares

Abraham's behaviourwith the king of Sodom (where he refuses to accept gifts)

with his behaviourin Egypt, in light of the adage from Proverbs. It resolves the

difliculty with the suggestion that the Sodomites were shrewd and deceptive, and

therefore Abraham did not acceptfrom them gifts, in accordance with Provo 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 weil.

(i) Munich 50.1 is an U'ldated manusaipt of Nt' N)J!).24 The text is written

very clearfy, with few marginal glolses. Rashi's comment is again cited in

confonnity with the previous documents.25

23. Hamburg 46 (COd. hebr. 108) [IMHM 942]. fOI. 1b.
24. See Gems, vol. 1, 16 for a description of Hl' M'D. a collection of brief

commenta on the Toreh by'ôT1 lm"' ,,~ PM' " who lived 8t the end of
the thirteenth centLlry.

25. Munich 50,1 [IMHM 1692], fol. 28b.
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Cn':1N n'n 1N'n ''lJl'' "'1"1.3 " 'ln' "~, '!) ",:1)1:1 ,~ :1,," 1)'7J'
'N''lJ'~ 'll7JD """T nN'l' n'n' 11133'11.3 Nl,'lJ :1'''~ Nil' "')rtD :1nlN

."'0 ':lN U11.3D 'On1.3YJ '!J"
The issue that concems this Tosatist. like those presented above, is the

suggestion that Abraham was seeking gifls despite the proverb n'n' "unc NllVJ.
The resolution ta this problem translates as "and it appears he pursues Israel's

money because he lacks his own money, but he is permitted [ta do sa]." The

explanation intimates not onIy that Abraham was seeking gifls, but that he was

doing 50 from Israel: however, because he himself did not have any money, he

was permitted ta do 50.

The nexl nine citations of Rashi for 12:13 are ail from variant manusaipts of

the thirteenth-centuy work n"Tln' "ND, written by Rabbi Yehudah ben Eliezer.26

The citation in ail these dOQJments is identical to its representation in the

examples above and in the printed texts. In addition, the comment that

accompanies the citation briefty contrasts the sense of Rashi's comment ta the

phrase from Praverbs and then stipulates that n'n' "'3111.3 Nll'lJ refers specifically

to gifts of Israel.

0) Vat. Ebr. 506, dated 1414, contains extensive marginal notes on every

page, but remains quite legible. Its text reads:27

n'n' 11'1117.3 NllVJl 'l"~VJ nD1 nl1nD ,., un' ''lJ~ "':1~:1 ,., :1,," '\)1rJ"
.'V' 1113111.3:1 11''n

(k) Panna 537 (2541) is dated 1466 and contains occasionallengthy notes

in the margins in 8 different handwriting from the main text. The lemmata

are written larger than the rest of the commentary, with additional blank space

surrounding the ward or wards. The passage in this document is:28

n'n' rnm1.3 NllVl 'm~v ND1 "1mD " un' YJ~ "u)J:J ,~ :lU' 'U'D'
.~N'V' TlN~ rt1l11D:1

26. Gellis, vol. 1, 15.
27. Vat. Ebr. 506 [IMHM 542], fol. 128.
28. P.rma 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503]. fol. 13b.
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(1) Budapest-Kautmam A31 is a fifteentl-or sixteenth-century manuscript

with few marginal notes. The comment here is:29

",l"rJ Nl'WI '111~VJ nrJ1 111mD ,~ un' 'VJ,n '!3 "'D)J~ ,~ ~"" 'l)'t)~.~N''''' "'l"D~ ll"n n'n'

(m) Paris héb. 168. also a fifteenth-or sixteenth-œnbXy manusaipt. is

identical ta the example tram the Budapest manusaipt:30

n'n' n1lnD Nl1V ln:)"" nCl "']31D " 1)11' VJ," '!3 "'~)Q " :1,," 'l)'D'
.~N'VJ' "'l"D~ 1l"n

(n) New York - JTS L790 is a fifteenth-century manusaipt. The writing of

this document is extremely smal'. with parts faded beyond legibility; it contains no

marginal glosses. Its text is also identical to the previous examples:31

n'n' ",l11rJ Nl1V 'l11:;)VJ nrJ1 "unYJ " 'ln' 'V1!) "'~)J~ ,~ :1"" 'l)'D'
.~N'YJ'~ nll"rJ 13"n

(0) New York - JTS L787 is a sixteenth-century manuscript Wlitten in tiny

saipt. It too is free of marginal notes. This text lacks the attribution of the

comment ta Rashi as weil as the ward ",:1)0. The ward ,~ in the lemma has

become ,~. These variants appear to be due more ta sloppy copying than to a

different original source that shOlJd alter the picture of confonnity demonstrated in

the above citations.32

''LI "1311rJ:1 n'n' n13111.3 NllVJ1 ~m~VJ nD' "']11rJ " un' -p ~"" 'l)'D~

.'N'V' ~N
(p) New York - JTS L789. also a sixteenth-cenuy manusaipt Wlitten in tiny

saipt. contains the same variants as above, except in this text the dtation is

attributed to ils author.33

29. Buaapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 278.
30. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155J, fol. 14b.
31. New York - JTS L790 (IMHM 24020], fol. 158.
32. New York • JTS L787 [IMHM 24017], fol. 9b.
33. New York· JTS L789 [IMHM 24019J, fol. 10b.
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n'n' n1311D Hl''''' ~m~'" nD' n'lnD " 'l'" 'VJ, '!:» -p ~"" 1)'1.3'
.'N'VJ' T'N "" ",mD~

(q) Vat. Ebr. 53, dated 1459, is dearty written, with much space between

the lines and no marginal notes. Its text reads:34

n'n' N' "'lnD N3'VJ 'N1 ne, n13ne " 'ln' 'VJ-,!:) "'~)I~ " ~"" 1)'D'
.'UN n'ln1.)~ 11''i1

The insertion of the ward N' in the dtation of the verse fi"om Proverbs drastically

changes the sense of the comment. Since it obviously does not refled accurately

the biblical source, it can safety be deemed a copying error.

(r) FinaUy, Parma 527 (2368) is dated 1412 and is written in dear, deliberate

script. Sorne pages have faded and are iIIegible, and sorne marginal notes appear

throughout the document. Its comment is no different from the examples already

presented:3S

ll"" n'n' n,,11"'.;) Nl,VJ ln~VJ "1.)' ",lnD " 13n' VJ-,!:) ",:1)0" ~'"

.'N'VJ' ll'lnD~
Seventeen of eighteen citations of Rashi's comment for 12:13 are identical.

ln addition, the citations conform with the identical texts presented in the printed

editions. The citations appear in ditferent styles of text, from vafious centuries,

and in manuscripts of varying qualities. The eighteenth citation3& maintains the

basic idea expressed in the other representations and couId be a deliberate

abbreviation of the SOll'C8. The lack of variants in the printed texls, logether with

the contonnity among the citations in the Tosafot manuscnpts, strongly supports

the authentic naue of the comment.

(2) The second comment that appears identically in ail five printed editions

and is dted consistently in the Tosafot literatLn is the expanation for the lemma

,nnl '1n 'N ~", in 16:4. In this verse, Abraham has relations with Hagar and

34. Vat Ebr. 53, fol. 15b.
35. Panna 527 (2388) [IMHM 13233]. The folio numbers for thi. document

are iIIegible. This passage appe.ra on the 19th side, or the third page of
-p ~"VU).

38. H8mburg~ (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 901], fol. 108.



•

•

•

100

she conceives.37 ln the printed editions, Rashi's comment is nlW'N' nN':2D. The

remark responds to the apparent redundancy of the word ~", sinee if Hagar

conceived, Abraham obviously had relations with her. The superftuous la" is in

the text to imply that Hagar conceived from their tirst erlCOlIIter. Similar to the

previous example, this comment is short in length and simple in meaning. Its

source is Sereshit Rabba 45:4.38

The comment for this lemma is cited in thirteen Tosafot manusaipts. Ten

of these citations are in manusaipts of n,,"' nroc. With slight variations, tIlese

passages ail question the possibility of whether a women in fact can conceive in

the tirst occurence of relations. They reter ta the comment in BR 45:4, which

presents two oppasing opinions in this matter. and they conclude that Rashi was

follawing the opinion of Rabbi Levi. who argued that a women couId conceive

nll'L'N' "N':1D.

(a) The passages in the """' nnlC manuscripts are the following. In Vat.

Ebr. 506, dated 1414, the texts reads:39

"'LIN l'N "CN' n'L'pl nllVJN' nN':lD ",:1)1") ''L'~ '"",1 '1n "N N:l"

,':c N'n O'Nlrt "","nc in ,:1" "" nl'VJN' nN':lD "':J)mrJ
O"l" 'l)J'N "CN n':l)J1'tl llVlN' nN':lC 'ln ", "CN' onn "'DNi"

.", '-0 '!) ,t "V" nlW1N' nN':JrJ n':l)mD nVJN l'N

(b) ln Parma 537 (2541). the difficulty with Rashi's comment is attributed to

Rabbi Elyakim:«>

O'i"'N " 'D'rt, nllVJN' nN':lC n':I)JJ'Il VI~ ,nnl ,"rn 'ln 'N zan,
"l'VIN' nN':lrJ N!3'n~ ", " 'DN 'DNi" '-aJ O'Nl" VI' nt ,:l,:1,
"~)J nlWJl'n nN':lD "':l)mD nVJN "N c,,~ 't~N " 'DN "':I)lnl

.i1!)'n ,~ ", ,~ VJ~ ,t 'V"

37. The entire verse is 11'3')13 i'U1"m )pnl nn," ':) """1 ,rml -un )N 1011.

38. The printed texll of Ra.hi include only one of the opinions exprelS8d in
the midrashic passage. SM Midre,h se""hit Rab"", ads. J. Theodor
and C. Albeck, 4149-450: and Afid,.,h Rabbeh, ed. M. Mirkin, 4th ed. vol.
2 (Tel Aviv: Yavne Publishing, 1986-1987) 157-158.

39. Vat. Ebr. 506 [IMHM 542J, fol. 13b.
40. Panna 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503J. fol. 15b.
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(c) Budapest-Kaufmam A31, from Ile fifteenth or sixteenth centll'y, has a

similar text:41

n'tiN "N' 'YJ\,' nl1VJN' nN':3D n~)ml 'V1n 'l!) ,n", 'ln 'N 20"
n~' ',:0 O'Nm YJ' nl -0,:3, "i"~N ',n 'nl nllVJN' nN':3r.3 "'~)'''r.3

"N ',)"N " 'DN n~)ml nllYJN' nN'~r.3 'ln zaN ',:a ", " 'CN'
•", ,,~ ''!) ~'n' nlWJN' nN':lr.3 ",~)J11r.3 nVJN

(d) Paris héb. 168, also from the ftfteenth or sixteenth cenILly, is almost

identical:42

nVJN "N' VJi'1 nnVJN' nN':lD n-O)ml VJ,n 'l!) ,n", 'ln 'N N:l"
N':C O'Hl" VJ' nt ,~,~, O'P"N ',n "n, nl1VJN' nN'~D 11'~)I11C

")J'N " ~N n'~)J]'ll nllVJN' nN'~C 'ln Nn:a,n '-0 ", " 'CN' rn,
.", ',:a '!) 'L',nl nllYJN' nN'~rJ "':l)m~ nVJN l'N

(e) ln New York .. JTS L790, Rabbi Elaza"'s opirion is exduded, despite the

reference to ils 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.C

1l"CN Nn, N'VJi" nl'WN' nN':lrJ n,:a)J3'11 " 'VJ~ ,n", 'ln 'N 20"
VJ' nl ,~,~, O'i""N ,",n ','c '1JN nllVJN' nN~1J ",:a)m7J nVJN l'N

n'~)ml nlWJN' nN':lC 'ln 'l' " 'NN "DN Np' ra, ',:0 C'Nl"
.", '1:l ~ ''L'" ":))'

(f) New York - JTS L788 is a sixteenth-cenUy manusaipt of the work, and

ils representation of the dtation and the comment slso conform with the rest.....

"N "DN' "'L'pl nnVJ~ nN'~C n1:l)l11) 'VJ, '!) ,nrn 'ln 'N KI"
D'Hln VJ' nl ~,~, O'P"N " "n T',,,, n)WJN' nN'~D ",:a)n"tD nVJN
"N C~1)J' "~N" 'CN n-œn'11 nl'''N1 nN~D 'ln ",,, DN "1JNP1

.", ',:a 'l!) "",n, nlWJN' nN':3D "'~1J nVJNn

41. Budapest-KautmannA31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 318.
42. Paris héb. 188 [IMHM 4155], fol. 178.
43. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020], fol. 168.
~. New York • JTS L788 (IMHM 24018], fol. 68.
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(g) ln New Yor1t - JTS L787, Rabbi Eliezer's opinion that a woman camat

conceive the ftrst time she has intercoLl'Se is extended to suggest that she can

conceive during the second encou1ter..us

C'i"~N ll':3' 'J'JNl "l'NIN' nN':1D n':1»nl 'VJ~ ,n1" '~n ~N N:1'l
nlWJN' i1N'~D '1n l'aN -U "~" 'J'JNiTT ,,~ D'Nln~' nt '~'~l

~':)}J n'l'tl nN':1D N'N n'~)'11D "~N ,'N O"~ 'l)l"N " 'DN n'~}J"l
.N:lN ,~ "~ ,,~ ~~"

(h) Except for the different name of Rabbi Levi's father, the passage in New

York - JTS L789 is essentially identical to L787.46

O'i"'N 11'~' 'J'JNl i1lWJN' nN'~J'J i1'~)'TIl 'V, ~ ,n", '~n ~N 10"
nll'tlN' nN'~rJ '1i1 N!:I'n -0 ", " 'NP' 'D D'Hl" YJ' "ln ,:1,:1,
n'l't' nN'~)'J N~N n':J~J'J n't'N l'N O~')I~ 'l)J'''N " 'DN n'~)J111

.N!)n':1 ", ',:1 '!) ''t'" ~':)),f

(i) ln Vat. Ebr. 53, the issue that arises tram Rashi's comment is mentioned

anonymously and not attributed to Rabbi Elyakim. In addition, the citation of Rashi

itself begins n':1~lV instead of n-o)l111. Such a variant does not alter the pattem

of conformity demonstrated in ail these examples, since the letter YJ rnay be linking

the source of the comment to the aetual words, without implying dired speech and

open quotations.47

n'tiN "N 'CN' ''t'l'' nl'NIN' nN':lD n':1)'T1ltt' 'V~ ,"nl '1n 'N la"

nl'VN' nN':1C '1n 'l' "N 'll "N)n YJ" '" n11YJN, nN':1J'J "':1)mD
,~ V"~' nnVN' nN':1J'J "':1)mD "'-'Nn l'N 'lN "Y"N " n':1}Jnl

.'"
0) FinaUy, Parma 527 (2368) resembles numerous examples presented

above:~

:3'":) O'P"N .-,n "<1,,,, nl'NIN' nN':1D m:1)'T11 ,,~ ,n1n '1" ~NN:l',
nN':lD 'ln N!:I'n l:1 ''b " 'DN 'DNiTf ':1,~ D'Nln ~, nt ':1'~

45. New York· JTS L787 [IMHM 24017], fol. 118.
46. New York· JTS L789 [IMHM 24019). fol. 11b.
47. Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170). fol. 18&.
48. Parm. 527 (2388) pMHM 13233). The folio numbers in this document are

iIIegible. This pa_ge appeara on the twentieth aide of the manuscript or
the fourth page of~ op J1Yn9.
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nnVJN' nN']C n'~)mc nVNn ,'N 'lY"N" 'CN n,~)'rll nl'VJN'
.N!)'n op "., .,~ '!) V" '''~)I

The citation of Rashi, while the same in ail these manusaipts. differs, in

fact, trom the version in the prtnted editions. With the inclusion of the word

n,]~nl, the Tosafot dtations of Rashi foIlow the midrashic source for the

comment more dosely than the prfnted texts of Rashi's commentary, which read

only nl'VJN' nN':1C. The sense of the comment remains intact with either version,

and the Tosafist concem with this explanation would appty with either rendition. Of

course, the question arises as to whether Rashi's original comment included the

ward, based on its source in BR, and then through the process of transmission it

was omitted, or whether, as they examined the S0U"C8 of the exegesis for further

clarification, the Tosafot studying the comment added the word n':1)131).

The significance in the resolution of this question is minimal. Because the

source trom which the ward appears in the comment is obvious, and the meaning

of the comment is maintained in either version, detennining whether Rashi

actually wrote the ward n':1)Jnl in his commentary adds very little to the larger

pieture 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 tha" the minutiae. The citations can confirm that Rashi did write a brief

comment on the lemma ,nnl '1n 'N !Q", and that his explanation was based on

a midrashic source.

The conformity among the Tosafot discussions of Rashi's comment in

these examples is expeded since ail the above texts are from manusaipts of the

same work. As with the previous Rashi comment explorecl through citations, the

passages trom the numerous manuscripts of """' nND are better explored as a

LI'lit, rather than ten single citations emerging from m...a1pts of ditferent works.

The conformity among these texts, while supportive of the potential authenticity of

this comment, can be negated easily by the argument that they ail emerge from

one original SOlI"C8, and hence reflect onIy 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 COITUption in the transmission of this comment.
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At the same time, however, the conformity in the citations in "''"' nnn.~ are not

sufficient to confirm its authenticity.

Rashi's comment for 16:4 is cïted in three other Tosafot manusaipts. An

examination of these passages in conjulction with the information trom the l1ND

il',il' manusaipts will illustrate more dearty the text accepted by the Toslfot to

have been written by Rashi.

(k) ln Warsaw 204/27, the citation conforms with ils presentation in nnlD

n"n'. 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 inlerpretation and his comment for 19:36. The

texl reads:G

'~)Jnil' ':)ln ':) 'C1N "Nl11 VJ' nllVJN' nN'~D n-n)'nl" 'VJ~ ,)n
nllVJN' nN':JD n'~)'nl ':) 'DNVJ 'V" 'i' 'Dr.31 ':)111 N' ':) 'C1N VJ'l

.iU1VJN' nN':lD ",:1)'3'11.3 ""Nn "N ':) t'l' nUD 'DN1

At the base of this comment is the question of whether a women can conceive the

first time she has relations. The exegete addresses the issue by confinning that

both opinions are expressed among the Tamaim. The persistent problem for him

is that, in different places, Rashi himself expresses contradidory opinions. In this

verse, Rashi appears to support the possibility of a woman's ability to conceive her

tirst time. However, in 19:36,50 where Lot's daughters conceived from their father,

Rashi comments the following for the lemma ,',nn1:51

lN'~ln' '1.3~)I:1 ""'" "N nllVJN' "N':11.3 11':1)'111.3 n'L'Nn "NVJ !)")lN
.nllVJN' nN':lD n])I'U' ~ln' ",n)'

ln this instance, Rashi states that although a waman does not conceive from the

tirst time she has relations, these particular wamen were abte to take control of

themselves and conceive the tirst time.

49. Warsaw 204127 [IMHM 10112], fof. 222a.
50. The verse its.,f il: ""'~~·"m'''VI 1',nnl
51. The rendition cited here is from Bertiner (1905) 39. Minor variants can be

found among the other printed edltionl. For exampl., neïth.r the Rome,
Reggio or Guadelajara editionl indude the ward '<1rô and the Guadelajara
edition alone ha. the ph..... ",lYl nHJ~:Jet the end of the comment. For
further comperisan, ... Reshi HeShelem, vol. 1, 2281 382.
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Unlike the comments in the n"n' nnn.3 manusaipts. this text does not

explain Rashi's comment. It acknowtedges the existence of the variance in opinion

related ta conception and indicates that Rashi himself accepts both opinions.

Whereas in n"n' nnlD the justification for Rashi's explanation lies in BR, in the

statement of Rabbi Levi, this comment does not rationalize the contradiction il

presents. Nonetheless, Rashi's affiliation with the comment for 16:4 is certain,

and the citation is consistent with the above examples.

(1) ln Parma 837 (2058), the Tosafist comment attempts to explain how,

despite the opirion of the rabbis, that a woman couId not conceive her first lime,

Hagar was successful in such a feat.52

n~N ,'N ",n nDN~ '!:))lNl nl'~N' nN'~D ,~~ ,nnl '1" ~N 20"
lN ~"1 ln:» n'nv on'~N 'lN~' '~'N nlWJN' nN':lD n':1Y11D

ntn' '\!) "D '~)mn' nD~)I n~)lD~ '~~'N lN n""n~ ~)Ov 'V!)'N
.llDD n1V'~'1 n,vl Dn'~N Dn~

The citation of Rashi in this manuscript conforms with the comment's presentation

in the printed editions; the word n'~)J3'll is not induded. The reaction ta Rashi's

comment in this passage is a justification of Rashi's position despite the

contradictory opinions expressed by ""ln. Hagar may have been able to conceive

her ftrst 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 virgirity in arder that she wouId

conceive right away, lest Abraham and Sarah changed their minds and separated

her trom him.

The explanations provided ta rationalize Rashi's comment express the

same basic diffieuty with it as do the previous passages. The accepted idea was

that a waman COUd not conceive the tlrst time she had relations. In ail

cases, though, Rashi's association with comment, be it ofthree wards ortwo,53 is

undeniable and consistent.

52. Parma 837 (2058) {lMHM 13135]. The folio numbers in !his manuscript
are iIIegible. Thil pa.uge appeafl on the the twenty-third side, or the
eighth page of~ ~ nn:t.

53. In other WOrdl: rmvnn nNt:m rra.wu or jUlt nnVlIn n",:»'J.
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(m) Finally, Rashi's comment for 16:4 is cited in the fou1eenth-century

manusaipt London 173.2 (Add. 11,566). This passage is the same in content and

regarding the citation as the passages from the "1,n' nnnJ manuscripts.54

C'i"~N " ~'n 'D1N1 n)l~N' nN':lD n'J)m3 V~ ,nn1 '1n ~N la"
n~N' nN'~D '1n Nt)'n ,,~ '1~ " 'DHi" -,n D'Hln VJ' nt '~'~1

~)J n'3~ "N':lD N~N "'~)mD nVJN 1'N c~')J~ 't~N" 'DN n'~~3

.N!)'n ~ "~ ,~ !:)VJ"

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 soma texts, is inarguable.

Through the use of citations of Rashi in the Tosatot manusaipts, as weil as

the identical representations of the comment in the printed editions, two
comments, 50 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 dear1y associates the remark with him.

The variety of documents trom which the passages were extraded further

supports the daim for authenticity. Generations of Tosatot studied not only Rashi,

but the warks of their predecessors, as weil. Their tendency to address similar

issues, in similarways, should be expected. The fact thet Rashi's comments are

cited invariably in general exegetical works, in super..commentaries spedfically on

Rashi, and in commentaries by identified individuals, as weil as in manusaipts

demonstrating different qualities of saibal transmission, legibility, and marginal

notes, weakens the argument that the contormity is due to Tosdst mimiay.

Rather. these fadors suggest the aCCUllCY and consistency with which Tosafot

cited Rashi in their works. as weil as the central place Rashi held in their exegesis.

These examples demonstrate

that textuel evidence extracted trom the Tasaftst citations of Rashi can hetp to

determine the authentidty of the commentary.

54. London 173.2 (Add. 11.568) [IMHM 4921], fOI. 148.
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2. Limited Textual Evidence of Citations

Three of the nine identical comments in the printed texts of Rashi are cited

in onIy one or two of the Tosafot manuscripts verified. The comments for 10:2,

11:10 and 14:2 are ail cited in Moscow-Guenztug 317: in addition, 14:2 is also

cited in New York - JTS L819a1t The natLn and quality ofthese manuscripts, the

subjed matter of the Rashi comment, and the Tosafot concem with it must be

explored in order to determine the reliability of the citation.

Moscow-Guenzbu"g 317 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth-centuy super

commentary on Rashi.55 By definition, its styte examines more comments by

Rashi, in a more systematic mamer, than a Tosafot commentary that refers to

Rashi trequently, but not systematically. Furtherrnore, the varying ways in which

the citation of Rashi is introduced, sometimes with an introductory 'VJ-W and

sometimes without, was suggested above to indicate a compilation of comments

by and about Rashi drawn trom a variety of sources. This anthologiesl process

may have had as its objective the inclusion of a comment on Rashi for every

lemma. FinaUy, 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. 10:2lists the sons of Japheth: Gomer and Magog and Madai and

Yavan and Tuval and Meshekh and Tiras.5& The onIy lemma for this verse in

Rashi's commentary is the ward tn'''', and the comment in the printed editions

reads:~ 1l.S7 The citation and comment in Moscow-Guenzburg 317 is the

following:58

V'l!)7.3V n7.3~ tM'" M'n nD '"'' 'V,~D nD' ""Nl V1!) nl tn'"
n'nv V"~ n~'" n!)" c'n'~N n!)'VJ ~~N ,,~ '~D '!J' '"" o',nN:1

"'~D ~., n'n 1m' 'ne ND~" n'n V1!»1 ,,)1.3 WJpn ~~ ''0 rel' 'nD
Nln D11 c'~ -PD n'n ""':)l n!)' '~D l'n tn!), D"N tn!) nl tn'"

1n'~, ,.,1.3 N'i'J11 nrJ ~31llO '11.3 '''':)VJ D'NID '''')11 ,'O!:t n'n

55. See Appendix C.
56. The Hebrew text of the verse il:~l1Wl~1 "" '1al lUPJl -ml ,. '13
57. Berliner (1905) 20. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 105. 335.
58. Moacow-Guenzburg 317 pMHM 47585], fol. 11b.
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nt 01'11 ''!':I nZ'nl p; tM!) 'DNl N~' '11.3 '10 '1.3Nl n1.3' WJpn~
...~

The citation of Rashi in this manusaipt differs from the printed editions onIy in the

word nt instead of ll. The idea that Rashi is associated with the identification of

0"" as O~ is certain from this passage. The concem in this comment is the

reason why Rashi chose to single out 0-1'11 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 O~ ""10 ':»~'l, in which he refers to a midrash that daims Cyrus,

King of Persia, was a descendent of Japheth.5& ln order to support the familial

affiliation between Persia and Japheth. Rashi takes the opportLnity in 10:2 ta

substantiale the relationship. By identifying tn'3'1 as Persia, he is able to

demonstrate that Persis is a son of Japheth. Binee 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 ',1.3, and in most places '11.3 and O~

are mentioned together, Rashi aims to indicate to the readerwho among Japheth's

sons represents O~.

The fact that the identification of tri'" as~ appears in a variety of ear1ier

sources,60 yet is only atnliated with Rashi in this one manusaipt, and that in

relation ta the emergence of the printed editions, the manusaipt is a late text of a

super-commentary minimizes the reliability of this one citation and renders its

ability to authenticate the comment incondusiv8.

59. The lemma commented upon is in Gen. 9:27. The verse is: M'~ D'rDNn9'
'D~~ \V)~ '",' D" '~nlCl 1)"". Ra.hi's comment in Bertiner'. edition reads
nn" M\) D'mM"''' '9~ ClM D'D:wl VTTa, ~JlnVl'~ UU'~~ m", a~ ~IQ,~""

nD~" nn" ""JIn VTPD:! "'"II ~m fU'~" 'D nm" fO )" ",~M' '32) ",n~ V1~

D" 'no (71'""'. Berliner (1905) 20. For textual variants, compare with
Rash; HaShelem, vol. 1,104-105,335. Rlbbinic sources Ire Tfletllte
Yom. 9b-10a, in which """ is ...ociated with 0"'19 and BR 38:8 (Theodor
and Albeck, vol. 2,342-343; Mirkin, vol. 2,70-71) in which va is identified
85 a descendent of S1!3'. See also 'JO' Ntlptf1!J V7T.D, ect. M. Friedmann
(Vienna: 1880; Tel Aviv: s.n., 1963) "'~, fol. 1808, in which V"19 -PI:) vn'D
il identified a. 1 descendent of 31!P.

60. B. Yoma 108, BR 378, P. Megillah, 0'," N"~.
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The presence of the comment in the Talmud and Midrash, although not

uncommon SOll"CeS for Rashi. intimates the ease with which saibes and students

had access to this comment and couId have incorporated il onto and eventually.

into their own texts. At the same lime. the anthological naue of

Moscow-Guenzbllg 317 implies that this comment and its association with Rashi

were drawn from ear1ier SOlR8S. Its citation onIy in this one manuscript rnay be

accounted for by the inclusive quality of this text, and pernaps. not being a

comment that concemed the Tosafot regular1y. it is not mentioned in other works.

Unlike 12:13. where Abraham's charader was at issue, or 16:4. where the

troublesome suggestion that a waman couId conceive with her tirst sexuel

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 rnay not have been a question for regular

consideration.

(2a) ln 11:10, the verse relates that Shem wes one hundred years oId and

he begot Arpakhshad two years after the flood.61 Rashi's comment for the lemma

nl'U 31Nl) op Ctt' darifies simply: ~':ll)n ,nN O"'UII ''t'~'N31N "~'ntt':).62 The

passage in Moscow-Guenzburg 317 cites the comment in confonnity with the

printed editions and explains the following:63

:l'31:J~ ne, ,,,, ';":len ,nN O''3''INI 'V~'N ""nv:) nlV nNTJ 1=1 cv
...nl't' nNl) 1=1 D'U 'N 'NP 011 ''U~'N nN ",'C 'N 'Ni' ":lcn ,nN

ln 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" refn to bath the age of Shem and the fad that he had a

son. In otherwards, when Shem was one hlntred years oId, he had a son, and

this, the birth of his son ancl his hll'Klredth bir1hday. oca.rred two years 8fter the

flood.

Rashi's explanation simplifies the sense of the biblical text by utilizing the

wards of the verse and addng one letter, v. The passage in the manusaipt

61. The verse in the Hebrew is "YYIn!r1H J1Hml FUVI nN!) 'P D'II D'II Jrtm1 mN
~n 1nN D'M'II.

62. Rash; H.Shalem, vol. 1, 117, 338; Bertiner (1905) 21.
83. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585]. fol. 12b.
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darifies the problem anticipated by Rashi, as weil as the solution he offered.

Without the understancting 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 wouId suggest uselessly that Shem tlmed one hU'1dred years old

at sorne point in his life.

As in the previous example. the ability of l'le Tosafot citation ta authenticate

Rashi's comment is inconclusive. The exegesis coud have onginated with Rashi

as easily as il couId have been a darifying marginal note. The sole occurence of a

citation in the manusaipts venfied couId be due to the later dating of the

manusaipt or the lack of an engaging issue in either the biblical text or Rashi's

comment and not ta a consistent concem of Tosafot exegesis.

(3) FinaUy, in 14:2, Rashi's comment on the lemma)l~ is cited in Iwo

manusaipts. The biblical verse lists the kings upon whom war is being made.64

The final king mentioned is ,)'~ N'n )I~:1 ~D. Rashi's comment in the printed

editions states that )J~:1 is ")Jn CVJ.86 The explanation responds to the feminine

pronoun N'n, which should be masaJine if referring to the name of the king.66

Rashi darifies that ~~:l refers to the name of the city, which according to the

verse, is also known as ')J~.

(8) The passage in Moscow-Guenzburg 317 reads as follows:87

CYJ Nl" ON' '~l~ N'n ~~ "11:>11.3 i"" 'V" ~", ")fn CVJ 'VJ,'!:) )I~:1

l~Dn :>"1 ',~ln N~ n7J~ i1VP ~N'l) ')ll~ N'n '7JlN~ T"V N~ C'N
ll1WJ' CV "., n'i1 N~ pD ""N~ CV), 'VJ!)'N' ~"1 c',nza lD:>

'D:>
"Y1ln~ N~N Cl1lDVJ -':J1:J N' ",,:> Nnl nlVJ'~1:>:1NN'l ':lNCV)

.onW/,

64. Verse 14:2 is rm1N 'PD »av mDl' "p13 l'va nia a", -PD~ nH ncroD l~

~~·N'nm -pDl (D'm, a"~ "pD '"aNZ3VJl.
65. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 138, 342; Bertiner {1905}, 25. (The Rome edition

adually readl ,,» Dv) inlt.ad of ")m DI'.)

66. In other wardl, if the phrase is m.ant ta read "and the king of Bela was
Tloar," than the Ntn Ihould be Hm. Howewr, citie. are feminin., and
therefore, the feminine pronoun must be referri"g to th. name of the city •
"And the king of [the city of) Bell [which] is [1110 known 1') Tsoar.".

67. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585), fol. 158. Th. ward in square
bl'lckets il 1. il appears in the manulCl'ipt. However, il appears to be an
.rror becluse itI meaning il und.ar.
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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~ is the name of the city because, if it referred

to the name of a man, it wWd not read N'n but Nln. The problem that remains is

why the text does not mention the name of the king of )b:l, as it does with ail the

other kings. The suggestion is made that pernaps the name of the king of l'~ 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 orcier for the reader ta know

the kings' names but that he/she should perceive the evil within them.

(b) The second citation for Rashi's comment in 14:2 is in New Ym - JTS

L819a11, a sixteenth-cenUy manusaipt of a super-commentary on Rashi. This

text is faded and diffiOJlt to read, and the comments do not follow the sequential

arder 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:68

nt' OWJ' O~ ,,» O':)~D 'N~ nlD~ VJ,,'" ~,,~ »''0 lnt ")li'1 DYJ)b~

"~tnN" nD" :)"~N' 'D~ ntrmN1 -p~ "11' onl«' N~D")N~ '!J~

.OYJ VJ-'l!)DVJ lD:» "'" ")J lDl' n~~nl 1:»" 'N~n 'D:» CYJ~

The exegete in this text is more concerned with the derash related to Rashi's

comment than with Rashi's explanation itself.69 He expoulds that Rashi's

identification of )J'-':! 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 idee that "1heir meaSlft was not yet

full," and therefore his name is not specifted like the ethers.

ln both these texls, the citation of Rashi conforms to ils identical

representation in the prtnted editions. The commenls mer la the exception thet

exisls with the mention of)f~ in relation to the other kings in the verse, as weil

as la the midrashic texts that explain the names of the kings in lighl of their

wickedness. The idea that the omission of the king's Il8me is a statement on the

king's wickedness, or lack ther8of, is 8asily assumed.

6S. New York - JTS L819111 [IMHM 24053J. fol. 38.
69. Tant,uma n 17P and BR 42:5 (Theodor·Albeck, vol. 1,409-410; Mirkin.

vol. 2,124) both explore the meaning in the V8riOUI kings' names. Neither
passage mentions m.
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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 ditliculties in the biblical verse than ta

an edifying difficulty with the suggestions made in Rashi's commentary. This

difference rnay aCCCUlt for the fewer number of citations of this comment in the

Tosafot manuscripts. The style of Moscow-Guenztug 317 and the late date of

bath manusaipts rnay also render susped the reliability of the citations of this

comment in them. The appearance of this Rashi comment in these particular

manuscripts is no more valuable than its conforming presentation in the printed

editions, most ofwhich pre-date these Iwo texts.

The incondusive nature of these lemmata that are cited only minimally is,

nonetheless, supportive of the value of Tosafot citations in reconstnJcting the

original Rashi, as weil as of the importance of contormity ta this process. The

examples presented above from 10:2, 11 :10 and 14:2 are not cited sufficienUy in

the manuscripts examined to be deemed unquestionably authentic or inauthentic.

The comments are brief and direcUy related to the verse, with two of them having a

source in rabbinic texts. Ail of these fadors can be associaled with Rashi's

exegetical methods, as weil as with the naue of satbal interference.

The comments, however, are similar in styte and length to one another, and

the Tosafot exegeses related ta them also confonn ta each other in terms of their

concems and interests. In addition, these miquely cited comments appear in the

same manusaipt. and both manusaipts are dated qLite late. Had a LI'liquely cited

comment appeared in an earty manuscript or had each lr1iquely cited comment

appeared in a different manusaipt, or had each been of a different exegetical

charader, the lack of conformity wouId weaken considerably the ability of the

Tosafot citations ta refted an aca.nte texl of Rashi.

By examining the manusaipts and the natLre of the Tosafot concems, in

the comments that appeared identically in the printed texts, the contormity among

the manuscrfpts in M1ich the I..I1iquely dted comments appear and in the naue of

the exegeses related ta them allows for a stronger analysis of the citations, as weil

as of !hase comments that are not cited al ail. In general, the Tosafot tended to be

more concemed with !hase 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 ail

printed editions; at the same time, theyare less likely ta be of concem to the

Tosafot.

The next section will explore br1etly the remaining four lemmata in vvhich

Rashi's comments are presented identically in the printed editions of the

commentary but are not dted in any of the Tosafot manusaipts examined. The

pattems of contonnity established among those comments that are dted either in

full according to the printed editions or not cited al ail will help in the analysis of

those comments thet are onIy cited partially, either consistently or inconsistenUy,

based on the example of the printed editions.

3. Identica/ Printed Comments Never Cited

Four comments appear identically in ail printed editions but are not dted by

the Tosafot in any of the manusaipts verified. M examination of the exegetical

nature of these comments will help ta support the argument that

comments not dted by Tosafot may have existed in the original commentary. The

interests of the Tosafot may not have revolved aratm Rashi's simpler comments.

Rather, those comments that did not cany greater morallessons (or in sorne

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 pradices and beliefs. DistingLishing between comments

that addressed issues that couId have interested the Tosatists and those that,

according to previously established patterns of contormity, might not have dons

SOI will help defend the authentidty ofthose comments never dled.

(1) Gen. 7:5 states that Noat, did ail that Gad had commanded him: nl VJ)I'1

'1'1 1nl~ 'VJN .,:)~. Rashi's comment for the lemme N V)I'l is rn'n~ mN'] nl.70

Gad commanded NoalJ 10 do a number of things related 10 the ark, and here and in

verse 8:22, the textrelates that NoatJ did as God commanded. Rashi's comment,

based on a midrashic SOU"C8,71 identifies exactly which command is being

foIlowed for each statement of V)"l. This verse refers ta Noah's coming ta the ark

70. Rashi HaSh8lem, vol. 1,81,328; Berliner (1905) 15.
71. BR 32:5 (Theodor-Albeck, vol. 1, 293; Mirkin, vol. 2, 30).
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after its building but before boarding. Since the biblical text essentially dedares the

same point twice - that Noah did ail that God commanded - the midrash is indined

to lIlderstand a distinct meaning in each dedaration. Despite its midrashic

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

context of the narrative.

(2) ln verse 17:10. God establishes through circumdsion the covenant

between Himself and Abraham and futLl"e generations. The text reads: '''''~ "Nl

':>1 ~:> c:>~ ~l~n ".,nN -phl l'~l D~'l':11 'l'~ nDvn '1'1'(. Rashi's comment for

the lemma 0="1':1' '1':1 is ""'=')1~ O,.nN.n The plLnI 0:")':1' suggests that Gad

is making a covenant with Abraham and his descendants. But this assumption

renders the subsequent phrase in the verse. ",nN 1)Ml ,':1,. redundant. Rashi

darifies that 0")':11 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 spedtic meaning of each phrase of

the text follows the midrashic attribution of JU'POse 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 lI'lIike the comment at 7:5.

(3) Gen. 17:12 specifies the age at which males are to be circumcised. as

weil as the application of the covenant ta bath sired and adopted children. The

verse reads: ~ "='1.3 ~, n1.,1.3l 1l':1 "." D="""" '='l ~ D'~ ",1.3' 0'1.3' n11JV pl

N1n ~l~ N' '~N ,='). Rashi's comment for the lemma Cl~ "11'J'J' is 1Nl~

''',JVJ7J.73 It explains that someone bought after his birth must also be

circumcised. The simple clarification defines a term perhaps Ll'lfamiliar in the

context of babies and changes nothing from the mearing or implication of the

biblical text.

(4) Finally. in 17:23. where Abraham circumdses his son Ishmael and ail

the males barn ta his household. as weil as those pt,rehased after they were bam.

Rashi's comment for the verb ~7.)" is identical in ail printed editions. The verse

reads: ';)l~ l!)O;) nJi'J'J~ nNl m'~ '''"~ nHl 133 )N)JD'tI' nN cn-ON ni'"

D'n'-N lnN ':11 ''''N:. nln 01'" D~)O on71)' ,'tI:1 nN 'D" OiTCN n':1 "')ta.

72. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 172. 351; Bertiner (1905) 30.
73./bid.
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Rashi's comment for the lemma ,1.3', is ~" 'WJ~.7" It explains that the verb "7:)'1,

and he circumcised, is in the simple, active stem conjugation of the verb <"1' "3~).
The reason for this grammatical comment might be the irregular conjugation of the

root ',D or the desire ta differentiate between other uses of the root in this section

of the narrative.75 As with the examples above, the exegetical natLn of the

comment does not lend itself ta proflndities.

The four comments of Rashi that are identical in the printed texts not cited

in the Tosmat manuscripts are similar in style and exegetical charader. None of

them addresses an issue of moral charader, life lessons, or controversial beliefs

or practices. Rather, each comment foaJses on a simple textual darification

within the context of the narrative.

4. Conclusion

The examples presented in the above three sections demonstrate two

kinds of contormity that bath substantiate the ability of the Tosafot citations of

Rashi ta offer an scante text of the original commentary. First, the contormity 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 regular1y and consistently. Secondly, the conformity in the exegetical

charader of those comments not cited at ail, as weil as those cited onIy minimal'y,

elucidate the types of issues that concemed the Tosafat more regularty and those

ta which they rarely had anything ta add or need ta explain or explore. Moreover,

the contormity in the manusatpt that contained LI'liquely cited comments76 exhibits

the ability of the manusaipts themselves ta marifest their own reliability, quality

and value in their presentation of Rashi's commentary.

The second hait of this chapter will examine those comments that are cited

fUly and consistently in the Tasafot manJsa1pts but are not exaetly identical in the

printed editions of the commentary. This conformity among the citations will

fLnher substantiale the ability of the Tosafot to detennine the original texte

74. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1,178.352; Berliner (1905) 32.
75. Forexample,~n or~' in w. 17:10; 17:12; 17:13; 17:14 and omml in

17:11.
76. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585].



•

•

•

116

C. Conforming Citations
Certain comments among the lemmata of Rashi's work camot be identified

as identical because of miner inconsistendes that do not alter the essential

mearing 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 overlooked when analyzing

citations. A degree of scribal comJption is accepted in every text, and even greater

textualliberties are expeded in the copying of someone else's representation of

the original writing.

Once these minor variants cen be tentatively overlooked. the analysis of the

Tosafot citations of Rashi's commentary on Genesis sheds light on signifiesnt

pattems of confonnity. Comments that are cited in many difJerent manusaipts of

varying quality demonstrate which issues are of interest to the Tosafot More

importantly, the numerous, consistent citations extracted from these manusaipts

support a textual authenticity to the comments, despite the presence of variants in

the printed editions. In faet, when pattems of confonnity among certain citations

were noticed and the comments then verified in the printed texts, the textual

variants in them were miner and insigriftcant to the meaning of the interpretation.

Since the printed texls have been shawn to harbour much textual

conuption, and their ability to serve as a standard by which to measure the

contribution of the citations is tenuous at best, altemating the SOU"CeS from which

pattems of conformity are analyzed helps to overcome the wealenesses in the

texts' ability to serve as standards for compartson. In addition, issues of content.

Tosaftst concerns, and manusaipt reliability can be rninimized by approaching the

citations bath tram the perspective of the problematic printed texl and the

unpredictable citations.

The examples in the first hait of this chapter have explored comments that

are exadly identical in the prtnted editions. The dtations in the Tosafot

manusaipts conftrmed the canformity of the prtnted text through numerous,

consistent representations of the comment in a vartety of exegetical mal'lJsaipts.

ln 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 tram the Tosafot

manusaipts may be due to a lack ofinterest on the part of the Tosafot, rather than

a lack of authenticity.

The subsequent section will examine comments that are cïted 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

reCUTing citations in Tosafot will be able to corroborate their authenticity.

1. Genesis 6:13

ln Rashi's comment on Gen. 6:13, three lemmata are explained.77 The first

two are dted consistently and frequently in the Tasafot manuscripts, usually within

a single discussion. The biblical verse reports God's statement to Noal) that the

end of ail flesh has come before Him because the earth is filled with violence and

so Gad will destroy il. The Hebrew text is the following:

Ci"1')!)C ocn ,-,Nn nN'c ':> ')!)' la ,~]~ ,<p nl' c'n~N 'CN"
..,-tNn "N ort'n~c 'll"'

Rashi's comments on 'YJ] ~,p (6:13a) and ocn ~N" "N~C ':> (6:13b) explain

why ail ftesh was ta be destroyed. They also darity the purpose for the phrase 'J

ocn 'flNi1 nN',." sinee verse 11 has already reported that the earth had become

filled with violence.78 The SCU"C8 for bath his interpretations is fOl.Ild in numerous

midrashim.79

ln essence, the comment for 6:13a explains that wherever one finds

lewdness (nul), indisaiminate pu1ishment (N'01D""'lN)80 befalls the wor1d and

kills bath good and evil. In other wards, "ail ftesh was ta be destroyed" because of

the presence of lewdness. The comment for 6:13b darifies that the goal of the

n. The lemmata are: '10~W. or:»n 'ft"" nlOD ':3 and 'ftNn "H.
78. Verse 11 states von ~Nn iOr.m,.
79. The tollowing texts III discusa the indiscriminate punisment (N'Olam-rnH)

that will bef.1I bath good and .vil becIIuse of lewdness. BR 28:5 (Theodor
and Albeck, vol. 2, 248-249; Mirkin, vol. 1. 195); LevitR. 23:9 (Mirkin. vol.
8, 49); NumR. 9:33 (Mirkin, vol. 9. 211); Tanl)uma. ntvnN 12 (Midt8sh
Tan/IJtrJ8 (Warsaw). fol. Sb); BT Sen. 1088; PT Sol n"n H"!).

80. SM M. Jastrow, D'!1tJ~ vol. 1 (New York: 1989) 81.
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seemingly repetitive stalement regarding the presence of violence is ta specify that

their fate was sealed onIy on aCCOlllt of the robbery they committed.81

Exduding "'1"' nnl,., for the moment. bath lemmata are cited in fifteen

Tosafot manusaipts; ,~~~:) ~p alone and oen T"Nn nN~e'~ alone are each

cited in one document. From the twelve manusaipts of "'1"' "nle examined,

bath lemmata are dted in ten manuscripts; ,~~.,~ ~i' appears alone in one. The

fact flat bath lemmata are cited in a particular manusaipt does not suggest

necessartly that bath comments form part of one Tosafot disQJssion. In some

instances. each comment is cited at the begiming of its own explanatory passage.

Since the focus of this section is the consistency among the citations. onIy

the aetual citations of the comments are presented for anslysis. The discussions

and concems of the Tosafot regarding these comments are summarized in the

analyses, as required.

(a) Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 604) cites 6:13a as part ofits 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:S2

~ N'01e"'lN "'ll ~,c "nN~ o,pc~ n"!) ')!J~ ra ,~~~ ~i'

...C')Ml C'~l\')1""1 0")1'

N'L'i1" '!J" ',1i1 ').1 N'N 01" ',1 cnMl N' ""!) oen ~N" "N'C "
'\'1 onnnl' N'N C"l»' ta N'Olen13N nu\' C1VC1'~ ,'e, "Vi'
...Np'" ""1"))J N"N Dl" '\'1 C"N'll N" ",nNl ",nn ,» Dl"

The citation of 6:13b in the first line sets up the problem addressed in many

Tosafot manusaipts. Rashi's comment on 6:138 suggests that the reason for the

destruction of ail flesh is the presence of lewdness. yet the comment for 6:13b

daims that the fate of the flood generation was sealed specifically because of the

robbery they committed. The resolution of this seeming contradiction in the two
comments varies from text to texl.83

81. According to Jastrow 478, oan ha. the me.ning of violence or extortion.
82. Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Badl. Or. 8(4) [IMHM 18738], fol. 3&.
83. See GelUs, vol. 1t 204-207 for a selection of Tosafot commenta on this

problem.
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The citations of 6:138 and 8:13b refled aca.rately the ideas expressed in

the printed versions of Rashi's work. In arder to demonstrate the discemable

pattem of contormity in the citations ofthis comment, the presentation of the actual

texts of the printed editions will succeed the texts of the citations. The purpose of

this organizalion is to impress upon the reader the compelling evidence of the

dtations which then can be substantiated by the printed comments.

(b) Panna 837 (2058) cites the following:84

~ l'l" ~l1n ~ N~N Dl" ,t1 cnnnl N' 'YJ~ O~n 'flNn nN'~ ,~

N'O'~n')N"')t za,~ n11m- O'i'J'J~ ,,,~ ~ ~i' ~~ ,'!) Nn ,,~

...O')n' c'~""111"n, 0"»' IQ

Like the second passage of Oxford - Bodleian 270 (SadI. Or. 604), the comments

of6:13a and 6:13b in this manusaipt are contrasted; however, in this text, the

comment for6:13a is dear1y intended to be an aetual citation as opposed to the

paraphrase presented in the previous maooscript. The phrase ~i' '» ,:1:» ,~ Nn

'VJ~~ with its indusion of the lemma introduces the quotation; in Oxford 

Badleian 270 (Badl. Or. 604), the words,'!) 1''''' submit onIy what is leamed fram

the comment, namely that lewdness leads to indisaiminate punishment. The onIy

textual difference between the citations in each manusaipt is the ward 1"" in the

ftrst passage in Oxford - Badleisn 270 (Badl. Or. 604) and 111"" in Parma 837

(2058). Obviously, the presence or absence of the " does not alter the meaning of

the interpretation.

(c) New York - JTS L79211 includes citations of bath comments, each at the

beginning of its own passage. The citation for 8:138 is:85

nN:l N'O'l)'~"lN"')t ta,,., n11NW C'Pl)~ ""!) ,~, N:l ,~~ ~ ~i'

...D')M' C':l~ "1""' D~'~
The feminine "10, which is N:l in the previous citations, agrees better with the

feminine 111"", and bath N'Ol,.,''''lN and N'01rJ"'3N are defined in Jastrow's

O'}D "0 as indisaiminate pwisment.86 This auga-stsht the variant

84. Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135], second .nd third fols. of N nrm.
85. New York - JTS L79211 [IMHM 24022], fol. 88.
88. Jastrow 81. The aetual words of the definition are: "punishment of men

reg.rdl••• of guilt or innocence."
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representations in the citations may reflect different traditions regarding the

spelling or pronlllCiation of this term in its eafiier sources and that il is not

necessarilya saibal error or textual inconsistency that arose in the transmission

of Rashi's comment ln any case, nelther of these variants affeds 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:87

(d) Sassoon 409/1 disQJsses bath comments in one passage and the

comment for 6:13b alone in a second passage. The two texts are as follows:88

''L'l'' ~l1n ~ N~N Dl" "13 N~ 'D~D '~D V~ ODn -"Nn nN~D "
n~ ''01D1~''''lN Jnn 2011.3 nnN'L' D'PD ~~V '1.3N ,D~~ 'L'''' "nYJ

...rnnn~ n'n D)" '11' N1.)~N D'~l\:)' O')M 111"n nUl ,~ D~')'~

l~ n'n ~lln ~ N~N D)" "1 Dnn) N~ '1.)1N v, 01.)n -"Nn nN~1.) "
...o)'.)nn ~)I N~N Cl" '11 onnl N~ '1.),~

The tirst passage presents the comments in a 1005er, paraphrastic style as

opposed ta a verbatim quatatian, although the essence of both comments is

maintained. The words 'DYJ1.3 '~D intimate an expanation of the comment for

6:13b as opposed to a simple copying of the words. The citation for 6:138 begins

as a verbatim quotation, pretaced by the wards '1.3N 11.3")0 'L''''. The exegete

interrupts the citation with the explanatory dause ",ll ,~, to ensure that the reader

understands the contradiction between these two comments.

The second passage dtes Rashi's comment in contormity willl the

previous examples and supports the notion that the reference to the comment for

6:13b in the tirst passage was intended as an explanatory paraphrase. Textual

variants between these examples and the previous dtations continue ta be at the

level of missing or added letters, abbreviations, and, in the first passage. the

reversai of the arder of the wards D'~1Ul D'1M. The sense of the interpretation is

81. New York - JTS L19211 [IMHM 24022], fol. 88.
88. salsaon 409/1 IMHM 9353]. p. 8. [Pige numbers are m8rkecl on the

bottom of .8ch page].
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not altered nor do any of these variants cali into question ail 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 themselves appear as foIlows:89

ocn 'r'N" nN~D ,~ ... ',:3, o",)t~ nNJ N'01D"'lN~~ 'VJ~ ~ ~i'

,:3 'D~~ VJ~ ")J' ... 'DN~ N''lJi'' ',1n N"N Dl" '11 03'1N'll N' VJ-.!)
...D'~' c'~"" 111""' D"')J" nzo ~'OlD""lN3'11l1lalD n3'1NVJ DlpD

The presence of '1~' in the tirst citation of6:13a coUd theoretically raise the

question as to how much of the comment kno",," to modem readers was known to

the scribe and intended as part of the "et cetera." The complete citation further on

in the comment confinns this text's conformity with the eartier examples. The

citation of 6:13b is consistent as weil; the absence of the ward")t can be attributed

easily to saibal error and does not challenge the validity of the text.

(f) Moscow..Guenzburg 317 indudes partial citations of bath comments:90

n'll lalC nnNVJ 0'P1J~ .'!) ")t" Nn, ""N' ,,~, Cl" 'l1 D31NU N'
...11'll O'VD )tDtt/1J .,~

The use of ,,~, predudes the compansen 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 manusaipts and suggests that the adual texts of the

interpretation conformed as weil. The incfusion of ,,~, 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 6:138. without "~', begins two
separate discussions, and complete citations of bath 6:138 .-.d 6:13b appear in a

third passage. The lexts foIlow:91

89. London 173.2 (Add. 11,588) [IMHM 4921], fols. 7b-8a.
90. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 [IMHM 47585], fol. 8b.
91. Cambridge 1215.5 (Add. 1215,5) [IMHM 17078J. fol. 128.
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U'~D ,:»'n ,~ C~l)J~ n20 N'01D"lN n111 !a'D MN~ C'i'1.3 ~:»

...nl ,1.3:» ,nN O'i'13:l

"nVJ NYJi" ',1i1 ~)J N'N Dl" ',1 D"N13 N' oen ~Nn i1N'rJ ':»
C")l' nze N",'137\')N "Ul !aleMN~ ~'pD~ ")J~ '1.3~)J ''t'~

...n'lln ~)J Cl" ,,1 ,,13V )J'JV'J D'~' C':l1t' 111""'
With only the citations from the tirst two passages, which do not include any

indication that more text of the comment follows, one wouId be inclined to doubt

either the reliability of the dtations or the aulhentidty of the phrase D':llU 111""'
D')M1. The confonnity of the third citation with the preceding texts confirms that

the citations in the tirst two discussions are abbreviated.

The tirsl passage in this manusaipt discusses the sense of the ward

N",,1.3''''')N; the second introduces the question of where else in the Bible

lewdness led to indiscriminate pt.Ilishment. 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 partiwar manuscript is an anthology of comments

on the Torah drawn tram different souœs must also be considered. The

anthologiesl nature of the document couId suggest that two ear1ier smbes did

have onIy the abbreviated comments they cite and that the longer version dted in

the third passage was inclucted from a longer texte

The contormity of the longer citation with the majority of other citations and

the nature of the comments that accompany both the long and short citations

support the argument that the tirst two citations were abbreviated to the part that

was relevant at the lime. rather than that the l1ird citation includes an additional

dause not authentic to the original text. The citation of 8:13b contïl'UtS to be

consistent tram manusaipt to manusaipt. a1d its rea.rrent juxtaposition will

6:138 substantiates the presence of bath comments in the original version of

Rashi's commentary.



•

•

•

123

(h) New York· JTS L791 presents this same juxtaposition in its citations of

6:13a and 6:13b. The text in this manusaipt reads:92

nnNYJ C1PD~:) ''!) ")'~ "nYJ 'pl 'l1n')t N~N Cl" 'l1 cnN N~ n"!:)
...D')Ml ":11" nl'lnl D~1~ nN:1 N'01Dl"'lN rnn zalD

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) dtes each comment as part ofits own

separate discussion. The texts are the foIIOVIing:93

")n '1'1"1 D~~ nla '1C"'lN 'ln 1:1 VJ'YJ 'li't'J .,~ 'YJ1!) ,YJ:1 '=» ~i'

...0':11"1

Besides the frequent use of abbreviations in these citations, the one significant

textual difference here is the phrase rnn 1:1 VJ'VJ, which is dted as n1n zalC nnNVJ

in the other renditions. The sense of the comment is not changed by this variant,

which suggests pernaps that the author was citing Rashi's comment trom

memory. One could also argue that the very existence of this vartant intimates a

lack of authentidty to the comment; however, the manifest conformity among the

texts of the other manusaipts and in the meaning of the interpretation weakens

this perspective.

(i) Jerusalem 8°5138 (8200) cites bath comments in abbreviated forme The

inclusion of '1:)' in each citation indicates that the saibe WBS sware of more text

than was being presented in this dOQJment. Uke Hambu"g 40 (Cod. hebr. 52),

6:138 and 6:13b are cited at the begiming ofseparate disQJssions. The texls are

the foIlowing:94

92. New York - JTS L791 [IMHM 24021], fol. 7b.
93. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 901), fol. 88.
94. JeNsalem 8-5138 (8200), foIl. 28, 38.
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The presence of 'l:)l in the middle of the citation of 6:138, with the wards C'1lU

0')1'1 induded at the end, confirms the existence of the rest of the comment. One

could argue that the 'l~' at the end of the citation for 6:13b was added to the text by

a later saibe who was familiar with a longer comment, but that the original author

only possessed these tirst fOU" wards. Even 50, the trequent

discussions of whether nUl or ~:nl was the cause of the ftood generation's

downfatl, as weil as the particular comment that follows in this manusaipt, which

refers to the sin Of'll, affirm Tosafist knowIedge of a comment longer than the

citation above as weil as an association of the comment with Rashi.

(k) The dtations of6:13a and6:13b in Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 appearin

the same discussion in which the concept of 1"n and ,t1 are contrasted. The text

reads:95

T'lnn')I N'N Ol" 'll onnl N' ,,~, nUl ~'e nnNV Olpe,:)
...'lln ,).' N'N onnl N' '~N) 'P,nNl

Identifying which aspeds of this passage are intended as dired quotations of

Rashi's comment and which are paraphrases of the ideas can prove difficult. One

could question legitimately whether Rashi said the wards N'N Cl" 'll cnn3 N'

rnnn ')1 in addition ta the wards ',ln '» N'N cnnl N'.
Since the issue being addressed in this passage conforms with the cited

passages in previous examples, the sense of this text becomes dearer: the idea

that in 6:13a Rashi suggests that nUl is the reason for the ftood seems to

contradict his comment in 6:13b, wh.. he states that the fate of the ftood

generation was sealed onIy on aCCXU1t of their sin of robbery. For this reason,

6:138 is only cited up t.I1til the most retevant ward, "'l,. The ''C' indicates that

more comment exists but is not includec:l.

The remairing part of the dtation is essentially a paraphrase of the

contradiction of6:13a and 6:13b. Using the wards of6:13b. the exegete

expresses the cflfllaJty that from the cited phrase of6:138, the tate of the ftood

95. Cambridge (Add.) 869.2 [lMHM 15890], first folio of N nvn!). ninth folio
from the beginning of the ms.
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generation appears to have been sealed on account of J"n, but afterwards the

comment at 8:13b states that ~ll was the sole cause of their fate.

ln this passage, the citations of6:13a and 6:13b are not complete. In fad,

the comment for 6:13b is not really dted verbatim, at ail. However, the information

provided in this citation regarcling these two comments does not contradid or
supplant the contormity established in previous examples. Rather, the issue being

addressed in this teXl corroborates this citation's contonnity with

the above citations and supports the interpretations' presence in the original

commentary.

(1) Oxford - Bodleian 27118 (Opp. 31) cites 8:13a in one discussion and then

bath 6:13a and 6:13b logether in another. The citations are:96

...o~ N~itl 'i' ,,~, "J1U '~J ,~ '<i'

"0 ''!1 """ 'i" "1"~)I "N 'l" 'l1 ,t» NXt '~D '(1Nn nN'D '::>
....')Ml ":11\:) '1".,'0")1' NJ N'ODl"lN nlll ~'D nnN'LI "pD'~

The first passage in this Tosafot manusaipt discusses whether good people

existed at this lime, because verse 6:12 states ~ 0" nN 'v~." n'n~n'~

"\lNil, that ail ftesh had corrupted ils way on the earth. For this reason, onIy the

relevant wards from 6:138, regarding the good and evil people (D')r1' D'Jl\:», 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 dte the ward onnnl (or DM). The root cnn in its ~)

form means ta be sealed, and 'l1 in ils~) form means to be decreed.97 The

sense of either ward in the context of the comment does not alter the intepretation.

The saibe or student in this text may have been dting the comment from

memory, and the ward D3'1N was accidentally changed to ,tll. The predominance

of DnMl (or DnN) in most of the cited passages establishes the preference for

this ward's legitimacy as opPOsed to that of ,t» .

98. Oxford • Bodleian 27118 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 18739], first fol. of N "vnQ.
97. Jaltrow 514,231.
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(m) Warsaw 204/27 dtes comments for 6:13a and 6:13b in the same

passage. The text reads:98

nza N'O'C''''lN 'CN ~')I~ 'i' ~lln ~)I N~N Dl" 'll OnNll N' ,~~
")IV)'~ Ol" 'll cnn3 N~ N"n!) nutn ~':a,,~"'ll "'l13 op DN ''D
,~" )lC~C '''VJ, "VJ~ ~~l c'~""n Dl '1'"3 "'lln D'''C' ~lln ~)I N~N

...D')I1' "~l\:) 111"n, nUln '~1 :m~'

The citation of 6:13b is identical ta the majority of representations in the other

examples. The comment for6:13a is not cited in full anywhere in this text, but ils

content is paraphrased throughout. The phrase ,,:) nza N""c,n'lN 'CN ~,~.,

1nnn "'~VJ~"'ll "'l13 ,~ ON refers brietly ta the wards of Rashi's comment. while

il explains the main agenda for its inclusion in this disQJssion, that in 6:13a "'3l

appears ta be the reason for the flood, whereas in 6:13b the impetus is ~ll. The

words D')I1' ":Il\:) 1'1""' n,nn ':11 :an:), ':)n )lC"rJ ,,,~, "VJ~ ~~, conftrm that the

scribe had more of Rashi's comment for 6:13a but did not see a need to cite il

comptetely.

The full citation of 6:13b presented in juxtaposition ta fragmentary

representations of 6:13a continues ta 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 underrnine this conformity, because the

context in which the partial citations and paraphrases are presented foflows the

pattem witnessed in other documents. Moreover, no element of the brief

references to this comment in any way contradids or invalidates the full citations

in the other texts.

(n) Vat. Ebr. 48/1 includes complete dtstions for both comments, one
following the other. Il then goes on to discuss the contradiction between them.

The citations read as follows:99

NJ N~'Dn'lNn,n ItCIlD nnNVJ o'i'rJ~ n"!) ')!J~ l'a 'VJ3~ "1i'
onM3 N~ "'~ OrJn "'N" nN~c ':> c')nn D)J o'~""n 111"n1 o~,~

...~l1n ~ N~N D3" 'll

98. Warsaw 204/27 [IMHM 10112], fols. 2208-220b.
99. Vat. Ebr. 4811 [IMHM 165], fol. 3b.
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Two minor textuel variants appear in this citation. The tirst is N~'D"'lN, which

is dose enough to the other renditions of this ward to be a simple copying error.

The second is the phrase O')Mn O).f o':&Nn, which appears in other citations as

0'»"1'0':&'" (or 0':1"'" O')M). The essential meaning of the phrase, that bath the

good and evil will be killed on aCCOU1t of the lewdness. is not altered with the

version in this manusaipt. The variant pemaps stresses that, while the evil

obviously would be killed, in this parlieuar case the good are killed with them. The

difference in nuance is miniscule in signiticance and, as a whole, the

citations of6:13a and 6:13b in this text conform with their citations in the previous

examples.

(0) 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.1OO

nN:1 i1'OlD"'lN Tt'll ~'D nrn-t~ ~'PT.)~ ''L'~ 'Y:J' N:I '~:I ~ ~i'

Cl" ',1 CTtn3 N~ O~n T'Nn nN',;) ':) C')ni1 0)1 0':&1'.'i1 1""' C"')J'
..."U~ :)")1 ',1" ')1 N'N

This passage conforms almost identically to the majority of representations of this

comment in the preceding documents. The textual variant of the phrase o'~"'n

C').f.,n C)I appears in Vat. Ebr. 48/1 and can be explained in the same way. The

words ,~~ :)")1 indicate dearty to the reader the end of the dtation and the

beginning of a discussion on il, and this confinns the limits inadvertently set in the

citations above.

(p) Similar1y, Paris héb. 260 has one passage that dies bath comments:101

',1i1~ N~N Cl" ',1 ',1l N"'-' 'DVD '201.3 ,~~ ODn T'Nn "N~D ':)

TUC N'OlDl''''lN nlll ~11J ""N" a,pD~ 'D~)I '''' '1J1N ""'-' '1"
")J n'il Dl" ',1' N'N TtUl ,':&'-'J N'N 'l'N ,,~, O':ll\:) n1""' a"~

..."'1"~ N'" nUl"

The passage is reminscent of several leXIs. The phrase ',1l N"'-' appears in

most renditions as C11Ml N"'-' (or onro) but is IlOt wiq... to this manusaipt.102

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

100. Leiden 27 (Wam. 27; Cod. Or. 478S) [IMHM 17371], fols. Sb-8a.
101. Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839J, fol. 198.
102. See abave, the citations tram Oxford - Bodleian 271/8 (Opp. 31)

[IMHM 18739].
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may represent a paraphrase that was transmitted erroneously as a verbatim

quote.

(q) Vat. Ebr. 45/1 cites onIy the comment for 6:13a:103

.C~l)'~ N:1 "m an, ''!) o~,,~ la N'011.3"'3N 't'~ 'VJ~ " ~i'

The purpose of this brief, incomplete citation is the definition of the word

N"'1cn'lN, and therefore the rest of the comment is not retevant ta the exegete.

White one certainly could argue that this dtation is evidence of an original, shorter

comment. or at least a sign of the longer version's questionable authentidty, the

confonnity among ail the previous citations wouId have ta be rejeded as

meaningless. Since the comment that accompanies the citation pertains directly

ta the cited part of the Rashi, the lack of '1~1 or the remainder of the comment

does not undermine the contonnity fOl.lld among the majority of citations or

invalidate the authenticity of the comment.

Also, the lack of a citation for6:13b neects not question the legitimacy ofthis

comment ta the original work. Since even those comments that are induded are

dted only for their relevance to the discussion that follows, the idea that sorne

comments were of no interest to a partieuar exegete and therefore not mentioned

at ail need not be of any consequence to their authenticity.

(r) Similar1y, Oxford - Bodleian 27112 COpp. 31) onIy cites the comment for

6:13b:104

This text presents the comment in contonnity with the majority of examples above.

The lack of a citation for 6:138 can say more about the interests of the Tosafot in

this exegetical work than about whether the comment WBS part of the original work

of Rashi. Since both 6:138 and 6:13b are cited regularty in many manusaipts,

Iheir absence in any one parti~ar document does not discard the arguments for

their authenticity.

103. Vat. Ebr. 45/1 [IMHM 182]. fol. 2b.
104. Oxford - Bodleian 27112 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 18739]. second fol. of"~

ru.
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R8Shi's comments for 6:138 and 6:13b are also cited in the exegetical wor1<

n"n' 11nlC. Most of the manusaipts of this work cite and disQJSS 6:138 and then

present both comments in juxtaposition ta each other in a discussion of the

contradiction between them. The passages extraded from these manusaipts are

essentially the same in tenns of content, stn..lctLn. and style.

However, considering that these are ail copies of the same work, the variants that

do appear between them can prove very interesting.

(8) Panna 537 (2541) cites the foflowing:l06

N''t'i'' 'l1n ')1 N~N Dl" 'l1 Dnnnl N' V1!) ocn 'flNn nN'C ':»
n~ N'O',.,""'lN n'll ta,,., nnNV a,pD~ 'D~).t ~~ ~,~ ".,~

...D')M' D'~"" n1"n1 0")1'

As discussed in the examples above, the brief dtation of 6:13a in the tirst passage

is redeemed by a fuller citation in the second passage.

(1) Budapest-Kaufmam A31 has a similar text:106

-p 0")1"~ 1:1:» ,~, ''!) '1:»1 '~,)I~ N:l N'O,.,"'lN ,~, '!) ,~~ ,:» "iP
.''')0 'nrae

"n~ 'i" "l1n ")1 N"N 01" 'l1 DnMl N" '''' ,'!:) oen TlNn nN'C ':»
0")1' N:J N'01,.,"'lN n1n zalD MN" D'PD~ ,T.)~).t "L" ''!) ,,~

...D')n' D'~1\:)111"."

The comment that follows the citation in the first passage demonstrates that the

focus for this author was the deftnition of the ward N'OD""N.107 This specifie

topie of exegesis COUd explain the abridged citation, which is subsequently

presented in full in the next passage.

105. Panna 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503J. fol. 811.
106. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833J, fol. 158.
107. The author of this comment lumed the definition of the word

N'Va'rmK from 1T")m, which is .n Al1Im.ic Iexicon compiled by Rabbi
Natan ben Yet)iel of Rome (1035.1110). in the twelfth century. see
Nath.n ben Jehiel of Rome, !1/M' ltI, P JIU m,nN1J D>rm 7"JI1QC',
&ds. Alexander Kohut and Samuel Knluss, vol. 1 (Tel-Aviv:
1989-1970) 143 • J1'?1 ')011 "1'01)" lm U'1 N'œrmH '9. For more on
Rabbi N8t8n _ "Nath.n ben Jehiel," EJ. vol. 8. 859-880.
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(u) MU'lich 62,1 also discusses 6:138 in one comment and then OO116:13a

and 6:13b in a second passage, but the citations in l1is text are less complete, and

the tirst comment contains signiftcant variants.108

n11,nl C~l»~ nN:l n)M nn n,n ,m VJ'I' alpD~ 'V"1!) 1W~ ~ ,p
•••10):)) N~ onlN N)nl 'D'n, D')M1 o'~""

n1'~)J 1P'» Nnl ',1.3 'pnl ~lln ~ N~N Dl'i 111 cnnnl N' 'V~ODn
... ''0 c.,,~ nza ''t'10'''3N nUl 'N) Cli'D~ "')J~ '~ï:» n")J n'il

ln the tirst passage, the phrase n)n nn ",l1 ,n~ W'W appears instead of the

standard N'OlDn'lN n1l1 ~l1.3 nnNW. However, in the second passage 6:138 is

cited in confonnity will other renditions, although in an abbreviated forme The faet

that il',"' "'nlD is a recognized, exegetical work and not an anthology of

Interpretations indicates that the lack of textual consistency from paragraph ta

paragraph is suggestive of a large degree of saibal corruption. Otherwise, one
coutd propose that each passage originated from an independent souœ and was

induded in this one work of exegesis. VVhile this may be the case, the ides that

random comments were inserted U'1der the guse of "iln' nnlD efucidates fu1her
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 :109

-p O"~ la ,~::» -n1 ,~ 'l::»l C~l" IQ N'OD1~"ilN 'W"1!) 1W~ ~ ,p
.'''10 '3UQD

nVJp1 ~lln ~ N'N Cl" '11 cnnro N~~ ODn TlNn "N'1.3 ,~

la N'01Dn'lN ""n la11.3 nnrœ OlpD~ lD~"'~,,~ ""W
...D~"'" O')M "1"n1 D~,,)b

\/Vhile the textual variants in these citations are essentially insigntiC8nt, since they

do represent extrads of the same exegetical worte, they ... notewor1hy,

nonetheless. The ward N'OD~n'lN in the ftrst citation appears as N'01Dn'lN in

Ile second passage, and the phl1lse D~1\:" O')M is reversed in the

108. Munich 82,1 pMHM 23118], fol. 8b.
109. P.ns héb. 188 pMHM 4155J, fol. 7b.
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Budapest-Kaufmam A31 rendition. Many of these variants were exhibited in the

non-n"n' 11NrJ manuscripts, but the textual inconsistency among renditions

of the same text and even within the same manusaipt manifests dearty the

degree of corruption.

(w) New York - JTS L790 also has a similar text:110

-p 0"»' N:l -01 .!:t ''Dl 0~1~ nN:l N'01D,n1lN ~l 'YJ~ .,VJ:l~ 'Ci'
.'''')0 'nzaD

N'VJP' ~'ln "» N~N 03" 'll onN N~ ", 'VJ~ ODn ~N" nN"D "
nla N'O'D~"'lNrnn ralD nnNV O'PD~ lD~)O Nl" ,~ ~,~ ~"1

...0')Ml D':1"" 111.,,", O,,~

(x) New York - JTS L788 cites more of6:13a in its tirst passage than do the

previous examples, but it does not indude the deflnition of the ward N'O'Dn'3~.

The second passage also compares 6:138 and 6:13b, but it differs sharply tram
the preceding texts:111

D'n'" nzo N'01D"1N n'll zalD MNVJ 01pD~ "",'!) ,VJ:l " 'Ci'
.'''')0 '11ZQD "

N'01D1'1lN nUl ~1D MNVJ Dll'D~ 'VJ' ,'!:) ODn 'r1N" nN'D ':)
N"N Ol" "1 cnNU N" te,'!:) ~n' ...C')nl C':l'ft:' nl"n, o~,~ nN:1

...O')Ml C':llU nl"" n13l OlVD1 "'ln,» O'WJ'

The citation of 6:13b in the second passage is presented as part of the diSQJssion

and explanation of the contradiction between Rashi's two comments. The insertion

of the ward O'WM serves as a clarification that the evil people wouId be killed

because of the "'1, but that, because of the nUl, both good and evil were to be

killed. VVhile the passage dlscusses the same main issue as the eqLivalent

sections in the other n"n' nNIJ mal'l.lSCrtpts. ils presentations vary explicitly.

(y) New York - JTS L787 foIlows the pattem of Budapest Kaufmann A31

and New York - JTS L790:112

110. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020], fol. 911.
111. New York - JTS L788 [IMHM 24018], fol. 2b.
112. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017], fol. 4b.
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~ ~ D"))' KI eu, ''!) 'l~' D"~ nta N'01Dn'lN 'VJ~ ,VJ:1 ~~ ~p
.,,,))n:1

"nIJ N'VJP' 'l1n~ N'N Dl" '11 Onnl N' '''~ocn ~Nn nN'1.3 ~
O"y, n!a N'O'Dn'lN nUl za'D nJ1NVJ o,pc~ 'c~)' 'VJ~ ,,~

.•.O')Ml 0':1~111"n,

(z) New York - JTS L789 differs onIy in ils presentation of the phrase VJ-''!)

'V,.113

'!) -p O"Y, nKl eu, '!) O~'~ ilN:1 N'O'D"11N ,~ ,'!) '1':1~ ~p.,"))]

N'Ill" ,t1n~ N'N 01" '11 onnl N' 'VJ' ''!) ocn T1Nn nN'C'~

nN:1 N'01D,,11N nUl 20'1.3 "3'lNVJ 011'D~ 'D~)' "" '!:I "y, ',nVJ
.•.O')Ml D':1~111""' o',)f.7

<aa> ln Vat. Ebr. 53, the discussion in the first passage extends beyoncl the

definition of N'O'D"'lN, while the contrast of8:13a and 6:13b remains the same

in the second passage:"·

0'1'1.3 ,~ ''LI' '!)~ "'N'V V' ,:1' ,'!) D"~ nN:l N'O'C"1lN~~
,1.3J ,nN D1pD:1 U'~1.3 ~'n o.,,~ n10 N'O'Dn11N "'lt N~"~ nnNII

...,,,,, nt

,,~ ',nv '1" ',1"~ N'N 01'1'11 onro N' '!) O1.3n ,.,Nn nN'C'J
O':ll\.') 3'11""' o"y, nza '''''D'''lN nUl ~'1.3 N'INtI 0'1'1.3~ 'VJ~

...O')n'

The remarks that follow the citation of 6:138 include a second dtation of the same

comment. This repetition intimates strongly 8 second exegetical passage

appended to the citation and subsequent deftrition of N'O'1.3"'lN that is common

10 most of the n,,"' nmE) l'I18oosaipts already examined. VVhile the citations of

the Rashi comments conti,.. to manifest conformity from one manusaipt to the

next, the texts of l1e exegeses that 10110'11 demonstrate distinct variants. In this

context of expicit textual conuption, the minor lextual variants within the citations

113. New York - JTS L789 pMHM 24019J. fols. S.Sb.
114. V81 Ebr. 53 PMHM 170). fol. 9&.
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themselves are evidenUy insigniticant, and their consistent contormity among the

explicit comJption streng1hens the argument for their authenticity.

(bb) Finally, the citations in Panna 527 (2368) are more similar to the ear1ier
examples:115

op c~~ la '::1:) ,~, '!» D~~ la N'OU)l~n"]NVJ-a!) 'V~ ~ ,<p
,n)C V'1t'D

"nv N'V'" 'lln~ N~N D]" "1 onn] N~ V-,!) orJn ,.,Nn nN'D~
... '1:)1 ,un Ia'D MNV ali'rJ~ lD~~ 'VJ~ ~~

The abbreviated dtation of 6:138 in the second passage is accompanied by '1:)1

and, as weil, it cites a difJerent part of the comment than is presented in the first

passage. Moreover, sinee the content of the exegesis in the second discussion

conforms with the previous examples, one can assume that the author of this

manusaipt knew of a longer text of Rashi's comment and chose to include it in an

abridged fonn. The possibility also remains that the original version of """' nNe

abbreviated Rashi's comments, and later renditions of the work completed 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 """' nND

super--commentary on Rashi, the citations of Rashi themselves do not contain

signiftcant variants, either in tenns of text or content. In fact, the contonnity

marifested among the citations tram the manusaipts of """' nND is

substantiated fw1her by their confonnity with the citations extracted from the first

set of Tosafot manusatpts of varying quality, date, and exegetical nalLn.
The examination of the m...a'lpts of Tosafat exegesls, including the

""n' nNe texts and the extraction of contorming citations of the comments for

6:138 and 6:13b advocate for the auIIentIdty of theS8 comments ta the original

version of Rashi's commentary without requiring the fauty printed editions ta

SeNe as the standard for comparison. The citations on their own demonstnlte an

ability to present consistent evidence of Rashi's WOI'k•

115. Parrna 527 (2388) pMHM 13233). foIl. 8b-7a.
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VVhen the texts of the citations are verifted againsl the prtnted editions, the

tenuous naue of the printed edltions is reinforced, and the reliability of the Tosafot

citations is enhanced. The Venice and Guadelajara edltions of the commentary

present the comments most in conformity with the standard extraded tram the

citations.

The Venice edition reads the following:116

o,,»~ nzo N'O'D'~'n'lNn'll laUJ MNYJ O'i'~ ~ ~,,~ " ,,,
.D'yn C':11t' n1"n,

.~11n~ N~N Cl" ',1 01lN N~ ODn 'fn~n nN~D ,~

The texi of the Guadetajars edition iS:117

o~,~ nza N'OD"n'3N n1l1 la'D MnNV D'PD~ ,~~ ~ '<i'
.D')M' D~1t'111""'

.~11" ~ N'N Cl" ,l1 Dnnrll N~ ODn ~Nn "N~D ,~

The only ditference between these two versions is the spetling of N'O'J'J'~n')N,

'Nhich does not have the vav 8fter the mem in the Guadelajara edition, and the

wards cnnl and onnnl. Both these variants, meaningless ta the sense of the

Interpretation, are evident among the different Tosaftst citations.

The Reggio printed edition has one signHicant variant that did not appear

among any of the citationS:118

D~'lb nzo nN'01D1711lN md !01D Mt«' D'PD~ ,,,~~ '<i'
.D')'-" D'~"" 111""'

.'11n~ N'N Dl" ,,1 OU'l)11M3 N~ 07Jn ~Nn nN'D ,~

The spelling of nN""D'''1lN ditfers yet sgain. and this edition PIefers the ward

C11nnl. The most interesting variant. however, is the ward J'lNl inste8d of J'lUl.

Obviouslya scnbal error misreading the ward ",l" l'lis variant renders Rsshi's

116. Raahi HaShalem, vol. 1.74.
117. Ibid. 327.
118. Ibid.
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comment mearingless. Rather than explairing that lewdness is the cause of

indisaiminate death among bol'l good and evil people, and thus Gad tells Noata

that "the end of ail ftesh has come,H the rendition of the Reggio text states that

''this" is the cause of indisaiminate pu'lishment, although the subjed of the relative

pronoun remains obsa.re and .....ntelligible.

Considering the prominance of nUl among the Tosafat discussions of

Rashi's comment, this errer reinforces bath the lack of leamedness among those

editing the pnnted editions and the gravity of the textual COITUPtion. Oespite ils

recogition as 'WIN' 0»1 or the "First Edition,"119 the text of Reggio contains more

signifiesnt emn than l'le variant minutiae fou1d among the citations.

The Rome printing of the commentary contains an additional phrase at the

end of6:13a, which, without having consuIted the Tosafat manusaipts, wouId

have been considered a serious variant among the printed texts. This version

reads:120

o,,~ "ZO N'O'D''''lN n1ll ~1DMN'" 01i''-3~ 'V:1~ '<1'
.'4' .'!) ''Pl''''''1lN 0'»1' 0':11'.' "1""1

The phrase at the end of 6:13a is the definition of N'OlD'''''N, which appears

primanly in the """' nND manusaipts. The exploration of the citations in Tosafot

exegetical warks helps to eliminate phrases and comments that have become

appended to Rashi's work but that did not originate there. The definition of

N'01D'''',N obviously fonned part of the super-comment, but without the

rescuœ of the Tosafot citations, the variant becomes PIrt of an

extensive assortrnent of phrases and wards that may have been either added to or

omitted tram one edition or &nother. Nt anaIysis of Tosafat exegeses and their

relationship to Rashi's commentary helps to resolve sorne of these anomalies.

The repeated presence of this phrase in the Tosafat literatLn again calls

into question the competency of the editors of the prtnted editions, and it also

• 119. Offenberg 493; Rash; HeS"./em, vol. 1, 309.
120. R.shi He-S.lem, vol. 1.327.
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elucidates the inadequacy of these works to seNe as standard versions of the

commentary.

Finally, Bertiner's edition contains onIy one minor variant. The texi is as

follows:121

D")J~ nza N'O'D",'lN~ n1ll ~1D nnN~D1i'D~ '''':1~ ~i'
.O')Ml C':ll\:) n1"n1

."1"~ N~N Dl" ',1 onN N' ODn ,-,Nn nN~C ':J

The additional acronym l'~1 is in parentheses, presumably because Ber1iner was

LI'ldear as to whether it formed part of the original commentary. He probably

found the abbreviation in a minority of the manusaipts he consultecl, and hence he

included it in parentheses. Its appearance in the comment suggests that bath

lewdness and idolatry lead to indiscriminate pu"lishment.122

Almast every Tosafot comment consulted contr8sted "'ln with "1, with no

mention of idolatry, and none of the other printed editions incJuded the acronym (or

the wards) in ils rendition. Bertiner's inclusion of the term, even in parentheses,

demonstrates his lendency ta be inclusive in his choices rather than exdusive.

His acknowledgement of students' comments and scribal additions appended to

the body of the commentary123 does not translate into a

mtical apparatus elucidating these layera, and the conformity bath among the

citations of Rashi in the Tosafot as weil as in their discussions of the comments

suggests that Bertiner's inclusion of the acronym was LIljustified. As with the

other printed texis, the problematic natLn of Berfiner's edition is reinforced through

the analysis of the Tosafot tem and their citations of Rashi.

121. Bertiner (1905) 14.
122. Worth mentioning il the presence of the ph,... in R••hi'i comment

for 8:11. for the lemma mvml. The comment begin. l'''' nn» "vb.
se. Raah; HaShalem, vot. 1, 73, 327; Bertiner (1905) 13. The
I1Ibbinic source for thil comment i. BT san. 58b-57a, in which the
prooftexts indicming that the sons of NOIIt) Mn comrunded 8gIIinst
idol8try (t"») and Jn'"'W 'm (of which "ln il .uumed to be • form) are
discuSl8d. The linking of sexual improprietie. with idolatry may have
led to the inclusion of l"» in Ra.hi', comment for 8:13a. (See Rash;
HaShe.m. vol. 1, 73, fn 28, for other source.).

123. Bertiner (1905) viii-ix.
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Rashi's comments for8:13a and 8:13b were established thraugh the

dtations of these Interpretations in manJsaipts of Tosafot works of exegesis.

From manuscript to manusa1pt, the conformity in the citations substantiated the

authenticity of these remarks. It also seNed 8S 8 standard for verifying the

variants in the printed editions. Since neither the printed editions nor any one

Tosatot manusaipt represents a reliable version of the original Rashi

commentary. pattems of conformlty in bath reSOllœs must be established.

elucidated. and analyzed in arder for the comments to be validsted.

ln this example, the extraction of the citations tram the Tosafot

manusaipts, with the evaluation of the significance of the textual variants, (or the

lack thereof). established the pattem for a conforming texl 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 reliability

popular1y attributed to !hem.

2. Genesis 6:19

Rashi's comment for this verse consists of two lemmata. The tlrst lemma,

'nn ~D. will be the subject of the subsequent disQJssion.124 ln the verse itself,

Gad tells Noal) that he shaud bring ta the ark Iwo of "every living thing of ail flesh."

The Hebrew text is:

n~i':n '~l 111N l1'nn, iOnn ~N N':ln ~D D'~ ,~~ ~D 'nn ~J.:)l

.l'n'

The comment addresses the apparent rec:kntancy of the phrases 'nn~D and

,v~ DD. since one dause couId have been sutllcient ta convey the types of

beings ta be invited on the n. Rashi's SOlIœ in Beteshit Rabba (31 :13)

124. ~ CP. i. the second lemm. in Ruhr. comment for thil verse.
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suggests that each phrase alludes to 8 spedfic category of creatln: specifically

that demons who are living but not made of ftesh were to be included on the ark.125

The dtation of Rashi's comment for this lemma appears in sixteen Tosafot

manuscripts. Fou1een of them present Rashi's comment as 0'111 '~N.126

Textuel variants among these fcuteen manusaipts include the conjll1dion ,

preceding the won:I '~N, 171 an additional yod after the VJ in o'~ .128 and the

definite artide on the ward 0"",,".129 Two renditions do not abbreviate 1~N.130

None of these variants allers the meaning of the interpretation nor requires

profOU'ld analyses.

The Tosafot discussions regarding this dtation either explain the difficult

issue addressed in Rashi's interpretation131 or include a passage from Il'''''
o'~nn that expou1ds a conversation between Noat) and a ctemon namecl

125. BR 31:13, Theodor-Albeck. vol. 1.287; Mirkin. vol. 2. 24-25. Most
texts of BR read Jn"" 'D'!»t. The Theodor·Albeck edition has a"vn in
the notes to be appended to the phrase Jnn" ~!)N as a variant
reading. Both Ms. Vat. Ebr. eo and Ms. Vat. Ebr. 30 of BR f8ad ~N
,,,nn only. Midrash sere.hit Rab"., COdex Vatican 60 (Ms. Vat. Ebr.
60) (Jerusalem: Makor. 1972) 105. and Midrash set8shit Rabba (Ms.
Vat. Ebr. 30) (Jerusalem: Makor. 1971) fol. 29b. Cf. also Midf8sh
S.t8shit Rabati. 81 (8:19). ee (7:16).

126. Oxford-Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or. 804) [IMHM 16738]. fol. 3b;
Oxford·Bodleian 27118 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 16739], first fol. of N nn»;
Oxford-Bodleian 284 (Marsh. 225) [IMHM 18752], second fol. of "V19
N; Parma 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135J. third fol. Of ru "V19; New York •
JTS L79211 [IMHM 24022]. fol. 88; Moscow-Guenzburg 317 pMHM
47585], fol. 9b; New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023J, fol. 58;
Cambridge 1215. 5 [IMHM 17078J. fol. 1311; Pari. htb. 18713 [IMHM
4154J. fol. 108a; Val Ebr. 4511 (IMHM 182J. fol. 38; Val Ebr.4811
[IMHM 185J. fol. 4a; Munich 82.1 (IMHM 23118J. fol. Sb; New York - JTS
L790 (IMHM 24020J. fol. 13b; Leiden 27 (Wam. 27; Cod. Or. 4765)
(IMHM 17371]. fol. sa.

127. Oxford-Bodleian 270 (Badl. Or. 8(4) (IMHM 18738J; New York - JTS
L79211 [IMHM 24022J; New Yen - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020].

128. Val Ebr. 4511 [IMHM 162].
129. Leiden 27 (Wam. 27; Cod. Or. 4785) [IMHM 17371].
130. Oxford 270 (Badl. Or. 8(4) [IMHM 18738J .net MoICCW Guenzburg

317.
131. Namely. the redu"'ncy of the Iwo ph...... 'W3~ and 'nn~.
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N'p'V.132 The confonnity among bath the citations and the Tosaftst

super-comments establishes the text of Rashi's comment for 6:198, and supports

its authentidty.133

Two manuscripts tram the sixteen present citations of Rashi that difrer from

the contonning renditions in the other doaJments. Oxford - Boelleian 283 (HU'1l

569) cites the foIlowing:134

The sense of the interpretation is maintained in this variant citation, whid'l explains

that the phrase 'nn nD is different from 'VJ ~D because it includes the demons.

The discussion that foIlows presents the conversation between Noal:l and the

demon.135 The textuel varfant couId suggest a paraphrase of the idea expressed

in Rashi's commentary and hence was not intended as a verbatim quotation.

Since almost ail the citations are relatively identical, minimal importance can be

placed on one text I1st does not alter the mearing of the comment in any way.
The text of the citation in Hambu"g 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) differs more

signiticanUy. It reads:136

,t)~ is a yake or a pair of working animais tied to a yake.137 The reason these

animais woufd be singled out in the phrase 'nn ~D or 'VJ ~D is l61CIear, as is

any potential relationship to demons. The subject of the discussion surrot.rlding

this citation is a comparison of Rashi's U1derstanding of the phrase 'nn ~D' with

132. S. Buber (ed.), .2JI' YJJIV fJJJ:JIJnD'>tm VJ'7D(New York: Om Publishing,
1947), N',l '1I)tl3 fol. 35a (p. 89). E_ntially, the demon N"1p'VI

requestect permission to board the ark, and Noat, laid him he first had
to find a mate. tnp'~ proposed marriage to MM!) the demon
responsible for causing men to 10.. their money. In exchange, he
promised ta give to NSft) .verything he ••l'Md, and so they .ntered
the ark.

133. se. Gellis, vol. 1, 214-215, for a selection of Toufot commenta that
IccomP8ny Rashi 6:19.

134. Oxford-Bodleian 283 (Hunt 589) [IMHM 18751], fol. 38.
135. See note 165.
138. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) (IMHM 901 J. fol. ab.
137. J••trow 1287.
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that of the Gemara138 and the issue of whether the animais were taken anto the

ark in pairs, the number ofYlhich was not limited. or whether onIy two of every

animal was permitted to board. In this centexl, the concept of D'''n~~ is not emirely

toreign, although the sigrificance of this partiaJIar category of animal is dubious.

After explaining that the Brimais boarded the ark in pairs. and that seven

pairs of the ritually PU'8 animais was reqUred. the passage concIudes with the

thought that the explanation O'YfYJ l~N refers to the extra vav on the begirving of

the phrase 'nn ~D1.13S Since D'W l~'!)N had yet to be mentioned in this

passage, the reference to it at the end is CLlious. Moreover. Rashi's SOll'C8 for

this comment in BR employs the wards rllnn l~N,with O'1VJ added to the

phrase onIy in some renditions;'«J the mention ofthis LlY8ferenced derash in the

Tosatot passage is illogical, and ils comection to the exegesis that precedes it is

dubious.

Munich 62.1 contains a comparable discussion as in Hambl.l'g 40 (Cod.

hebr. 52). except that the dtation of Rashi reads D'~ instead of "1D~.141 ln this

version, the reference ta the phrase D'1YJ '~N at the end of the passage is more

logical. Since Rashi had first been associated with the phrase ear1ier in this

discussion, the second dtation and subsequent explanalon are not out of place.

Rather the passage doses an explanation that began with a presentation of

Rashi's comment for 'nn nDl in contrast to the Gemara's U'1derstanding of the

samelemma.

The combined evidence of the anaIogous discussion in Mlrich 62.1 and the

reference to D'1VJ l~'!)N at the end of both passages suagest that the atbibution of

D'1D~ to Rashi is a saibal error.1G Nt illegible ward and a scribe's attempt to

138. BT AZ 518.
139. In other wards. we know demonl .Je included on the .rk tram the

conjunction veval the beginning of 8:19. on the first daul8 • ","~.
140. see note 125.
141. Munich 62.1 [IMHM 23118]. fol. Sb.
142. In Gema, vol. 1,214-215. bath runuscripts.,. presented.a reading

CMYJ~ for the cit8tion of R.hi. despite the V8ri.nt in the Hlmburg
document. On one hlnd, thil deltl to the in.ccuracy with which
Gellil nnscribect the textu.1 evidence; on the other h8nd, the
unreferenC8d omis.ion of aYID~ supports the conlideration of error in
serib8r ansmi_ion.
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dedpher il in the context of the texrs discussion~d have resulted in the variant

citation. The lack of consistency in Hambu"g 40's presentation of D'''rJ~ '~H in

the middle of the passage and D'W l~N at the end attests to the reality of

carelessness with YJhich texts were often copied.

The contormity among the majority of citations of Rashi's comment for

6:198 and the suggestive evidence of saibal corruption in the one citation that

does not conform validate the authenticity of this comment tn a vartety of

exegeticaJ wortes, the Tosafot consistently atlributed that same comment to Rashi.

When the text of the dtations is compared with the renditions of the prfnted

editions, the comments validity is continned fwther.

The variants that exist among the printed texts are of the same insigniticant

nann as those fOlI'ld among the citations. Ail Ive printed texts examined present

Rashi's comment as D'''''' 1~'!)N.143 Both the Reggio and Guadelajara editions

abbreviate the won:I '~'!)N (''!)N), and the Rome version reads D"'" '~Nt144

Like the previous example, conformity among the dtations of the comment helped

to establish a text with \Nhich to evaluate the printecl editions. At the same time,

the b1vial variants of the printed editions corroborated the version of the comment

extraeted from the citations.

3. Conclusion

ln this chapter, live comments have been authenticated through the

extraction of citations tram Tasafot manuscripts. From 383lemmata, the number

is SU'8ly not extraordinary, and the preponderous of intangibles in each example is

obvious. The analysis of vartous Tosatlst exegetical texts copied in different

centllies by varying saibes with different intentions and a range of abilities

compliestes the process of reconstnJcting the original text of Rashi: the lack of a

standard texl with which ta compare the citations renders their evaluation more

complex still.

Patterns of conformity explored bath tom the perspective of the printed

editions and from the ftndings in the lexts of the dtations simpli1y these

143. Bertiner (1905) 14; Rash; H.Shalem, vol. 1, 78, 328.
144. Rash; HeShalem. vol. 1, 328.
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complexities. The examples analyzed above have demonstrated that the citations

in the Tosafot manuscripts can contirm the renditions of the unfiable printed texts

as weil as offer explanations for sorne variants. At the same time, the authenticity

of Rashi's comments that appear consistently in the Tosafot manusaipts can be

substantiated by the types of variants that appear in the versions of the printed

editions. This bipartite search for confonnity facilitates the comparative analysis

that lacks a standard for comparison.

These patterns of conformity elucidate the ability of the Tosafot

manusaipts to help recover the authentic Ra&hi and to both correct and explain

the errors of the printed editions. However, Ldl now, the examples explored ail

addressed the citations of comments that were, accon:ling to the texts of the

printed editions, cited in fUI. The more common phenomenon in the Tosafot

manusaipls is the appearance of comments that are cited consistently and that

continue ta manifest de. pattems of contormity but that, according to the texts of

the prfnted editions, are not complete citations. Pattems of contormity among

partial citations of numerous printed comments coUd alter sigr1flcantly the popular

perception of what constitutes Rashi's original WOI'k.

The need to establish the ability of the Tosafot manusaipts and their

citations of Rashi to indireetly, yet aitically, assess the printed texts of Rashi and

to validate comments original to the wor1c, was essential to the process of

legitimizing the methodology. In the subsequent chaplers, the analysis of the

partial citations will foIlow the same bipartite approach to COIlformity. Rather than

confirming and correcting the versions of the printed editions, these examples will

demonstrate the ability of the Tosafot to otfer innovative and intriguing resouœs

for reconstructing the original commentary.
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Chapter Three: Partial Citations

A citation of another's wort in one's own implles a selected phrase or

paragraph included for a specifie p.rpose. The author chooses to cite onIy the

passages most pertinent to his or her own arguments and obviously does not

recopy the entire wort when the issues relevant ta hisJher own agenda comprise

onIy a few wards.

\Nhen compared with the printed lexts of the commentary, many citations

of Rashi extraded from the Tosafot manuscripts are partial or incomplete.

Occasionally, they seem ta be abbreviated because of the exegete's partieuar

concems for a given comment. The content of the explanatory remark, the

disagreement or the aiticism of the Tosafist facuses on a very specifie part of

Rashi's comment, and a citation of the entire interpretation is therefore

unnecessary. However, when numerous manusatpts of varying style, date, and

quality consistently cite onIy part of a comment, the authenticity of the en:ited

portion of the comment must be considered. Multiple citations that, vvith consistent

conformity, represent onIy part of Rashi's printed comment suggest that the text

utilized by the Tosafot rnay have been shorter in length than the texts available

today and that centu'ies of textual transmission have resulted in COU1tIess

additions ta the original wort that are no longer detect8b1e from an examination of

the Rashi editions themselves.

This chapter will examine two comments dted by Tosafot consistently and

similar1y in numerous manusaipts, but that, according ta the example set by the

printed editions, are considered incomplete citations. The confonnity among the

partial citations intimates that the abbreviated cit8tion represents the tr\.Ie,

complete text of Rashi, and that the lengthier comment now present in the printed

editions is not aulhentie to l'le original wort. The process of anaIysis is similar to

that developed in the previous chapter. The variants in the prtnted editions \41111 be

examined and considered in the Iight of potential corruption introduced through

saibal transmission of the texts. The dtdons will be evaluated on the basis of

their conformlty with the other marLlSCripts, since consistent dting of Rashi in

Tosafot m--..scripts has been shawn ta otrer 1 reli8b1e rescuœ for determining
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the text of Rashi's commentary and for assessing aitically and deciphering the

multitude of additionallayers embodiecl in the printed versions.

1. Genesis 9:23

Shem and Japhet, upon heanng from their brother 1:1am of their father's

dn.nken and naked state, covered Noat) with a gannent and exited the tent without

viewing his nakedness. The verse reads:

ltO', 3'1'"nN O~'l cn'WJ O~~ ~ 'D'~'l n~D~n nN TQ'l c~ ni'"
.lN' N~ Cn':lN 11")1' n'~nN on'~' cn'~N "")' "N

As fOll1d in the printed editions, Rashi's comment addresses the lemma C~ np'l

ru:t". U~~~:'~l)~~~w g\:)~ U~3UUm ,UU W~ U.mUU,3U ~Um1UU39l)Um U"
g\:)~ ~nU~ ni" rather than what might be expected to accompany the plLI'8I

subject. Since both Shem and Japhet covered Noat), the vert» should have read

lnp''- Based on midrashic sources,1 the comment explains that the singular form

np', teaches that Shem was more devoted to the effort to ftJfill the commanctment

of safeguarding their father's hortOll' than was Japhet For this reason, his

descendants were privileged to assume the commandment of wearing ",~,~, and

Japhet eamed the privilege of buial for his progeny. A prooftext from Ezekiel 39:11

is induded to justify the comection between Japhet and the privilege of bu'ial,2 and

then Isaiah 20:4 is dted as testimony ta the fate of l:Iam's descendants because of

the disgrace he caused Noa".3

The variants amang the printed editions are mirimal in tenns of their

signiticance to the mearing of the comment: however, rlJmerous phrases and

wards ditfer from edition to edition, bath in their presence or absence and in the

syntax or arder in which they appear in the comment. Bertiner's edition has the

1. BR 38:6 (Theodor, Albeck, wI. 1, 339-340); T.nt)um. (Buber) ru, rot
48-49 (fols. 24~2511); Tanttuma (Wal'l8W) N, 10. fol. 18b.

2. The tex! lit ezek. 39:11 ....ds: '1 >K1"'2 -op o. a,pa 1m 1ft" HUm 01'2 J1'm

Nt1 ''"VI romn~ 21H11U 21" av lUVi D'Ulm 21" N'n mmn, o'n mnpa'~
111 1VJn.

3. lsaiah 20:4 il: env D'lPl1~ ""nm Nn DrœI '2. J1H 'WIN~ )1'U' 'P
01m J1T'D' 21. '!n."n ft"".
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following text:4

11!3'D ,,,,, "'~D:l ~DNrtN.' aVJ~ 'D~ nV', N~N ,nV', 'ZO :l'n~ "N
111~ "'N 'DN3VJ "''Oï" 1'n ~l n!)" n'~'~Xt n'~" 1'):1 l:n ,~.,

JlN 'WJN ,~c ln)' op unl:l 'DNl 1':lN nN nl:l" On11:1p 0" ~'pD

.'111 ,,~ '!)1VJnl Cln'1 0")' 0'31"1 a'1)J) VJ1~ n1~ nN1 e"~D ':lVJ

The text in the Venice edition contains onIy a few ditferences:5

-p" n!)'D "", n'~D:I~DNnNJ CVJ~ 'D'" ni'" N"N '"1'" :lm~ ,'N
~'pD 1'1~ l1'N 'DNlYJ "n~ n,'01''' rDl 11!:)" n'~'~ ':1VJ n'~" l'n 01

':l~ nN 'WJN -PP.:) ln3' P l)Mt:l 'DNl ":IN nN nl:lVJ en, 1:11' CVJ
.'111 nVJ '!)lV)nl Cln'1 en)' 0'31"1 O")J)"~rn~ nN' O"~D

This version of the comment has :lm~ instead of :l'n) and 1D'~ instead of 1D". In

addition, the ward lto is absent, and rather than the phrase n,nï" ,'n l:n, this

edition reads "]:I~ n":lp~ n:n.

The variants in the Guadelajara edition consist more of plusses and

minuses than simple leUer changes.6

",""., "3:11~t ~., n!:»'D ",,, n'~r.n CVJ ,<DN11N1 1D" :l'n~ "N lnp'1
,:li' cv) 111" V'N 'DNlVJ "N''t)' 'f'N:& n,'O,," ~t 11!:)' '3:1, n'~'~ )VJ

nNl O"~D ':lVJ nN ''N.'N "'C ln3' 'P unl:l 'DNl ":IN nN nl:lVJ on,
.nVJ '!)WJn1 "ln" on)' "'~ nl~

ln this rendition, the phrase np', N"N is absent and the comment itself begins with

:1'11~ l'N ln"" rather than ,n1'" ('ZO) :l'n~ "N. The wards oVJ~ are also absent;

instead, the proper r1OU'1 OVJ foIlows the verb ,<DNroII. In place of the phrase ,~t

"',:lP' ,'n (or the eqLivalent vanant in Venice), this teXl reads ",uï" 1~l ~, 'n,
"N''''' "10, differing both in Ite placement of the reference to Japhefs progeny

and in the addition of the phrase 'N'W' T'lia. In the proofteXl tram Ezekiel 39:11 ,

the ward ~'pD is not included in the Guadetajara edition. and in the citation from

lsaiah 20:4. the phrase O')i'l' 0")1) and the abbreviation 'U1 are missing.

The Reggio edition contains variants in many of the same troubIed words

4. Berliner (1905) 19.
5. Rashi HaShalem vol. 1, 103.
8. Ibid. 334.
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and phrases of the other editions.7

~~ ~'t) "", n'~m 'i1JN1t1V OV~ 1t)~D ni'" N~N lni'" ""~ "N
1'1~ l11N 'Nl~ "n~ "''OP~ lJU'~ "~l m', ,,):.'~ ~ n'~~ ,'n Dl

nN "~N~D 1n1' " 1)nl~ '1JNl 1'~N nN ""~~ onl "''01' O~ 01pD
.nVJ ,!)'tVnl Cln'1 on~ D'lpn e,,)') ~,~ "'~1nNl O":'D '~VJ"

This text abbreviates numerous wards written out in full in the other editions, such

as ""~ and '1JNJ, white '111 is absent tram the end of the comment. The phrase

n'l:li" ,'n l~l appears as l'n, n,up' 1111" n::n. with a different placement for

the reference to Japhets descendants as weil as the added ward "')". The ward

1D' (or 'D'~) is 'D~D in this version, the ward -ap from the verse in Ezekiel is

cited as ",,:1p. and the phrase O'1:'D '~VJ tom the verse in lsaiah is dted as '~VJ1'

0":'1.3. The latter two variants dear1y demonstrate the saibe's lack of familiarity

with the biblical sot.rces.

Finally. the Rome edition is most similar to the Venice text. but is not

without ils own variants.8

p~ m't) "", "':'D:1 'iDN3'1lYJ OVJ ';,)J ,t)~ np', N~N lnP'l '1":) ,'N
o~ 01pD 1'1~ l11N ')VJ ""'Di'~ 1'):1 ":)t 11!)" ,,':.'~ ~ n'~~ "3:1 l~l

O"~D ':1VJ nN .,lVJN -pc 1M)' ~ U"l~ 'DNl '~N nN n1:1VJ on, ~i'
.o,,:'c nn)' nVJ '!)1VJn1 'ln'l en)' O')ptl C,,)') VJl~ nl-:n nNl

The problematic phrase "'UP' l'n Cl appears as the grammatically inconsistent

"'0"., l'D n::n in this edition. Both applications of '1JN) as weil as the ward :lm::»
are abbreviated as ,~. 'DNl and 'ln:) respedively. Finally. the citation of lsaiah

20:4 indudes the entire verse, ending wtth the wards O"~D nn)'t rather than with

'111.

None of the variants displayed above alters the sense of the interpretation in

any significant way. They do indicate. however. 8 problem in the transmission of

the phrases relating the initial probIem with the verse and reganting Japhers

rewarct. as weil as in the citation of the verses includecl for prooftexts. Let us now
examine the treatrnent of this comment in the Tosafot nBIJSCIipts.

Rashi's comment on Genesis 9:23 is cited in twenty-folrTosafot

7. Ibid.
8. Ibid.
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manusaipts, ten of which are maroscripts of """' nnnJ. Most of the

discussions regarding the citation of Rashi revolve arculd an apparent

contradiction between Rashi's attribution of the privllege of 11'~'~ to Shem's good

deed with the atbibution of the privilege to Abraham in his statement 111' "'"1.3 CN

~) '''~, which is based on eartier rabbiric souœs.9 The contradiction is

resolved with two explanations. The first is that in his comment on 9:23, Rashi

was not referring ta the commandment of n'~'~, but that the descendants of

Shem eamed the privilege ofwearlng 8 beauIifU garment made of n'~'~, or in

other wards, of a fine thread. The second explanation is that one of Shem's

descendants eamed the privilege of fUfilling the commandment of ",~,~, but

exadly which son would assume this reward was not dear. VVhen Abraham

refused the loot offered by the king of Sodom with the phrase ,,,~ 11'1 ",n7.:) ON

~)'), his descendants eamed the privilege more than any other of Shem's

progeny.1D

The citations of the comment in the Tosafot manusaipts consistently

mention only Shem's reward of n'~'~~ 11'''' bec&use of his effort to proted his

father's honour. Those citations that do not foIlow this pattern or that include other

elements of the printed comment do not attribute the comment to Rashi at ail. The

texts of the citations appear below. A few wards that follow the citation are

induded as weil to demonstrate dearty that the exegete has proceeded to his

comment on the Rashi.

(a) ln Oxford - Badleian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4°103) the citation reads:11

11'~'~ ~ n'~~ "0 ':)l nl~D:1cv 'iDNrllV ,,,:)t:1 V~ 1'm" D~ "P"
...~) rnv ~, ",nD '11~':) '1.)~ 'DN Nn, '1.)""

(b) The dtation in Sassoon 409/1 varies onIy in the ward ln 8fter O~, in

n'~D~ instead of n'~D2, and in an obvious saibal error reading "iDN1U as

'DN11l:12

)v 11'~~ ,'n ~l n1~D~ ln cv '1JN1IlV "1:)t:1 V1!) Td)" 0'-' "1'"
9. see for eX8mple. Gemi, vol. 1, 273. par. 1.
10./bid.
11. Oxford - Bodleian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4-103) [IMHM 21~], fol. 19b.
12. SIIasoon 40911 [IMHM 8353]. fol. 8.
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(c) Cambridge 1215,5 includes the word '!J" instead of 311~l:l, but

otherwise, the citation in this text is identical to thst in Oxford - Badleian 2344

(Opp. Add. 4°103):13

n'~'~ ~ n'~" l'l:l l;)l nl~r3:l cv "r3N3'U~ ~~ 'vn!) m', cv) "l'"
...rn:no nX'D:l "1.3N1 n"'~ n~pl

(d) The citation in London 173,2 (Add. 11,566) ls ldentical to that of

Cambridge 1215,5, except for the absence of the word cv. The comment that

follows also has minor variants:14

N'~P' ",~,~ "-' n''''~ l'D ~, nl~D:l "DN3'llV '!)~ VI!) m'l C~ np',
...nu", '01J:l '3"DN Nn1 n''''

(e> New York - JTS L819a11 does not deviste from the pattern in the

previous citations, although the words n'~'~ "-'15 are not induded there:16

Ni1i '~" n'"" "l~ ", nl~1.3:l C~ "7JNn~ nl;)l:l "V, ~" C~ ni'"
... 'DN 'Np~

(f) The citation in Paris héb. 260 is not distinct in any way:17

7t1 n'~' "l:l Ol n'~D" 1]:l CVJ .,DN1IlV n'~l:l 'VJ~ ~" C~ np',
.•.",~ 11' ",nD ON 'DN D'P"N' '1.)'''' ",~,~

(g) Jerusalem 8°2240 differs from Paris héb. 280 onIy in the absence of the

word ll:l. The citation is identical to thet in Oxford - Boelleian 23+1 (Opp. Add.

13. C.mbridge 1215,5 [IMHM 17078], fol. 20b.
14. London 173,2 (Add. 11,588) [IMHM 4921J, fol. 111.
15. In Mishnaic Hebrew,~ Ktually meana a piece of cIoth (J.strow 537).

The addition of "'~~~ darifies th8t this refera ta the commandment to
add talsl.s to the four corners. The .Mlogy thal Shem and Japhet
covered th.ir flther with 1 piece of cIothing and in retum they merited 8
piece of cIothing ItInda IInguiltic.lly, but the sen.. of the comment il the
origin of the way they fulfilled the commandment in the line of Shem, and
10 the Ibsence of the warda J1'~:J ,. ahoud in no way suagest th. IIi.
pa...ge understood Shem'll'8W8rd differently.

16. New York· JTS L81e.t1 [lMHM 2«)53], fol. 7011.
17. P.ris h6b. 280 [IMHM 27839], fol. 271.
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n'~'~ "" n'~~"0 ,:)t n'~7.n DYJ ,DNJ11YJ nl:)t:l,~ ~" Dv) ni"l
...~)Jl ""YJ 1)f' ",nD ,.,,:n:l 'DP~ 'D'N N~n' 'n,

(h) The citation of Rashi in Moscow-Guenztug 82 is an abbreviated

version of even the citations in the previous m8l'lJscrlpts.19

n'~'~~ DN ":ID U'N' ,.,,~~ Dt 'JOD~~ n~DVJn nN 1m" cV) ni'"
...~) ,,,,, 1)n ",nT.) eN '~YJ~ N'-'n

The comment that foIlows the citation of Rashi is an abridged discussion of the

same issue that concems the Tosafot above. namely the atbibution of ",~,~ ta

both Shem and Abraham. The citation, theretore, is most likely a paraphrase of

Rashi directing the reader immediately to the diftieuty; the issue itself is then

explored briefly. The inclusion of the concept of ",~,~ onIy in Ile Tosafot

discussion (n'~'~~ DN ":11.3 ll'N') supports flr1her the notion of a paraphrase.

Since the exegete's problem considers whether Shem or Abraham was awardect

the privilege of ",~,~, one can assume the qualification wes in the original text to

which he was responding.

The contormity among citations persists with !his manuscnpt. since it too

manifests onIy one idee expressed in the prfnted editions. Neither Japhet's reward

nor the accompanying verses is mentioned, but the comment related to the

privilege of n'~'~ Xt ",~ clearty is assedatecl 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 difticulty with the verse and its

singular conjugation of n~:20

"", ,-wu "!J~ DYJ "J)' n'~Dn 'i")JVJ 'Dia N~ ln.", 1m'l DVJ np'l
....D"" 'P' n'~'~ n'~~ "1:1 Dl n'~m ,DNJ11YJ 'fJ"~ n!»'D

The phrase thet precedes the cit8tion of Rashi is reminiscent of the troubIed

beginning of the printed editions which questioned the use of np" instead of lnp'l.

The presence of lhis cancem outsicle the IB"lmeters of the citation of Rashi and

18. JeNulem 8~240 (8432), fol. Sb.
19. Moscow-Guenzburg 82 [IMHM 07247], foIl. ~. 84b.
20. New York • JTS L781 PMHM 24021), fol. 1011.
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its exdusion from this citation and the previous examples suggest that its origin is

the Tosafat 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 texl. The textual difliculties in the

printed editions regarding this phrase in partieuar woUd have resUted from the

process of copying and recopying a marginal note, inserting it into the main text,

and then altering it slowty and slightly to adjust it to the styte and mamer of the

work.

The remairing ftve manusaipts dte 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 \\11ether 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 elsewhere. Since most of the Tosafist

exegeses incorporate and respond to material from other souœs basides Rashi,

and since most of Rashi's comment for this verse originates in rabbinic texts, the

lack of attribution to Rashi may suggest, in tact, a lack of authentic:ity to the printed

comment.

(i) Panna 837 (2058) is a fouteenth-centuy manuscript of a commentary
on Rashi's Torah commentary. Aftereach lemme, this manusaipt consistently

introduces the citation of Rashi as~. The Tosafot comment that foIlows the

citation is usually prefaced with the ward C)A.")n,. The passage conceming Gen.

9:23 deviates from this pattem as weil as from the conformity displayed among the

citations in the examples above.21

~ ",~~ 1'n 'Dl -p~, n!)'PJ ",,, ,PJNJ13 CWI 1,"!) n)" cv np"
11!)'~ ,:)v 1J'3 Hm 111pm l'H' '~1 "n~mup "'l'~ ~l n!)" ",~,~
cv~ 1rO Tm" nrJ :)"Nl cv lD:) n'~PJ~ 'rJNnl N)v '!))JN DV~ 1PJ:)

,:)V) ~"ln nPJNV na u"n, n1~PJ 1~ ",n 1ro ;'1)" Hm n'~1n '(rJNTl3VJ
.n'~D n'~D

The diftlcully addressed by the Tosafat in this passage is the suggestion that

although Japhet did not exert himself as much as Shem ta protect their father's

21. P8ITI'I. 837 (2058) pMHM 13135]••venth folio tram beginning of N ,,~.
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hOl'lOll", he still received 8 reward. The exegete explains that \Nhat empowered

Shem to exert himself in fUftlling l'le commandment was the very fad that he had

8 commandment ta fulfill. The explanation is supported by a rabbinic saying in

Avot that the reward for a commandment (a "mitzvah") is the fiJflllment of the

commandment ilself.22

The citation included at the begiming of the passage is not attributed to

Rashi, but the content certainly corresponds ta the text of the printed editions. The

phrase "D~ m'Ci' \111'~ n:n appears Identically in the Reggio edltion. Moreover,

the citation in the manusaipt ends with ''Dl, intlmating that more lext of the

comment wes available to the exegete and agreeing with the model in the printed

versions.

The variant style with which the passage is dted in this manuscript and the

additional phrase about Japhet's reward relative to the other contorming citations

permit one to debate whether the author of this passage actually consulted Rashi

or whether the vague attribution of 1'~ suggests thet the author refelTed to

Rashi's primary S0U"C8S, such as Tan/:IJma (Buber)23 or Bereshit Rabba.24 The

texl in Tan(IJma (Buber) is very similar to bath the citation in Panna 837 (2058)

and to elements of the printed comment:

n,nn i'lM1 DWW 'D~D ,n.", N~N 'rJ~ N~ lnl'" 11!)" cv ni'"
cn'~N nn)J nN ~" ,,n"mN~ ,'~~nrJ "MW n'n,nN l~~' ,n'~D~

n'~D",v l~ )r1!) cv~ n'~pil Dn~ ln!) MD ,",~"n ,.,ao l1'N~ n'"",.'ln,,' T'ta ml:lp ,~ "'1 n!)'~' ,n:l~D n'"", ,"~n n~n

The first phrase of the passage, seen above as part of the Tosafot introduction to

the citation of Rashi and manifesting textuel variants in the printed editions,

originates in the midrashic scuœ and may have œ.t included in the Rashi by

readers who were familiar wvith the midrashic passage and who deemed ils

inclusion essential to comprehending the issue at hand. Similarty. the juxtaposition

of Japhets reward to Shem's may have been added to Rashi'. comment to

complete the midrashic thought alluded to in Rashi's mention of Shem and his

n'Y'~~n'~.

22. Avot 4:2.
23. ranl;lltn8 (Buber) N, 10 48-49 (foil. 24b-25a).
24. BR 38:8 (Theodor, Albeck, 'JOI. 1,339-340).
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The textual proximity of Rashi's comment ta that of his midrashic sou"ces

is evident and expected, and the degree to which saibes and students "filled in"

the midrashim paraphrased and abbreviated by Rashi is LI1CIear. The persistent

question regRing this partiaJ.- rnanuscript is whether the exegete believes he is

citing Rashi or the midrash. Bath the lack of contormity between this citation and

those dearty atlributed to Rashi as weil as the lack of consistency between this

example and the majority of citations in the manusaipt inspire doubt and dilemma.

The subsequent examptes, however, vvitt demonstrate that the passages Ilat

correspond most dosely ta the text of the printed editions are never attributed to

Rashi. \Nhen compared with the consistent and conforming partial citations

presented above. the lack of atb'ibution to Rashi coUd indicate strongly that the

longer passages refer to the midrashic souœ and not to Rashi's original

commentary.

(k) New York - JTS L79211 is a sixteenth-cent1.ly manusaipt entiUed 'V"n

~,~ and COf1sists of a collection of Tosafot comments "at cite Rashi frequently

but not as regular1y as 1 work dedicated to the systematic Interpretation of his

commentary. The majority of citations of Rashi are introduced vvith the aaonym

n"!). The following passage does not include an atbibution to Rashi. but the

content of the comment is almost identical ta the versions of the printed &ditions.25

~ "D l:)l ':)n DWlD' Cn']N nn)J nN~" n~D~n nN J1!)" cv np'l
111N "n:)~ l']N~" DlVD n,oï" n:t'~ "n, ",~,~ 1n~D~ cv

ln) P 'n:)' o~n" C'D")f D"~D" ,~ cn )VJ l'D' '~i' O'PD CV 111'!), 11" '!)~nl -,n'l DM)' ,,~ "'~1"N' O"~D ':lVJ nN 'WJN -pD
.'~N ru "M)f an':lN on nN'"

The question of the phlal or singuar intlection 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 ofn'~~, and

those of Japhet mertted tutal. Ezekiel39:11 is dtad as prootthat Japhefs

descendants did receive lutai, and lsaiah 20:4 is cited 8S evidence of t:fam's fate

ta be exiled naked and bare ta Egypl Ail the elements of Rashi's prtnted

comment .. included in this Tosafot passage, but the text itself does not attribute

25. New York - JTS L78211 [IMHM 2~J. fol. 7•.
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the interpretation to Rashi,and the style of the comment does not suagest a

quotation from extraneous souœs. 80th verses, however, are cited in the same

context in Bereshit RablJa28 and thus are not Llique to Rashi's printed comment.

Considering 1) the number of mal'Llsaipts that consistently do atbibute part

of the comment to Rashi, 2) the frequency with which this partieuar manusaipt

aedits 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 dear dl1ferentiation between a citation and a

super-comment and the use of palllphrastic words such as 0'NI7J and '~n, which

are not present in the printed renditions of the comment, challenge the authenticity

of the lengthler printed comment in favOU' of the comment cited most consistently

in other manusaipts and limited to the reward of Shem.

(1) Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Badl. Or. 6(4) is a thirteenth-or fou1eenth

century manuscript also entitled n!M~ 'Vl,n. Uke New York - JTS L79211, thls text

dtes Rashi trequentlY but not reguar1y, and the citations tend to be introduced by

the aaonym ""~. The idea that this manuscript is actually an ear1ier copying of

the same work seems highly plausible. The passage related to Gen. 9:23 differs

from the above example onIy minimally, and the variants are insignificant to the

meaning of the comment.27

"" l'~ l~l ':)n Ol~7Jl on'~N rtn)J nN ~" "'DVJn n" ~'l D~ np',
11l111N 11:)1:) l':JN rn:o~ C~7J mUT" 11!)'~ l'nl n'~'~ nl~'7J' D~

1n)'~ '11J' o'!)n'l D'DM)' C"~D' ,~ on "'" l'n, '~p DlpD Dv)
'!J") ,,~ '!)lVn1 '1"" on)' ~,:) n1';,1 n"l O"~D ':)")D 'N' nN ''NIN "'D

.1':JN ru ""1' on'~N on n~~

Despite the passage's obviously dose relationship to the content of Rashi's

printed comment, like New York - JTS 79211 this rnarucrtpt does not atbibute the

comment to him. The onIy dltrerences between this extrad and the one above is

the extra yod in the words "'~D~ and 1np (lnstead of1n). The yod in 1n1' is

aetually the correct reading of the verse. However. the phrase ':)~D ')1)

O"'~D in "is version vanes tom the preceding text and does not reflect acantety

the biblical verse: both read O"'~D ~~ "N.

28. BR 38:8, (Theodor, Albeck, vol. 1, 338-340).
27. Oxford - Boctlei.n 270 (Bodl. Or. 804) pMHM 18738), fol. â.
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The presence of these variants is insignificant to the issue of the

relationship of this passage ta Rashi's printed comment and ultimately to the

original WOI'k. This lengthy passage, LI18ttributed to Rashi, does not appear to be a

super-comment on someone else's exegesis, or a dtation, but a comment U'lto

itself. Its source may have been the same rabbinic texts familiar to Rashi, which

wouId explain why analogous concepts are explored. The consistent attribution to

Rashi of the first part of the comment testities ta the losafists cogrizance of

Rashi's comection with this verse. The consistent lack of attribution in these

lengthier passages intimates the distinct possibility that the elements of the

comment subsequent ta the reward of Shem are additions ta the text originating

from the midrashic SOU"C8S.

(m) Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4765) is dated in 1400 and entiUed n,mn "t'nn

,,~ ,,:):1 ~Ol". It too cites Rashi frequently, and these dtations are prefaced by

such abbreviations as n"~ and 'V1!). Once again, the passage for Gen. 9:23 is

similar ta the preceding extracts and is not attributed to Rashi.28

~ "):1 '~l ~n C'~7J' en':lN 11n» 11N ~" n~7J~n 3'1N J1!)'l CVJ np',
CVJ n1 ,nN ':)':) l':lN~" '!J" mui''' m' "" l'n, 11'~'~ 3'11~D" OVJ

"'1.3 ln)' ~ ,,,,:),~ C'!Jn'l O'Dn)' 0"~7J~ l~l en 'Dl ,:1P Olpt)
nN'~ '!), 11VJ '!J~n "n', on)' VJ'~ 11~'1 !lN' 0"~7J ':IV nN 'WJN

.":IN n) nn)'

The textual variants are minimal. This version reads~~ '!J" instead of eWJD

no~VJ, on 'n, instead of on~ l'n" and VJO n~ll in place of "':) nl~. In

addition, it lacks a vav ward '!)Wln (usually '!JWJn,); the wards cn'~N on, which

foIlow n~VJ in the other versions, are missing.

The issue of the author's scuce for this comment persists. Citations

dear1y attributed to Rashi are not foreign to any of these mar1.lscripts, and Rashi's

association with the part of the comment related to Shem WBS acknowIedged in

oomerous losafot rnan.lsaipts of varying style .-.d date. The onIy reason one

wouId tink these last three exemples with Rashi is because of

the version in the printed editions. However, the printed editions have been shawn

repeatedly to be corrupt and ln"eIiabie standns for comparison. Since the

28. Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4785) pMHM 17371], fol. e..
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exegetical matenal in this extract is not lI'lique to Rashi's prlnted comment, but is

fOUld in the midrashic literalLn (souœs knoYtn and available to the saibes and

students of these warks), one need not assume the passage's authenticity.

Rather, the confonnity among the Ittributed citations and the non-attributed

comments as weil as the refutable reliability of the printed comments r'Ulify such

an assumption.

(n) The final example to be treated before the """' nND manusaipts, is

complex. Moscow-Guenzb&..rg 317 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth·century manusaipt of

a super-commentary on Rashi. It consistently and reg~arty cites Rashi, although

the likely anthological naue of this manusaipt has resuted in differing

presentations of the citations. Aside from the standard form of the lemma foIlowed

by the acronym 'Von!) to introduce the citation, the text frequently proceeds without

introduction of sither the lemma or an atlribution to Rashi. Rather, a few ranclom

words from anywhere in the comment are cited and then are foIlowed by a

response. The extrad from this text related to Gen. 9:23 cites Iwo wards from the

very end of Rashi's comment which originate in the prooftext from 1saiah 20:4.29

"nll nn)' "":0 'D'~ n,,» 'WJ~ nv "~1 ,w,., ,!)'NJn nVJ '!)WJnl
~VJ n!)' ~N l':n~ "n)f no~ N~ D"N ""n)f 1O~'" l't" O'D"»

n~l n"1Jv~ no:), "", n'~D~ ~DN11N1cv, mDi' un", m:o :)"1 n:n
.",~,~ ~ n'~"

The passage explains the mearing of the wards ,,~ '!)wn, and how they relate to

t:fam's behaviOll" and thus to his fate in COI lb ast to the rnerit awarded his brothers.

True to the manusatpt's styte, the text assumes the reader will recogrize the brief

dtation from Rashi's comment, and \NIthout attribution, Wldertakes its explication.

This example s81cls out among the rest, for it dearty attributes to Rashi a

portion of the printed comment not dted in any other 8t1rtbuted citations and

suggests that Rashi's original comment may have consisted of ail the elements

contained in the printed comment. Howev., before this conclusion is drawn, the

natLn of the Moscow-G&.8IZbu'g 317 rl8'W.llCript must be conside'ed.

Analyses in ear1ier chapters have demonstnlted th8t comments not dted in

any of the Tosafot manuscrtpts examined tend ta be dted in lhis docunent. VVhile

29. Moscow-Guenzburg 317 (IMHM 47585), fol. 11b.
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the super-commentary style of the text supposes a more consistent ancl

systematic citing of Rashi's comments, the late date of the manuscript - after the

eartiest printings of the comrnentary - presumes a document subjected to many

centuries of evolution and one inclined to resemble the printed editions. These

charaeteristics of Moscow-Guenztug 317 weaken the evidence culled from onIy

this text in contrast to the numerous conforming citations extradecl from diverse

documents of varying date and exegeticsl style.

The unatbibuted citation of a latter portion of Rashi's printed comment,

while not a unique phenomenon in this manuscnpt, may represent the perpetuation

of a textual errer and one of the steps towards the incorporation of the prooftexts

inta Rashi's commentary. If the author of this tex! truly amassed comments on

Rashi from a vartety of SOlI"C8S, the attribution of this comment to him rnay not

have been intended in the original souœ, and thus no direct, introductory term of

atbibution was included. In short, one citation of two wards in a manusa'ipt of

questionable reliability complicstes the analysis, but il does not senously contradid

the contormity established in the preceding and succeeding examples.

Rashi's comment for Gen. 9:23 is also dted in len manusatpts of nnl1J

n"n'. Ail of these manJsa'ipts address the issue of whether the command- ment

of n'~'~ was introduced through the acts of Shem or the wards of Abraham. The
citations of Rashi in these lexts are essenlially identical and manifest the same

conformity fCU1d in the eariier examples. The fad that these citations are

extraded tram l'IJmerous versions of the same work renders their identical nab.n

very urYemarkabie. However, sorne variants do exist; in fact, the wording and

syntax of the comment that foIlows the citation ditfer considerably tram m8r'IJsa1pt

to manuscript. The conformity among the citations despite the variations in the

super-comment fu1her supports the lca.ncy with which Rashi's comments were
preserved in the citations. The

extracts that foIlow focus primartly on these citations but include a few wards of

the Tosafot comment to demonstrlte the degree to which it ditfered tram text to

text.

(0) The text in Vat. Ebr. 508 is the toIlowing:30

30. Vat. Ebr. 508 pMHM 542J. fol. Sb.
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",~,~ "V n'~, l'n l:)l nl~D:! cv ~DN3'1N' '!J" '''~ ft)'l DV np'l
...'n~N 'DNV nOl:1 'DN ""10 'Oln """ nVpl

The citation is dear1y attributed to Rashi and is limited to the first element of

Rashi's printed comment. namely Shem's reward of ",~,~. The comment that

follows the citation addresses the atbibution of n'~'~ ta Abraham in BT Sotah.

(p) ln New York - JTS L789 the citation of Rashi is identical and the

comment that follows is attributed ta RabbenJ Tam:31

n'~'~ "V n'~" 1'1:1 Ol nl~D:1 DV ~DN11)YJ '!J" "V, '!) 11!)'l DV ni'"
...""10 ~D:1 ~"DNNm n'", N~i"

(q) Val Ebr. 53 is missing the wards '" ","'-'. and similar to the previous

example, the subsequent comment is attributed to Rabbenu Tam:32

3'1'''' 'pl n'~'~"1'0 l:)l nl~D:1cv ~DNn)YJ '!), 'V~ n!)" DV "P"
..•cn-ON 'DNV ",:)l:l "':"0 'OD:! 'E)N'

(r) ln Panna 537 (2541), Rabbenu Tam's city is included after his name.

The citation of Rashi is missing the ward '!),:33

N''tIi'' n'~'~~ ","", "):1 'Dl nl~D:lcv ~DN11)V~ 11!)'1 DV "i"l
..."'E)N Nn, 'tI)"'n1ND 3'1"'"

(s) Paris héb. 168 spefls out RabbenJ Tam's name <as opposed ta the

ear1ier examples' use of acronyms). The citation of Rashi is lI'18xceptional.34

3'1'~'~ "-' n'"," 1'n 'Dl nl~m DV ~E)N3'UV '!), 'VIn ,!) J'm'l DV "P"
...~)"""ND en ':1," "VP'

(t) ln Parma 527 (2368) the abbreviation '1:)1 is included in the middle of the

citation. although the citation is not missing any ward or phrase. The ward nl~7.) is

also missing the prefix :l "at is present in the other examples:35

",~,~ ~ "''''., l'Xl 'Dl '1:)' n1~E) cv ~DNn~ 't!)"~ ft)'l cv np'l

31. New York- JTS L789 [IMHM 24019], fol. 8b.
32. Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170), fol. 138.
33. P.rrn. 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503], foIl. 11.11b.
34. P.ril héb. 188 [IMHM 4155], fol. 12b.
35. P.rma 527 (2388) [IMHM 13233], eighth folio of N J\IM!).
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(u) Budapest-Kaufmam A31 is essentially identical to the extract from New

York - JTS L789:36

n'~'~~ ",~; l')~ l:n nl~D~ DI' ~DN11NJ '!J; "'ln ,~ n!:)'l CI' n1'"
...Nn, ""'~ 'pl

(v) ln MlI'1ich 62,1 Shem's Mme foIlows the ward "'~D~ rather than

precedes il, and Rabbenu Tam's given name, Jacob, is used in presenting his

difficulty with Rashi's comment.37

n'~'~ ~tt.' n'''''~ l'D ,:n CI' "'~)'J~ ~DNnl't1 '!J~ '''~ 3'1!)'l Ct.' np"
..·11"DN Nn ')""'ND ~i')I' "n '1'"

(w) New York - JTS L790 is in conformity with the standard mode of

presentation among these passages.38

n'~'~ ~ n'''''~ ,,)~ 'Cl n'~~:a D'-' ~~N11l'-' '!J" 'VI' '!) 3'1!)" Dtt.' np',
...on ~,., N~1"

(x) Finally, New York - JTS L787 is also ln!xceptional in both the citation

and the subsequent comment.39

n'~'~ ~ n'''''~ l')~ ~l "'~D~ D~ ~DN1tWJ '!J~~m'l C'-' n1'"...N"' n'''~ N'VP'

The conformity among the citations of Rashi in the "',." nND manusaipts

is lI'ldeniable, and the analogy between these exlraets and those tram the variety

of Tosafot manusaipts presented above is obvious. The

examples that do present a more complete expression of ail the efements in

Rashi's printed comment consistently do not attribute the comment to him. These

passages appear to be independent commenta and not super- comments linked

to citations. The expression of similar exegetical concepts in the midrashic

literatLn provides an altemate SOU'C8 for the Tosatot text. The one exception to

38. Bud8pest-KIlufm8nn A31 [IMHM 2833]. fol. 238.
37. Munich 82,1 [IMHM 23118], fols.8a-9b.
38. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24(20). foIl. 11~12•.
39. New York - JTS L787 pMHM 24017], foIl. 7b-8a.
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these two groups of passages is an Ul8ttrtbuted citation of Rashi in a manuscript

copied 8fter the begimng of printing and likely to have incorporated many of the

same COfTUptionS as in the printed editions.

Conformity among the citations of Rashi in the Tosafot manusaipts has

been shown to substantiate the authenticity of sorne printed comments to the

oripinal work. Conformity can also raise questions regarding this authenticity. The

analysis of Gen. 9:23 suggests that Rashl's original comment rnay have been

limited to the reward of Shem. This was Ihe comment undeniably atbibuted to him

in the Tosafot literaue and cited consistently tom text to text, even when the

exegetical remarts that foIlowed the dtation contained rnaMy textual variants.

Furthennore, the sources for the additional elements of Rashi's comment are

dear1y apparent and were readily available to the students of hls work. The

unattributed comments are in texts that usuaJly do identify Rashi when citing him,

although these dOQJments do not appear to associate Rashi will the longer

passages.

The process of textual transmission and the degree to which saibes couId

alter a text has been demonstrated, and the marner in which the original comment

of Rashi couId have been doubled in length and altered in content dll'ing the

process of transmission is quite bellevable. \Nhen the printed texts are no longer

considered standards by which to meaSlA or judge other rendtions. the text of

Rashi presented in the Tosafot IiteratLn camot be dismissed merely because it

differs from the familiar. Rather. the search for the or1ginal commentary must

entertain the possibility that the commentary that Rashi wrote ditfered greatly from

the editions we have today and that. in tact. parts of il ..e preserved in the

comments of the Tosafot.

2. Genesis 12:6

Upon receiving the command tom Gad to depart tram I:4ln1n. Abraham

gathered up his tamily and his possessions and set out far the land of Canaan. In

this verse. Abraham passed through theI~ lril Shechem. U1ti1 the terebinth of

Moreh; the reader is then laid thet Ile C..anite WB. then in the lanct. The v...e
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reads:

.'fUO lN '))":Jn1 n'lD 'l~N 1)' O:JI' 011'1.3 1)J ,-,10 O-oN ':11"1

Rashi's printed comment for the lemma ,-,20 lN ")f~n1 is lengthy and complex.

It centres on the assumption that Noa" divided the wortd 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 t:lam - in the land that was given

to Shem and his descendants. Ber1iner's 1905 edltion of the commentary

presents the following text:oiO

n~l 01'~ li'~ru'" o~ ~ l)nlY.) ~N'I" ~N nN ~:10'Pl" n'n
'n '1.3N'l -p~~ c~ -pD i7T~ "~1.31 '1.3NlV l'n~ ~Nn nN N i'~n'"

on'U "):1~ m"nn~ 'lN "'''1' nNln 'f'Nn nN 'l11N 1Y1l~ O-aN ~N

.01'~ 1)M1D

Rashi explains that the Canaanite was gradually captLring the land of Israel from

the progeny of Shem, to whom Noal) had given il 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.41

Onkelos translates Shalem as Jerusalem,·2 and l'"IJmerous

midrashic scuces identify p1~ ':J~!:) as Shem.43 Together, these &tements

suggest that Shem was allocated the lancl of Israel.

The second hait of the comment addresses the reason why the reader is

infonned of the Canaanite presence in the land of Israel and its relevance ta the

narrative of Abraham. According to Rashi. if the land belonged ta Shem and the

Canaanite was now in the process of conql8'lng il, then Gad's promise in the

40. Bertiner (1905) 23.
41. The entire ve.... of Gen. 14:18 il yn N1m "" am N'ft1~ -PD P"~ '»D'

",~ )10.
42. see Rashi HaS"./eml vol. 1, 147, T. Onk.a~ Jœa P"~ ~,. A.

Sperber. The Bible in Af8IfJ1JÎC. vol. 1 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959) 20.
43. In III the following sourcel, the connection between Shem and M.,kizedek

il rn.de through Gen. 14:18: Midf8ah rehillim 78:3 (Buber, 1947:
341-342); Nedarim 32b; Avot de R.bbi Nmn, 2 (S. Schechter, AWJtde
Rabbi Natan, New York: Feldheim Publilhers, 1987, 12); BR 58:14
(Theodor, Albeck. vol. 2,607-808); NumR. 4:8 (Mirkin, vol. 91 71-72);
PitfI8Î de Rabbi Eliezer27 (Warsaw: 1852; New York: Om Publilhing,
1948. fol. 8311).
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subsequent verse (12:7)44 should be Lnterstood not as Gad giving Abraham the

land, but rather in the sense of God I8tuming to Abraham's descendants their

rightrul inheritance.

ln simpler wards, Rashi is suggesting that the pwpose of the lemma

-"NJ tN 'l)1l~n' is to inforrn the reader that when Abraham arrived in the land of

Israel 1) the descendants of t:lam were in the process of appropriating the

inheritance of the progeny of Shem, and 2) bec8use of these dra.amstances,

God's promise to Abraham in 12:7, nNln ~Ni'1 nN)nN 1)nl~. should be read as a

promise of restoration, not a gitl

Rashi's printed comment presents a number of conceptual ditriculties.

First, it relies on the assumption that Noat) gave the land to Shem. Without it, the

need to reinterpret the otherwise dear 12:7 is l.IYl8C8ssary, and the comment

itself is void. Second, the reinterpretation of God's promise to Abraham from

giving him the land to retuning to him a land that his descendants rightftJly

inherited diminishes the greatness of God's promise. Finally, as the Tosafot

discussions of Rashi will demonstrate, numerous rabbinic SOLI"C8S have assumed

that the land of Israel was Canaan's inheritance, and thus ':tamis and not Shem's.

The reasons for Rashi's deviation from the traditional texts are LI'lCIear.

For the most part, the textual variants among the printed editions are

minimal anct. like eartier examples, they do not alter the meaning of the

interpretation. The Venice edition varies onIy in ils abbreviation of the ward 'N)~

preceding the prooftext of Gen. 14:18, and in its lacking the ward 'n in the phrase

C':1N 'N 'n 'DN'1 -p'!)'.46

The comment in the Reggio edition foIlows:46

n~l e~ ~ lP'roll CV~ 1)M1D ,z-nv' 'f'N 11N IJ!)U" -Pl" "'n
r-ollC~ 'DN'1 ''!J'' eX. 1'1.3 P1~ '::)"Dl 'lœ} "D" 'f'Mn nN N~V::)

.c~ ~ W1U'J onv l'n" m'lnn" 'lN "")llJ1N apnl'

This text has WU" instead of 1I:1l::)1, and ,~, ''1J'' a1d r-a1lC~ are ail abbreviated.

The phrase C-aM "N '1'1 'DH" is simply r-aM~ 'I)N'1, and Ile wards T'Mn 11N

44. In 12:7 Gad says ta Abraham: Ndft "."..,.."..e 'VJN'l D"'aH ~N 'TI N"1'l

"N nN"UTl 'fi) rtlll3 DYI 'P" .
45. Rashi H.Shlllem. vol. 1. 12~128.
48. Ibid. 339.
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l1Nln are missing from God's promise. beginning with lJ1N -unl'.

The Rome edition is very similar to Reggio:..7

n~l cV) "" ,p~ra~ Cil~ ')MlD ~tnV)' 'f'N~ ~U'" -p," "'n
C'~N' 'DN" ''!J' CXI -PD p1~ ~"D' 'NI ,,~~TlHn "N Ml l"n~

.cv~ ')MlD cnv l'n-, ""lnn, 'lN "")' '11'",N -pMl'

This version also reads œun instead of V)~,:»t ln place of "N'V' TlN nN, it has

'N'V' T'N ~; it reads ,~ru ~ in place of ,,,,rnv. The wards ']v) and l'!J' .e
abbreviated as in the Reggio edition, although C-oN~ is spelled in tUl, and the

opening wards of God's promise, l3'lN 1Y1l', are foIlowed by the abbreviated "1'.

Finally, the Guadetajara edition varies liUle tom the texts already presented,

except for an additional passage at the end of the comment that is absent from the

other warks.·

p,nv, n~l cv '" li',mV cv "" UMlD 'N'V' T'N '-'::101 -pln n'n
C'::1N 'N 'n '1.3N" ''!J~ o~ -PD i'1~ ""Dl 'DNlVJ T1Nn nN l'n, Ml

cv~ l)MlD onv l'n' n,',nn" 'lN 1'n)l nNln 'f'Nn"N",N "PMl'
'''IJN'' am2JC tC" ,,,,,m 'f'a 11& 'JJJ:tm :aJt:t'~ ,,~" ,~~

.''DM" JC~ 'M" JC~ fUn. w:a" '.,,""
This rendition lacks the partide nN before 'N''''' T'N, and the ward l'n, foIlows

directly after Ml rather than after .,-,Nn, as in the other editions.

The additionallines at the end of the passage suggest that the text was

requred to inform the reader of the Canaanite presence in the land of Israel, in

arder ta apprise himh1er of Abraham's ment; even though the Canaante WBS

conquering the land to which Gad had led Abraham, he did not doubt Gad. but

continued to believe and trust in Hlm.

The appearance of thls passage in onIyone of the flve printed &dltions

con-"ted challenges ils aulhenticity. Moreover. like the portion of the printed

comment that is in ail the editions. the content of this additional part is conceptually

problematic.

If the primary pwpose of the lemma "N:1 lN '»-1:'"1 MS ta emphasize
Abraham's mer1t, to whom the lend WBS allocated originally and whether Gad was

47./bid.
4S.lbid.
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giving the land or reb.ming it are irrelevant issues. However, if God made his

promise ta Abraham in response ta his apprehension at et1COU'dering the

Canaanite upon arriving in the land to which Gad had led him, then, to the contrary,
Rashi's very comment suggests a hesit8tion on Abraham's part rather than an
lI1shakabie faith. This last passage of the Guadelajars text does not correspond

conceptually ta the preceding elements of the comment, which are themselves

conceptually ditlicult. The reader is left with an absa.n LIlderstanding of the

intending meaning and pwpose for the information of the Canaanite presance.

With ony the texts of the printed editions, one struggles to comprehend the

signiticance ofthis comment and its explication of the verse. Although not

troubling at the level of the text, the interpretation's illogical develapment 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, l6Itil the

correct text has been ascertained. The citations of Rashi in the Tosafot Torah

commentaries suggest that Rashi's original comment for !his lemma was not as

convoluted or enigmatic, or as long, as il appears now.
Rashi's comment for 12:6 is cited in 24 manuscripts afTosatat Torah

commentaries, ten of \Nhich are manJsaipts of """' "ND. In ail of these texts,

the concern of the Tosafot is Rashi's assumption that the land of Israel was

allocated to Shem and the Canaanites were in the process of capUing il. The

Tosafot contrast Rashi's comment with the numerous rabbinie souœs that

assume the land belonged to the descendants of ~am.. For example, bath BT

Ketubot 112a and Sotah 34b address Num. 13:22. which states that l:Iebron in

Canaan wes bUlt seven yen before Zoan (Tanis) in Egypl!O Canaan and Egypt

are listed as sons of 1:1am in the genealogicallists of Gen. 10. Egypt precedes

Canaan and is thus consic*ed ta be the eider.51 The Talmudic passages raise

the question ofwhether a man WOUd build his you1ger son a home before his

eider son. The Lniertying assurnption in this discussion is that the land belonged

49. See Gellil, vol. 2, 12-14.
50. Num. 13:22 il: "'",,' PM1~ 'rDm 'ft' J:mH DVIl 1rDn -nf 1C'1~~1

....PI,.ftN:U D'RI.
51. Gen. 10:8 lilts the IOnl of I:tlm in the foIlowing arder: CMml VIa an 'n,

l'm 0191.
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to 1:1am, who built in il the city t:tebron for his son Canaan, and nol that Shem was

given the land by Noa".
Similar1y, Gen. 10:19 identifies the nor1hem border of Canaan as Sidon, the

son of Canaan and aoother of l:Iam's descendants.52 According to the Tosaflst

discussions of Rashi, the extension of the border to the nortIem extreme implies

that in its entirety the land belonged to Canaan and not Shem.53

Occasional attempts are made at lIlderstanding Rashi's divergence from

the accepted rabbinic assumptions regarding the ownership of the land. One

opinion suggests Rashi is onIy referring to a small portion of the land of Israel,

specitically the narrow part of the nor1h east in which Jerusalem is located,

VItIereas 1:1am possessed the southem area which included l:Iebron.54 Another

proposes that the land did belong to Canaan, but that Shem acqùred it legaUy

because Canaan was his servant,56 as it states in Gen. 9:26, "and may Canaan be

a servant to them."5&

The citations of Rashi in the Tosafot m8I"kJscripts invariably consist onIy

of the tirst part of Rashi's comment, that the Canaarites were now in the procass

of capturing the land onginally allocated to Shem by Noat). The diSQJssions that

accompany the citations remain focused on the difliculties with Rashi's comment

rather than the mearing of the biblical texte They consider how the land couId have

been in Shem's possession, as Rashi assumed, and they demonstrate how this

assumption is problematic and in contradiction to oomerous other SOll"C8S,

including statements by Rashi himself. Without the presumption that the land

belonged to Shem, Rashi's explanation for the Canante presence has no

fOl.ndation. The Tosafot do not offer an alternate interpretation of the biblical

lemma; their comments are restrtded to the analysis of Rashi 8'1d the relationship

of his comment to the traditionsl souœs.

The citations are as foIlows:

(a) ln Hamtug .0 (Cod. hebr. 52), Rashi's comment is cited in IWo

52. Gen. 10:19: nana rnIM nD10 1DQnt» 1)1 TTTD fDlG ",~ '])IX)n~ '""
1101)1 a'~.

53. Gellil, vol. 2, 12-14. See for example, par. 9.
54. Ibid. 13, par. 10.
55. Ibid. 12. par. 9.
56. Gen. 9:28: m~~ J'X) '"" aw 'mM'" 1lU -,aH".
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separate marginal notes.57

'Pl CI.'~ 1)M1D T'Nn 1.']1~1",n n'nI.'~ T'N:J lN '))')~n'

...'D""~] ']"N'

"1." TlN rtN ~~l~' pln n'nVl ~N:llN ')~)~n' ,~!)~ 'n~ '''v"
':)~1J' ,)~ "r'Nn 11N "):l~ N p'nv~ "m) av~ l)rll~ CV~ ')nlD

...'U1 ,~ ,,~) nl "Nl aVJ -pD P'~

The first citation is almost identical to the first dause of the printed comments.

The remainder of the comment is not cited al ail. In the second passage, the

entire first section of Rashi's comment is cited, induding the prooftext from Gen.

14:18. The phrase n,ro cv~ ')f1l~ appears as n~) C~ ~ ',"raI.' in the

printed editions, but the sense of the two phrases is the same.

(b) ln Paris héb. 260, Rashi's comment is cited in two parts:58

'~D] 'DN Hn 'PDl D~~ l)nl:J I.':l~'",n 'V1!) ~1tQ lN '))'~n'

...~Nn 11N n) p'n~~n~) CVJ~ '!W1 'Vt'1!)D 'N.,) "N' ... 'U",:)

The passage begins with a citation of onIy the first dause of the printed texts, that

the Canaanite was gradually conquering the land from Shem. AAer a

discussion of the diftiaJIty this comment presents - l6lpacked in the light of Ile
Talmudic discussions of Num. 13:22, in which the land is assumed to belong to

t:tam and his progeny - the subsequent phrase of Rashi's comment, that Shem

acquired the land when Noa" apportioned the wor1d among his sons, is cited and

refuted. The prooftext of Gen. 14:18 is not included, and the later disQJssions of

whether God is giving Abraham the land or retLming it to him and the passage

tram the Guadetajara edition about Abraham's merit sre slso not cited.

(c) The citation in Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4785) consists of onIy the firsl dause

of Rashi's printed comment:s

n~)IJ ,-,Nn VJ~~' ~ln n'n '»'DnVJ T'N:l lN '»J~n' ''!) "",",'

'N'V' ,-,N "nYJ ""'pla~ -PD P1~ ~~D' 'W)n~ CVJ )VJ lP'ru
..•l)')~~ n'n

57. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 901], foll. 9b .nef 10b.
58. Paris héb. 2eO PMHM 27839], fols. 98-Sb.
59. Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4785) [IMHM 17371], foll. 81>98.
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When compared wlth the printed rendtions of Rashi's comment. this citation

seems to be a briefer paraphrase. The printed texl specifies that the land was

being conquered by the Canaanite ow~ ')MUJ, and the word M~3 foIlows the

phrase av~ 'i'~ru. The citation also does not indicate that Shem acqured the

land "n~ T'NM nN Ml i7'n~:), but rathern~. These textual crlfferences,

however, do not alter the mearing of the Interpretation and aca.ntely represent

the first part of Rashi's printed comment. Uke the previous citations, the latter

parts of the printed comment are not dted or dlscussed by the Tasafol

(d) Moscow-Guenztug 317 is a fifteenth-or sixteenth-cenb.ry manusaipt of

a super-commentary on Rashi. As explained in e&rtier chapters and examples,

this text presents the citation of Rashi in a variety of styles. including citing a few

wards from the comment without aear attribution. For Rashi's comment on 12:6,

IWo elements of the interpretation are dted, bath from within the tirst part of the

comment.60

The printed editions varied in the tlrst phrase of the comment in whether they read

":J'~' ~'M or ~~'n' ",n; this text includes ail three verbs. The later date of the

manuscript suggests that the saibe or student may be 8CCOLI1ting for the variant

traditions ofthis phrase. rather than that the printed renditlons lost one of the verbs

in the COU'Se of transmission.

The abbreviated '~1 intimates that the saibe realized that the comment

continued beyond the citation. although to YJhat extent it COIlformed to the entlre

comment in the printed editions is LI'Iknowabie. The onIy reason to assume the

author was famili. with the printed version of Rashi's comment is the reader's

awareness of a longer rendition. Since the printed versions ... acknowIedged to

be corNPt, Ile basis for this assurnption is weak. Neither the dtations nor the

comments that fallow indicate any ...."... of Rashï's note on God's promise in

12:7. The '01 8fter P1~ ~~)'J, mast likely refers onIy to the contïrultion of the

60. Moscaw-Guenzburg 317 pMHM 47585], fol. 13b.
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biblical citation of Gen. 14:18, a~ -PD. Despite the incompleteness of the

citations, the texts conform to the citations tram the previous examples in lacking

the latter elements of the prlnted comment.

(e) London 173.2 (Add. 11,568) persists in this conformity. Like Paris (héb.)

260. the citation of Rashi's comment for this lemma is divided into Iwo parts,

separated by a discussion of each element.61

...D~ "" l~lD,~~, T'N J'tN VJ::1l:)l ",n n'n V"~ "fltc lN 'l~Dnl

... 'YJi" "D~ "flNn !lN N ï"nVJ, n~l aVJ "" li'~ra VJ"~ .,,~

The prooftext is the onIy aspect of the tirst part of Rashi's printed comment not

induded in the citation. Consistent with the other citations, the existence of more

text to Rashi's comment is not indicated.

(f) ln Sassoon 409/1, onIy the tirst dause of Rashi's printed comment is

cited:62

... '10::1 Nn '~1'~l C~~ ')MlD VJ::1l:)' -p,n VJ~ "fltc lN 'l)ll~n'

• (g) The citation of Rashi in New York - JTS L819a11 differs from Sassoon

409/1 onIy in the inclusion of the wards n'" and 'N'~' TlN 3'1N, absent in the

example above:63

(h) The citation in Vat. Ebr. 418/1 is the foIlowing:64

O~ ~ ,p,ra '~Xf 'f'Nn v:ll:n P'" l)'l,nv n"~ T'N:l lN 'l)l):)n1
...,.,nv 'Vi" D~ -pD i'1~ ~'D 'NI n"MD

•

Uke Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4765), thil text cites the entir. tirst part of Rashi's printed

comment, although with minor textual variants. In confonnity with ail the citations,

the latter elements of Rashi's comment are not cited, nor do the exegetes indicat.

they were aware 1hat the int8f1W8tation contin.8d.

(i) The citation in New York - JTS L79211 is very similar to Vat. Ebr. 4811:65

81. London 173.2 (Add. 11,588) [IMHM 4921], fols. 18b-19&.
62. Se.lOOn 409/1 [IMHM 9353], fol. 11.
63. New York - JTS L819811 (IMHM 24053], fol. 2b.
64. Vat Ebr.48/1 [IMHM 185], fols. fJ8.8b.
65. New York - JTS L79211 PMHM 24022], fol. 7b.
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n'NQ DVJ~ lp~ n~lVJ ~Nn ~:ll:n -Pln~ ~ZQ tN 'l)'):»nl
...,-,nVJ n~i" 0"" "'D p1~ '~'D' HW)

This version is missing the ward 'l)l~ and has n~nm instead of n~'MD. The

vav on ':»~t), is not present in the previous text.

(i) New York - JTS L791 divides ils citation of Rashi into Iwo parts.66

...cn~ '!J' Dt.'~ ')MlD 'l'n~' 'flN ~'C, l',n '!) ,-,N:l tN 'l)'Dn,
...'p, ,'n" ~Ni1 ro i'~~ i1~j C~ ~ ,~ "'V'\!) "1'

The prooftext is not induded in this citation. as it is absent tram a number of other

citations. However, the Tossfors 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:67

"):::l' Y1Nn 11N ro i',"~:» 'l'nt)' ,-,N 11N~o n'n Tua lN '))'Dn,
...c~ "C l'1~ ,:»,t)' INlVJ C:»V~ ,p,ru n~l

The arder of the dauses varies slightly between this rendition and that of the

printed editions, and the phrase CVJ "" ')MlD is absent from this citation. The

ward o:»~ instead of O~ is obviously an error. The atliliation between this citation

and the first part of Rashi's printed comment for 12:6 is LIlderiabie. The

conforming absence of the latter parts of the comment challenges ils aulhenticity

to the original work.

(1) The citation in Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Badi. Or. 804) maintains the

contonnity established in the preceding exemples:-

0'-'~ lï"n:::l n~XI Y1Nn VJ~l:»l -Pln '»'D~ nif!) TllCl lN 'l)'Dnl
..."nv n~pl c"" "'D p1~ ~"Dl 'N1 nmm

(m) Oxford - Sadleian 27118 (Opp. 31) cites the Irst part of Rashi's printed

comment with onIy a few textLB vari.u from Oxford - Boeleian 270 (Boel. Or.

86. New York· JTS L791 [lMHM 24021], fol. 11b.
87. Jeru..lem 8~40 (8432), fol. ~108.
88. Oxford • BadIeÎlln 270 (Badl. Or. 8(4) [IMHM 18738), fol. Sb.
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604):69

~ 'p'fOV o~~ l)r1U~"V' "N '-O1=:)' P'" n'n TllQ lN '))'~n'
...0",", pD iTf~ ':)'D' ']v "n~ ~Nn 11N N p~n~=:) '~3 O~

(n) Finally, Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 otrers a puzzling deviation from the

conformity presented in the above citations.70

'~1 pl oVJ "" 1)r1lr.3 ~Nn nN lQ'~'P'" n'nVJ '!3 ~2Q lN '31'3::)n,
n3'1'), '(1Nn ,.,nVJ o=:), n3mN l',n lnVJ "-'1!) ~Nn 3'1N l11N 1l'-n,

..."3'1' 'Dnl1J 'la' on, oVJ '" '7"n

The first clause of Rashi's printed comment is cited as in eartier examples,

altlough the remainder of the first part of the comment is nol VVhat fotlows the

dtation 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 manusaipt explains that

according to Rashi's comment regarding T1N" nN l"'N vn~, Gad 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 tram the rendition in the printed texts in

the absence of the notion of retlm. In other wards, where the printed texts

suggested that Gad was not giving Abraham the land, but rather retLming ta him

what he rightrully inherited, thus diminishing the greatness of God's gift, this text

explains that Gad was giving Abraham the land, but in doing so, He was not

stealing it tram anyone else, since legally it belonged to the progeny of Abraham.

The wards used ta express the second hait of Rashi's printed comment are

very different from what adu8lly appears in the commentary itself and the variant

nuance in mearing intirnates that the author's SOl.rC8 may not have been Rashi's

comment on 12:6.

Rashi does not offer a comment for this paraeu.. lemma, lJ1N 1)nl~, in

12:7, but the comment for Gen. 23:4 is simil. in language and mearing. Abraham

is negotiating with the sons of t:teth for a lutai place for Sarah and he introduces

himself as 0=:)1.))' '=:))N ~""" '1, -, am a resident &lien among you.- Rashi's

89. Oxford - Bodlei8n 27118 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 16739], fourth folio of~ nV1!)
-p.
70. Cambridge (Add.) 889.2 [IMHM 15890]. second folio of -p~ JWn!).
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comment for this lemma is the following:71

ON"1 '),.,n l~'" ON n'1N VJ"D' .D~D)f '1011'11)' ",nN ~ND'1

.~Nn nN 111N 1)nl~ n":1pn ,., 'DNVJ l'1" 'D n)~N' :lVJ'm n'MN 'N~

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 setlled among the sons of I:feth and therefore lived among them. The

second part of the comment. labelled midrash aggadah. expculds the double

mearing intended in Abraham's introduction. If the sons of I-:teth are wilJing ta sell

him the land, he will regard himself as a stranger and pu-chase il in arder to own il.

However, if the sons of "=feth are not willing ta seli him the land, Abraham will

regard himself as a settler and will daim the land on legal groU'lds, sinee Gad said

He would give him the lanet.72

The association of the words ,'~n 'D with the lemma "f1Nn 11N 111N 1)nl~ is

reminiscent of the Tosatat dtation of Rashi. In bath, Abraham has a legal right ta

the land because of Gad's promise in 12:7. However. the comection of this legal

right ta the inheritance of the progeny of Shem is made onIy 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 Gad retLming to Abraham the land

he owned is dubious. On the other hand. the intention of the exegete might be to

attribute to Rashi onIy the wards o~., "))11N ,',n 'cV) and the phrase begiming

"nVJ is the exegete's darification of Rashi's use of ,,.,., 'D. This woUd be an

allusion to the idea expressed in Rashi's comment for 23:4 related to Abraham's

legal rtght to the land.

The contonnity among the partial dtations presented in 13 of the 14

examples and the lack of a dear and certain association between the second hait

of Rashi's comment for 12:8 81d the citation or paraphrase in Cambridge 669,2

sustains the challenge to the aulhenticity of the prfnted comment that states that

71. Thil version is the Venice ectition in Rash; HeShalem, vol. 1,281-262.
Variants to this renditions are inlignificant to the muning of the comment.
but ClIn be found in Rash; HaSh8lem, vol. 1,371,.nd Bertiner (1905) 45.

72. see BR 58:4 (Theodor, Albeck, vol. 2, 824).
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Gad retuned the land ta Abraham's progeny rather than gave it ta them. Since the

Tosafot consistently question and contest Rashi's daim that the land was

originally allocated to Shem, their lack of attention ta the remainder of Rashi's

comment, which is fOl.I1ded on this assumption and which involves a

reinterpretation of God's promise ta Abraham, is suspicious. The one reference ta

this aspect of the comment is not a straightrorward citation or association;

pernaps, it represents the SOt.l'C8 from which the comment entered into the printed

editions.

The ten manusaipts of """' nND maintain the conformity established in

the previous examples. Only the tirst part of Rashi's printed comment is dted, and

the Tosafot do not insilUlte in any way that the text before them continued beyond

what was dted. The texts are as foIlows:

(0) Budapest Kaufmam A31 discusses the dtation in two parts:73

,VJ unl1J 'N'VJ',-,N nN VJ~l:)' ,~'" "'n '''VJ, ,'!» .,-,N:llN ')l'):»nl
O~

l'n, ~N" n) ",nVJ~ "~) C~ "" 'i"~ '''vnn '!3 ")1 .•. '1pln ,~

... 'l'"l

(p) Verona 41acks the ward VJ~1:)l, and 'N'''' ~N is abbreviated. In

addition, n~l) has a vav not present in other renditions, and ~Nn does not follow

n.:». Aside from these few minor variants, the dtation represents the same portion

of Rashi's printed comment as eariier examples:74

'1l' ...'l,pl'n ,~ DVJ "'" l)MlD '''N -p,n n'n 'VJ' .'!» Tua lN '3)1):»nl

... 'P' 'n, ru ï"nVJ:) n~u OVJ "" 'P~ 'YJ' ''!3

(q) Paris héb. 168 does not ditrer sigriticantly:75

cv~ urnD 'N'V' .,-,N nN V~'Dl -P'" n'n V1n .~ T'la lN '»Jl:»"'
l'n~ T'Mn Npm~ n~) OV~ li"nU V1n "!) '1)' ...'npln '!)

...nVJp"'

(r) Panna 537 (2541) varies onIy in the way it presents ils attr1bulion to

73. Budapest-K8ufmlnn A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 258.
74. Veron. 4 [IMHM 788J, fol. 11b.
75. P.ris héb. 188 [IMHM 4155], fol. 13b.
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Rashi and in the addition of the partide!lN before 'f'Nn:78

O~ ~ WllD ~Jtn~, T1N nN ~~'Dl -pln n'n~ Tua lN '))J):)nl
,,)~~ T1Nn nN ru i'~nVJ~ "~l D~ ~ 1i'~ru VJ~ "lt ...'llpln VJ~...N~'"

(5) New York - JTS L790 includes the abbreviation ~"l 8fter the attribution to

Rashi:"

D~~ 1)MlD ,JtnVJ' T'N nN ':11:)1 ~1n n'n,t 'VJ~ 'fua lN '])')~n'

"flNn nN N p,nVJ~ "~l D'LI "" lp'ra ~"l 'VJ"~ "lt ...'l1l',n ''!)...N'"Pl "n~

(t) The conformity persists in the citation in New Yen - JTS L789:78

cV)~ l)Ml1.3 'N'VJ' T1N nN VJ:ll:n -Pl" n'M 'V, '9 TUC lN 'l)l):)n,
")~' "flNn 11N Ml ï"nVJ:) n~) CI'~ 1i""m 'VJ' '!1 ")1 .••'l1pln ''!)

...N'VJ'"

(u) The teXl of New York - JTS L787 presents no sigrificant differences:79

'!) cv 'nJ ,,,,,,1.3 'N'VJ' T1N 11N VJ~l~l -P'" M'n 'YJ1!) 'flle lN '))1):)"'

,,)~~ 'flNn nN Ml p~nVJ~ n~) DVJ "'" '''''ru ,,,~ VJ1'!) "lt ...'l'l'ln
...N'VJ'"

(v) The citation in Panna 527 (2368) cites the ward VJ!)1nl instead of VJ~':)1.

This manusaipt is dated in 1402 and thus presents an association ofthis textual

rendition with Rashi prior to the beginning of printing. Since bath wards express

the same idea of the Canaanite appropriating the land from Shem, detennining for

certain which ward was utilized by Rashi is U'Yl8C8ssary at this point. One can

certainly envision a saibal error arising tom an illegible copying of either ward. but

the association of Rashi with the concept expressed in the comment is l.I1deriabie

and therefore. the recovery of the exad ward awaits Rashi's own ma~pt, or st
besl, the cnlena with which to evaluete the reliability of the extant ones.80

'!) Cil~ 1)nlD ~N'VJ' .,-,N nN WU" -Pl" n'M~ TUC lN '»IDn,
78. Panna 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503], fols. 12.12b.
n. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 2402OJ. fol. 14b.
78. New York- JTS L789 [IMHM 24019J. fol. &b.
79. New York - JTS L787 PMHM 24017], fols. 8b.
BO. Panna 527 (2388) [IMHM 13233]. first folio of -p op J11n9.
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"n~ TlNn nN N ~n~ n~l cv';7v ''"ru ttJ""'!) ,,)' •.•'lll'ln
...N'YJPl

(w) MlI1ich 62,1 onIy cites the tirst dause of Rashi's printed comment, and

the discussion that follows varies tram the queries posed by t:tizkll1i in the other

n"n' nnlT.3 manusaipts. The affiliation of Rashi to the idea that the Canaanite

was conquering the land from its rightful owner Shem is sustained.81

cv ';7v l)Ml1J ~Nn nN ttJ~'~' ",n n'nI' ',",'~ T1to lN ')31Dnl
...Nn '~i'l

(x) Finally, Vat. Ebr. 53 cites bath dauses of the tirst part of Rashi's printed

comment.82

'V~ '1)' C~ ~ unlT.3 '''N nN V:1l~' ~'n n'n 'V.n!) T1to lN '))')~nl

... 'pl "n~ TlNn nl i'~n~:) n~) DttJ '" 'l'~ro

Ail ten """' nruD manuscripts present the same text of Rashi, and Ihese

citations conform with the tirst set of examples extraded tram manusafpts of

Tosafot Torah commentaries of varying styte, date and quality. Rashi's

explanation for the Canaanite presence in the land of Israet when Abraham arrived

- that they were in the process of capUing il tram the progeny of Shem, \Nho were

allocated the land by Noa" - is lndeniably assocïated with him. The authentidty of

the remainder of the printed comment is less certain.

The integrity of the additionsl 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 extrads

upholds ils dubious natLn and sustains a sigrÎticant challenge la ils authentidty.

Similar1y, the reinterpretation of Gad's promise in 12:7, from giving Abraham

the land ta restoring his inheritance, is not cïted in any of the manJSaipts. The

one text that suggesls a reference ta this second part of Rashi's comment does

not manifest the same IingUstic formulations as the citations of the tlrst part of the

comment, and the exact ruance in meaning in the printed rendition is net

expressed acantely in lis one Tosafot passage. Thus, the authenticity of this

81. Munich 82,"' pMHM 23118], foll. 11•.
82. V81 Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170], fol. 13b-1Q.
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element of Rashi's comment is also dubious.

As explained above, the conceptual problems in the Interpretation itself

mark the comments authenticity as questionable. The lack of attempt by the

Tosafot ta address this part of the comment suggests they may not have had the

lext in their version of the commentary. Since Rashi's LIlderstanding of Gad's

promise as a retlm of the land is contingent upon the assumption that the land

belonged to Shem, justifying the legitimacy ofthis reading of 12:7 or proposing an

altemative shoUd be necessary once the Tosafot have presented and established

the ditlieuties with this assumption.

Finally. the one inconsistent element among the conforming citations of the

tirst part of Rashi's comment is the inclusion of the prooftext of Gen. 14:18. Qnly

seven of the twenty-fcu citations contain the verse utilized in the printed editions

as evidence that Noat, allocated the land of Israel ta Shem. The praof

itself is weak, for although numerous rabbinic S0U"C8S dear1y and frequently

identify 8hem and Malchizedek as the same individual, they do not address the

issue of ta 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.83

The conceptual difftculty of the prooftext and the lack of consistent citations

among the Tosafot manusaipts retain the authenticity of the verse in ambiguous

tenitory. Without one citation of the verse in the Tosatot manusaipts, the

U'ltrustworthiness of the verse woUd be easier la daim; its presence in hait of the

non·",,"' nnlD manusaipts intimates that the studenls of Rashi were aware of

this element of the printed comment. The Tosafot may have chosen not ta

discuss the validity of the prooftext, or in many cases even ta include it in their

dtations of Rashi. because its sigriflcance relies on the correctness of the

assumption made from the beginning. Since the association of Shem and

Malchizedek il already an Interpretation, and the rabbinic SCU'C8S do not link this

identification to the allocation of land by Noat,. once the Tosafot established the

83. In his super-c:ommentary on Rashi, Avraham Baqrat questions R.shrs use
of this prooftext with the tollowing ward.: ~~ n1lGYI 'l')Q Mn nm1~

DYI""" P'T~ 'mYl lrml TmN VI'T1DD rPtn N'2)1 tnpa~ 1\1IVI!). Philip
(1985) 104.
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problematic naue of the assumption that the land was apportioned originally to

Shem, the prooftext and ils legitimacy were irrelevant. For this reason, the lack of

confonnity regarding the citation of the prooftext does not lead necessarily to a

conclusion of inauthentidty.

The same argument of irrelevance camot be made regarding the second

half of Rashi's printed texl 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 naue of God's promise to Abraham regarding the

land persists, regardless of who originally possessed il. The ditliaJIties with the

logical progression in the prlnted comment as a whole have already been

expressed and need not be repeated; however, these very conceptual ditfieuties

beg for darification; had they formed part of the Tasafot version of the

commentary, one wauld 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 manusaipts of Tosatot Torah commentaries

consistently cite onIy the first half of Rashi's printed comment. This contormity

together with the difficult nature of the printed comment suggest that Rashi's

interpretation of the lemma ~N:1 lN '3)1~n'originally ended with the idea that the

Canaanites were captLring the land from Shem who had been apportioned it by

NoafJ. The subsequent elements in the printed texls do not appear to be authentic

to the original WOI1c.

3. Conclusion

Conformity among citations of Rashi tram the Tosafot Torah commentaries

has been shawn to contirm the authentidty of certain comments 8S they are

presented in the printed editions. This same conformity can challenge the

authenticity of Ll'ldted elements of the prfnted teXls. The intention is not to

eliminate halfof Rashi's prtnted comment simply becauae the Tosafot do not cite

it, but if twenty-flve m&n.lSClipts of Tosafot commentaries cite a comment of Rashi

in confonnity with the version in the printed editions, the authenticity of this
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comment wouId not be challenged. VVhen this same contormity among the

manusaipts manifesta onIy hait of the familiar comment, and texts of the printed

comment display inconsistencies, or the content of the printed comment is

awkward and lIlCIear and the Tosafot address the contents of the comment

directly, then the Tosafot reading of the comment must also be considered

authentic.

NI argument tram silence is not easy ta make, and the reasons for which

the Tosafot addressed sorne issues and not others couId be ascertained onIy by

asking the very men who wrote the commentaries, and even this wouId qualify as

post facto testimony and not fado 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 dosest ta him were familiar, and hence a texl as dose to Rashi's own
version as is available. When onIy half of a printed

comment, which in ils extant form is problematic, is cited consistently. the

citations should not be dismissed as incomplete simply because they do not

manifest the familiar texte The familiar text is not necessarily the authentic one.

Rather these "incomplete" citations may represent the original kemel of Rashi's

commentary, ta which subsequent layers were added. The analyses of Rashi's

comments on Gen. 9:23 8"1d 12:6, as dted in the manusaipts of Tosafot Torah

commentaries. suggest that the original rendition of the work may have been

considerably shorter than what is now fCU1d in the printed editions.

ln the next chapter, the notion that lI1Cited elements of Rashi's printed

comment are the result of additions to the worte. 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. Tosafiat Ex.gesls in the Printed Text of Rashi

Comments from the printed text of Rashi's work that are represented ony
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 centlries, and

therefore are not authentic to Rashi's original commentary, or YJhether they were
not of interest to the Tosatot and therefore not addressed in their writings is

essential. The previous chapters have suggested that consistent citations of onIy

half of the printed renditiona of the commentary challenge the authenticity of the

uncited portions in the same way that consistent citations of the entire printed

• comment confirrn ils authenticity. The processes through Ylhich the original

comments were expanded to indude the added parts now b.nt in the printed

version and the reasons for the TosatOI concem for one issue over another are

contingent upon speaJlative analyses onIy.

This chapter will demonstrate that the Tosatot citations and discussions of

Rashi otfer not onIy a text dose ta the original. but that they can also present the

source from which a specifie 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 dted by

Tosafot originated in their discussions of the Rashi comment.

The complexity of extrlcting 8 citation of Rashi tram the Tosafot

manusaipts without the ber1efIts of modem pu1Ctuation ia integral to this

discussion. The temptation to search the Tosafot text for the familiar wards of

Rashi's pr;nted comment and ta assume ail comparable lingUstie forrnUation is a

reference to the wark of Rashi is bath misleading and Ln5Cientific. My

• assumptions made on the basis of the printed texts defeat the goal of
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reconstruction, since the extensive circulation and transmission procass and the

late date of the manusaipts relative 10 Rashi's own lifelime prove that the printed

editions have been COrTUpted.

For this analysis, the Tosafot manusaipts were read as wor1(s lI'lto •

themselves and the citations were extracted based on the saibal patterns

established in each of them. The signais withi" each manJSCript as to what

constituted a citation and what was the disQJSsion of that dtation included the type

of atbibution to Rashi, the terminology that bega" the super-comment, and

notation marks such as supra-linear dots. Familiarlty with each Tosafot

manuscr1pt facilitated the analysis of elements of Rashi's prtnted comment that did

not appear ta form part of the adual citation of Rashi. Akin ta earller analyses,

variants in the earfy printed editions were also considered la support the challenge

to the authentidty of each reading.

\Nhile each previous chapler aims to emphasize the essential contribution

of the Tosmot to the reconstruction of the original text of Rash;'s commentary, this

one will stress the importance of disregarding and abandoring preconceived

notions of what Rashi's commentary should say. The familiar text of Rashi's

commentary often is not authentic, and the Tosafol can offer us a text that is

doser ta Rashi's 0WI'1. 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 fOU1d a place to rest, the dove has retlmed ta the ark, and in

Gen. 8:10, Noal) wails anether seven deys and then sends the dove from the ark

again. The verse reads:

Rashi's comment for the lemma ~" is the same in ail editions except Reggio.

The lext of Bertiner. Vence, Guadelajara a'1d Rome reads:1

1. Bertiner(1805) 17; R••hiHaS"./em, \401.1, 91, 331.
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.N'pD~~' ;o,n, '~n" ')JD~'~ 'P' n»'lDn "~~ ~n"

The comment defines the ward ~n" in the sense of waiting and otrers a

comparable use of the ward in Job 29:21.2 It concIudes that the ward is used

similar1y in many exemples in Saipb.n. The comment in Reggio varies mirimally

tram the rendition in the other editions:3

.Zt-npD:l ~, 'WJ~ n:l,n, '~n" 1)11.3'" " ",3:» MmD" ,W'~ ~n"

This version introduces the example with 'D~ instead of 'P', and the ward "VJ'
appears in the middle of the phrase N1i'ln YJ' ro,nt The mearing of the phrase

N'i'D:l "" "YJ' n:l'"l is diffieut to translate. The sense may be either the same

as in the other editions. that many such uses of~" as "waiting" are evident in

Scripture, or that ~n" has many mearings in Sa1ptLn. The ambiguity does not

alter the essential defirition provided in the Rashi comment. but it does signal a

potential problem in the text's transmission.

This comment is cited in onIyone Tosafot Torah commentary: New York 

JTS L793, a fifteenth-century manusaipt of a super-commentary on Rashi." The

styte of this text is the following: The lemma from the verse is presented with three

dots above the word and is followed by an Lnattributed comment of Rashi. Since

the title of the work is mm~ ,''V, YJ'n!)~ YJn!), an identification for each citation

is unnecessary. The super- comment on the citation is usually introcfuced with the

abbreviation ''!:t, dearty signalling the end of each citation. Shoud Rashi's

comment be referred to Uther on in the disQJssion, an attribution is appended to

the citation.5

The Gen. 8:10 passage in this manusaipt cites onIy the flrst two wards of

Rashi's printed comment, the basic defirition of the ward ~", but the comment

2. The whol. verse readl: 'Jœ' VJ~ VJ", ~" ",.,11 ~. Job il 18menting his
plight and ntClllll thm -Men lilteMd to him .nd WIIited for hi. advice.1t

3. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 331 .
4. New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023].
5. For eX8mple. fol. 68.
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subsequent ta the citation includes the phrase from Job, as weil as other

examples darifying the sense of the lemma. The text reads:8

iT' n~M l'l)'D N'n~ n7J-rN ~'N Ml "n', 17J:) l]'N~ ''!3 n3n7Jn WJ~ ~n"

OVJ'VJ~ vu ~ ,"'n', ~1 ,"n', ntDV ,~ ~, ,,, ['''D::)) ,"n', lE):) Nln
.(...] l'n7J "'n

Mer the citation of Rashi as nmDn "~'" the Tosafot comment explains that the
ward "n', in Ihis verse does not have the same mearing as the identical ward in

Gen. 9:20. In the later verse, nD-rNn It"N Ml """ has the sense of begiming in

that NoalJ, a man of the soil, began and planted a vineyard. The use of ~n" in

Gen. 8:10 is comparable to its usages in Job 29:23, Job 29:21, and Judges 3:25.7

ln ail 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

cou1iers waited a long time before going to check on the king 8fter Ehud's

depar1ll"e from <and his mLl"der of) the king. The extract ends with the

identification of the root ofm', (as ~'n)8 and the form of conjugation in which it is

used.

According ta this passage, Rashi's comment consisted of the basic

definition of "n'l. The super-comment provided similar examples and thereby

darified the ward's varying mearings in a selection of Saipuai verses. The onIy

reason ta assume the citation of Job 29:21 is a reference back to Rashi's

comment is the reader's familial1ty with the printed edition. Without prior

knowIedge of that COrTUpt texte the manusaipt passage in no way suggests that

the citation of Rashi extends beyond the ward nmDn. Rather, the variants

among the printed editions and the Tosaflst comment suggest that the citation

8. New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023], fol. Sb. The bnlcketl indicate a
.plotch on th. manulcript rendertng certain ward. illegible. wa:» MI
detennined with the help of • concord8nce, but the fiNiI ward of the
comment remBina und.ar.

7. The entire verse. for theIe cit8tïon••re: Job 29:23 - Df1'91 $ WID ên"
",.,.,1» n)I!); Job 29:21 - 'J1D= lIn'1~",..$; Judge. 3:25 - 1ft~t,
M) nrlH~ Df1'mt rum~1 rvœn "Il( lnl'tl r1'»m mJtrr rmD WH rum t'D.

8. The root is actually conside"" to be >n-'. F. Brown, S. Driver, C. Briggs.
A HeblfNl.nd Engliah Lexicon of,he 0Id re.ment (Oxford: Oxford
University Preu. 1951) 403-«)4.
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from Job 29:21 and the phrase N'i'T-n '-" n~'n' are not authentic ta the original

Rashi.

Rashi's original comment detined ~" as nmon 'WJ~. The Tosafot

daritied the need for such a detinition by demonstrating where the same exact

ward cames a ditferent mearing and provided examples ta support Rashi's

definition of the ward in this contexte One might specUate that sorne or ail of these

examples were included in the margins of Rashi's commentary by students

studying and copying the work. The variant of ~l in most of the printed editions

and lD:' in the Reggio text might be the visible seam indicating the insertion of

extraneous material into the body of the commentary.

The phrase N'pD~ '" ~'nl corresponds aCClllltely with the text of the

Tosafot comment, where a nurnber of other examples are presented. If the

citation of Job 29:21 in the Tosafot extraet were intended ta refer back to the

comment of Rashi, ifs presence in the middle of the two other citations is

troublesome. Job 29:21 precedes chronologically the tirst biblical citation in the

Tosafot passage (Job 29:23), and had it formed part of Rashi's original comment,

one would exped it ta be listed tirst, followed by the examples added by the

Tosaftsl

The tone of the comment ancl the pattern of its style within this partiaJar

document suggest that the citation of Job 29:21 was one ofthree examples

supplied by the Tosatist in his commentary on Rashi, and that Rashi's original

comment ended with the text suggested by the citation in New Vert - JTS L793:

nmen "VJ'. The fad that these wards are identical in ail printed editions and that

the remainder hait of the comment contains minor differences is not insignticant.

Acomparison of onIy the printed editions wouId not have suggested

profculd textual diffieuties with Rashi's comment for Gen. 8:10. The Tosafot

comment indicates however that the original comment wes shorter than the

printed versions. It also demonstrates the SCUC8 for the added matenal. Without

conStJtation of the Tosafot comment8'ies, the exad n8tLn of the textual

diflieuties woUd have remained lI1known.

ln addition ta establishing the value of the Tosafot commentaries for the

reconstruction of the original Rashi, lis example has demonstrBted the



•

•

•

182

importance of reading the Tosafot text for what it presents of the Rashi and of itself

and not for what the reader expects il to dte. The Tosafot passage for Rashi's

comment on Gen. 8:10 does not aftiliate the citation of Job 29:21 with Rashi in any

way. Qnly the reader's comparison with a text not worthy of being used as a

standard for camparison woUd lead to this assodation. Otherwise the citation of

Job 29:21 dear1y forms part of the Tosafot comment on Rashi, and consultation of

the passage as a whofe helps to corred and restore the original version of Rashi's

texte

2. Genesis 12:5

ln this verse, as God has commanded him, Abraham leaves t:taran and

takes ail his possessions and his family with him.

l~:>' '~N OYJO,~ nNl ,'nN 'P "" "l'lel m~N ,,~ "N C-oN nl'"
.U'3:> n~'N l!Cl'l ~3:) i1~'N ":).,, l~" "ro W))t '~N ~!)ln nNl

One of the things Abraham takes with him is "the souls that they made in t:taran,"

and Rashi's comment addresses the mearing of.,o make a soul." The printed

texts offer two explanations for the lemma "ra NI)t 'YJN œln nNl and the Ber1iner

and Venice editions have the identical comment. Their teXl reads as follows:9

n'''1C n'YJl C'VlNn nN '''1C cn-aN n)':»YJn ~):» nnn 'O']:Jn~

0'1:1)' N'PC~ 1\:)N1!)l D1N~)t "10 :lm:»n on'~ n~c' o'V)n
,WJ, ,'n nVJ1)t 'N'VJ" ntn 1lDn~ nN TWJ)f 'D~ on, Ui'YJ "'N)""

.O)l:Jl nl11'

The first part of the comment explains that '0 make a soU" means that Abraham

entered the people LI1der the wings of the Divine Presence. The plU1II of lV)' (they

made) signifies that Abraham converted the men and Sarah converted the women.

Because of this ad ofconversion. Saiptln atbibutes to Abraham and Sarah the

"making" of these people.

ln the second hait of the comment, Rasti otrers an explanation according to

N'i'J'J "VJ 'ft'1VJ!), the literai or simple meaning of "the SOUs that they made in

t:taran." According to lis section of the comment, "e soUs they made" refers to

9. Berliner (1905) 22; Rashi H.Shalem, vol. 1124.
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the male and female servants that Abraham and Sarah acquired prior to leaving

t:taran. Two prooftexts then demonante ather verses in SatptLr'e where the verb

;'1')1 "to make" can mean i"Ui' '0 acqlire."10 The comment ends with a phrase

defining the sense carried by the use of the verb nw in these exemples, that of

acquiring and amassing.

The textual variants in the other printect editions da not alter the sense of the

comment. The Rome edition reads:' 1

D'l'ln TIN "'''1 n'~' D~lNn '''1 Nl" nl'::»~n '!)l::» "M lO'Dm,t
TI"'!)~J10'-0)1 ~i'D~ lt'WJ!)1 01N~ '~10 ~m::»n on'~ "~r.n

.0:n::»1 nl'i' 'WJ~ ~'n n~1)' '1.3::»1 nl" 1u::»n~ "N n~)I lD::» on, ni'"

This text has o'~l~n '''1 Nln instead of 0'V1NM nN '''~D OiïCN and n'''1 n'YJl

C'YJ3n TIN instead of C'Vl" nN n,"l1J n'V1. The onIy other vartant is with the

second prooftext. In the Rome edition, the phrase ~'n nYJ1)l is precedec:t by an

introductory 11.3::»', whereas the Bertiner and Vence editions append the second

example ta the tirst without dearty separating them. They also include the ward

~~'v" before ~'n nYJ1».

The Reggio edition is very similar ta the Ber1iner and Venice texls :12

n'''l1J n'''1 ''VJlNn lIN '''17.3 'n-o~ nl'::»YJn ~D nM Cm'DnYJ
0'1:1)1 N'i'D "" 1\:)W1~1 01NV» "'10 'm::»" on'~ n~Dl c"',n

~'n n",,» ~N'V" 'D::»1 nln 1mn~ nN nYJ)llD::» cn) UPYJ Tlln!:)""
.Ol~' nl1p 'll')

This version abbreviates numerous words written out in fül in the ather editions.

like 'n'~N, ''YJ1Nn, 'm::»n, '1.3::»1, and ''NI'. The second prootlext indudes the word

10. The first example is Gen. 31:1 •~ J1H 2P1" nI" "1D1O 1=0 '12,~ nH »EIV1'l

"'"~ ",.."'" U'»O 'VlNJ'.)l U'20 '''N. The sons of Lablln Ire
complaining that Jacob hl' tIlken ln that beIongl to their fd'Ier, and from
that which was th.ir f8th."., he MI "lmaaHd an thil .alth." Ra.hi's
comment for 31:1 defines mN IS = ·to gMher. SM Rash; HaShalem,
vol. 2. 115-116. The second prooftext ia Num. 24:18 • ntm nvP DnH 11'm

~MI,""" 1'3'N "1'R' f1V1'. e.lum "'.YI God', wordl th8t Edam .nd
8eir (en.mies of 1.....1) will be ln inh.ritence for their .n.mie. and ISI'II81
will aequite strength or suceell. The printed teXll of Ra'hi contllin no
comment on~ nYJ)I for thi. verse.

11. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, p. 339.
12./bid.
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~N''''', but it is also preceded by an introc:luctory '1.3:»1. The tirst ward of the

comment 01O'3:»n", is 1O'3~n'" in the other editions.

Finally, the Guadelaj8l1l edition differs more significantly in tenns of its text,

although the content of the comment remains the same.13

01N")I '''10 on'~n~Dl 0"'3" "'''11.3 n,,,, C'VJ3Nn '''11.3 on'~N
3'1N nl1)J lC:) Dn~ UPVJ 3'11reV' ",~ N'PD Xt 1\:)lœl W))I ,,,,~ -p~

.,'li' ''NJ~ nln 11Dn~

This edition is missing the tirst phrase that Abraham brought the people lI'lder the

wings of the nl':)VJ. the partide"N before the ward C'1IlNn, and the ward :lm~n

after cn'~ n~D'. Il does contain the additional phrase WJ)J ",,:J ep~. The ward

",:1)1 is abbreviated, the second prooftext is missing emirely. and the final phrase

of the comment reads "11' 'WJ~ instead of on:Jl nl'l' "".,. The types of variants

displayed in this text intimate ditfteuties 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 "li' 'WJ~ is very similar to ils alternate in the other

texts, Ol':»' nll" ""',,. but the textual variants cali into question the reliability of the

word on:)1, if not the entire phrase. The absence of the beginning dause is also

suspidous. since the assadation of Abraham with bringing people Lnder the wings

of the nl'~" is explicit in numerous rabbine SOU"C8S.14

Despite the numerous textuel U1C8f1ainties, the comment itself is the same

in ail editions. The texls ail present two explanations: the tirst one is tirmly rooted

in rabbinie midrashim.15 and the second one is dearty distinguished as

Z'npD "" 'It)'NJ!). Since many artides and books have analyzad the ways Rashi

13. Ibid.
14. Forexample, Sifrei DeVllrim, %J Npo".», ed. L Finkelltein (Bertin:1939; New

Yort<: The Jewish TheoIogiCilI Seminary of AmeriCll, 1989) 54; Aval de
Rabbi Nat8n, 3' ,rH NnOU (Schechter 1967) fol. 271, p. 53; and Shir
HIShirim Rabb8h 1:3.

15. San. 99b, Esther Rlba.h 8:2. Siftei Devetim. %J~ (Finkelstein 1989)
54; Avot de Rabbi Na"'n, ~ .rH NnOU (Schechter 1987), fol. 278. p. 53;
Ind Shir HaShirim Rabbtlh 1:3.
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blends peshat and derash in his commentary,16 and this aspect of the comment is

consistent in each edilion. Rashi's inclusion of two explanations does not raise any

suspicions. The citations in Tosafot suagest otherNise.

Rashi's comment for Gen. 12:5 is cited in seven Tosafot maooscripts. The

concem in ail these lexts is how Abraham coUd have converted other people

when he himself had not been convert8d or commanded yet to perform

cirQJmcision, one of the essential rituals for conversion. Despite the Tosafot

difticulty with the first pert of Rashi's comment, none of the passages then tLms to

Rashi's second comment as the preterred explanation, nor do they speaJate as to

why Rashi offered two explanations. Ail of the Tasafat citations of Rashi present

only the tirst half of Rashi's printed comment, and none of the sub- sequent

disQJs5Ïons suggests in any way l'tat these students of Rashi were aware of an

allemalive interpretation.

<a> Verona 4 contains the following passage:17

"~)n "'''11.) "'YJl O'YJ1N '''17) D'~N 'YJ~"ro 'NJ)J 'YJN 'lJ!)Jn "N'
'3J' '''''~l~ nl~1.) 'l "D~ ""'1 n~Dn~ 11\:)~) N" '''111 N,nl 'D''''

.nJ

This text does not cite the phrase about the wings of the "J'~~ nor the explanatory

remark that. because of the conversion, D1NYJ)I "2'0 :n"~n on'~ n~D. Most

signiftcantly, it is missing the entire comment according to N'i'D~ 1'.'1'lJ!:). This

exegete tinds Rashi's comment about the conversion swprising, because

Abraham was not yet commanded to perform circumcision. He suggests that

Abraham simply instructed them in the seven laws commanded ta the sons of

Noat). One woUd expect that if the Tosaflst had Rashi'. second interpretation. he

might have expressed his preference for it or demonstrlted why it wes a superior

or inferior altemative.

18. For eXllmple, GeUes; K8min (1988); Y. Kupennan, ~"'V1 VIn'!D 11'»
mum," 7"JIlJn28.1 (1988): 28-42; Troper (1983); Rat)man (1983); Doron;
Men.hem Banitt, "~pan ~ "'V1 VITP!D "",~~ -r\\'." The Bible in the
Ught ofifs InterptetefS, satah Kamin Memeri.' Volume, ed. Sarah Japhet,
(JeNlalem: Magnes Preu, 1994) 282·288; Amnon Shapil1l,~ WIn'!m

D~Nm ""03 :"'V1 '~N,· Ibid., 287·311.
17. Verona" [IMHM 788], fol. 1Ob.
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(b) ln the margins of Jerusalem 8°5138 (8200), the citation of Rashi

includes the phrase about the wings of the Ml':)VJ, but the peshat comment is not

offered:18

cn'~NV Ml':)vn '!)~ nM lO'DnII 'Vl!) "ru WJ~ 'VN ~ln nN
.'''1 N~ lD~)' N1M N~M' 1~'~ 'D'"n "V)Nn 3'1N '''1D

Although the passage does not cite that Sarah converted the women, the issue of

conversion is dear1y associated with Rashi and troubIesome far the Tosafot.

Without prior knowIedge of the conupt printed eclitions, the reader has no reason

ta assume the Tosafot had other etements of Rashi's comment to consider.

(e) Paris héb. 260 is similar to Verona 4:19

N~nl '1.)'111 "~ln "'''1D "'11' '''''lNn nN '''~D 'm~Nv~ V!)ln nNl
n'n N' ~"" D'''1D n'n nD~' n~'Dn~ "~N 'n-aN n""~u N' ,,,,»

.""'1n n'n nn n"~D 'l C,7.)~ N~N D1l1N ~7.)

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 coUd say that the conversion consisted onIy of teaching them

the seven commandments given to Noa~.

(d) The passage in Warsaw 204127 also corresponds ta the same issue:20

n~Dn ~ '''1)1 n""~) N' N,nl 'i' O'VlNn "11.) n'n OiïONV 'vJ~

.nl ,)~ n'~D'l O'D~Dn'n'li ~", C"1D n'n -rH'"'
The textual variants between the printed editions and the citations do not alter the

fact that the Tosafafs teXl of Rashi otfered the interpretation thst Abraham

converted the people with him. The absence of any reference to the peshat

comment presented in the printed edltions is slso consistent tram manusatpt to
manuscript.

Ce) ln Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 part of l1e Tosafot discussion of the Rashi

incorporates comparable linguistic~ations to one phrase of the printed

editions not cited in the previous examples:21

18. JeNsalem 8-5138 (8200), fol. 3b.
19. Paris héb. 280 pMHM 27839], fol. 29•.
20. W.rsaw 204127 [IMHM 10112], fol. 2238.
21. C8mbridge (Add.) 888,2 [IMHM 15880], firat fol. of~ ~ "vu».
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n"Nl D'Vln rt",U3 n'~ C'VlNn "'1 Dn-oN ''LI' ''!1 "ru NI)I '''N
,n'N1.31 C1"'1.3 ,'N )"'1 "~1.3 n1~1.3 '''1)1 Cn-aN~ n""~u N~ N)n
n~1.3'"'''' ",:1 ,~"'n )"')11 n)'M1.3 M'n lN m1nnw ~"')J,

.On1N 1~1.31 D1NV1)1 1~'!o 'm:»n Dn'~

After citing Rashi's comment about the conversion, the Tasafist exegete presents

the problem that Abraham was not yet commanded ta perfonn circumcision, and

he offers three resolutions 10 the issue. The tirsl is that the Torah does not

maintain chronological arder,22 SO, in other wards, just because in the narrative

Abraham circumdses himself in a later chapt., one neecI 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 begiming, even though they had not yet been given on Sinai ,23

and 50 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 Gad (to the straight path), and Smptln aCCCUlts to Abraham

and Sarah as if they had converted these people and circumcised them.

The phrase in the last suggestion of the Tosafist, l~lO 'm,n Dn'~ n~!31

01NV)I, appears in the printed versions of the commentary. Once again, the onIy

reason to assume that this phrase is a reference to Rashi's com- mentary is the

reader's knowtedge of the corrupt texts. The passage on its own dearty includes

this phrase as part of the Tosafot super-commentary on the dtation and in no way

affiliates il with Rashi. The locution of the phrase 1)'10•.•on'~ n~1.3 is common

in rabbinic scuces and thus not Ll'ique to Rashi. In faet, in Song of Sangs

Rabbah 1:3, the phrase lJllr'C Hl" 1~1C "~ "~!) is used

in a discussion of the meaning of the lemma "ra 'NI~ '~Ne.Jn, which, like the

22. See Peso Sb and (Nan, 'Rn 12'7ZD 1W>JI '1DPJ n '.27 '1DI7. ~N~, ed. H.
Horovïtz (Leipzig: 1918; Jeru..lem: W.hrmann Books, 1988)~1.

23. Bee VI-YiIUB R."bllh 2:10 (Mirtdn, vol. 7, 30), where NOIIb, Abnlham,
Isaac, Jacob, Judah and Joseph Ire believed ta Mve fulfillea the
commandments of the Tcnh.
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printed commenrof Rashi, U'1derstands the verse as referring ta the con- versions

performed by Abraham and Sarah.24

The identical fonnuatlon of the phrase in the printed editions and in the

Tosatot passage, not as part of the dtatlon of Rashi but as part of the Tosmot

exegesis, challenges the authenticity of this phrase. Il suggests that the lack of

attribution ta Rashi and its absence from the distinctive citations are indicative of

bath the addition of material ta the familiar teXls of Rashi and the souœ from

which these additions were made. The commonality of the phrase's style and

synt8X in sources familiar ta bath Rashi and his students fu1her supports the

consideration that this part of the comment did not originate with him.

The explanation according ta N'PD~ 1\:)~ is also not dted in Cambridge

(Add.) 669,2. This contormity with the other Tosafot extracts PrOposes that the

second half of Rashi's printed comment is not original. The argument that

pert1aps the Tosmot were not interested in Rashi's peshatcomment is valid;

however, ail the citations of Rashi for this lemma dte onIy the tirst part of the

comment, and they ail deal with a similar disagreement with il. If the Tosafot's texl

of Rashi had offered another interpretation, one might have expected the exegetes

to address the legitimacy of the altemative.

(f) 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 rnay have entered into Rashi's commentary in the complexity

of its transmission. Uke the previous passages, the concern in MLnich SO,1 is the

ability of Abraham to convert others:25

Cn':1N n3'~I'n '!)o "nn ,o'on" '''In ,~ "ru 'NI)' 'VN VJ!Iln "N1
'''»U N' '''1)' 1rJ~)' N,n1 '1.)'" D'Vln "N "'''1D mvn D'VJlN" '''1D
'IJN VJ!)ln "N1 -01~""~ '!J" ~, ;U"" ',1.3"1) 1)' '1 Ztrnpl N' ~

':l"N ",n 1'O:)n n nN n")J 1rJ~"ru 1li"J ",NVl D"~ "n:l WJ)J
'l'N :li')' i'~'"n,,,, 'V'm:1 'DN1:) n,,,," n O"i' cn-nN 1"D'

N':Jl OiiONYJ '!J'} ,,,,, 1'1.) U3" "N ;1.) "' nD" ''''ï:C Dn-aN )fJ'JI'
24. See lX'l' " :\ n'., ,'N~ ,ID' D"'rJn ,'e-. DN JOrn TVa 'W '''N VI!m1 rlHl

",,1Y1 D''Un ~N ION ,~D~ )pM -mN Vd1' J1H"'D)D~~ CP"m'lD
,,,. ntftam.Il'm~ .... ,TIU 'W '''N wm Na "mie~ ,min am»t
",,~ 1O'~rJ 'U'»C Dm2t "'"VI 1D~ ,rms,.,'" ~"Jt,., ,tItWJn '"'"....
""JmD Il'' ,Ntftft.. ftNI ,..., ..",ml -p1PE11 'Pmun l'VD' p:»ca,
."""..,WD lM $ID"'1$Ja fil""" tUt". ...~...".

25. Munich 50, 1 [IMHM 1892]. fol. 27b.
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",n 'DN':) ,'"cn p~ n"'cn")J '" "'~~ n"~i'n"nw- )Ml" n'n
.nVJl)Jl nl~D l)'NVJ 'D" nVJl~l "'~Dn

The citation of Rashi confonns with the eartier examples. Rashi is un- equivocally

linked with the idea that Abraham and Sarah converted people. The expression

n)'~VJn ~)~ nnn ,o')~nVJ is induded in this citation, but it does not appear in ail

manusaipts. This may be due ta a degree of paraphrasing in the citation inducing

the exegete to cite onIy the essential idea of the comment. It may also indicate

that the phrase1s close association with the parallet discussion in the rabbiric

SOLrC8S precipitated its attadlment ta Rashi's comment.

The Tosafofs problem with Rashi is by nowtamiliar, although this passage

elucidates the issue more clearty. Abraham couId not have converted others since

he himself was not yet converted. The exegete specifies that a convert is 50

called once he has been circumcised and ritually immersed.26 According to the

chronology of the narrative, Abraham himselfhas not partaken in either ritual.

The most significant phrase for this discussion foIlows. Aller presenting the

diflicuty with Rash;'s comment, the Tosafot remark, "Therefore, according to the

simple rneaning (-01"'" T1UWJ!) '!)" ~,), the lemma 'and the soUs that they made

in t:taran,' means the male and fernale servants that they acquired in t:taran, as in

Gen. 31 :1, 'and he acqlired ail this wealth.'· The Tosafot does not attribute this

comment ta Rashi. Ils atlinity with the printed editions might prompt the reader ta

assume the Tosatot has now reb.med to Rashi's second explanation, but the

passage itself gives no such indication.

The remainder of the passage rehms ta the discussion of Abraham

performing circumdsions. The exegete presents hypothetical arguments of one

who supports the idea that Abraham condueted conversions with this ritual. Gen.

26:5 is cited as proofthat Abraham fUfilled the commandments of the

Torah even before il was given,71 and the rabbinic dictum, "'l' ""'UJl nn~D ~n1

28. Veb." deUneates th8t a rn8n ha. not been property converted unlesl
he haa been circumcised and mu.11y immel'led.

27. Gen. 28:5 reada: ""lm 'Snpn 'mJD 'JnJ:)W ~VI" ~snDm»t l'DV1 '''N ~l')'•
From here the l'IIbbis unclet IlOOd thm Abrllh.m fulfilled ail the
commandrnentl of the Tcnh. V.Y/knI RebbfJh 2:10 (Mirtcin. vol. 7. 30).
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""'111 nn~D 13'NV 'rJ~ is proposed as the reason for which Abraham waited 50

long before circumcising himself. Since the patriarch had prophetie abilities, he

knew Gad was going to command him to per10rm circumâsion, and so he waited

l.I'1til he received the command in arder to receive the greater reward ofhaving

fulfilled a good deed which Gad had commanded him.

The extract as a \Nhole substantiates the daim that Rashi's original

comment for this verse consisted of onIy the first half of the printed versions. In

conformity with the earlier examples, il attributes to Rashi onIy the tirst element of

the prinled comment. Il fl.r1her provides the scuœ for both the peshat explanation

of the lemma foLnd in the printed versions and the tirst prooftext used to support

the definition of n~)J as acquire. The absence of the second prooftext

corroborates the suspicions ralsed from the textual variants in the printed texts

desaibed above.

If Rashi's original comment consisted of the tirst half of what now appears

in the printed editions, then this passage from the Tosafot manuscrtpt highlights

the procasses through \Nhich the comment developed into its present form. The

peshat comment WBS originally part of the Tosafofs disagreement with Rashi's

explanation of conversion. Pernaps once the Tosafot comment had been

appended to Rashi's, which at that point contained onIy one prooftext, a

subsequent scribe or student added a second exemple that then was incorporated

into sorne versions of the commentary in different fonns; it never was added to

Guadelajara.

(g) A second very similar passage in Oxford - Bodleian 27118 (Opp. 31)

presents the same evidence, namely that hait of Rashi's printed comment is

actually the Tosafot super-commentary for a troubIesorne interpretation.29

crraNVJ ')~~n "!)~ 11M lO'~"", 'Vm ,.,ru WJ» ,'-'N Wln nN1
")J' n"1 H~ lD~)J N~nl l..-g,~ 'rJ"" ''Vln "'''17.3 mVJl ''V3Nn '''1D

nN1 -0,~ 1'-'NI!) '!)~ ,.,l -p~ ~"" ~D'II11' Inpl N~ '1 ''V11
",n ,mn~ nN ,~ nw 'D~ ui"t' 'ln!WJ' ",~ "rc 'NI)' 'VJN Wln

28. Kidd. 31a, BK 388 and Al. 38 are sources for the rIIbbinic adage th8t the
greater rewlrd goes ta the one who does good deeda, having been
commanded to do SOI than to the one who h8s not been commanded, but
does good deeds anyhow.

29. Oxford· Badlelan 27118 (Opp. 31) pMHM 18739], third folio of~"p J'lvn9.
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,~~ "'DN1:) "»'U N~ !)>>H "mn ):) onp Om~N 'ON' 'ND" '~'~N

~D N~ nrJ~ "~, C~N»rJV 'YJN ~l')' ~l')" p~' '''~ ",rJVJ n~N'
)M'l N'~l n'n "~N cn-aNV '!)., ~"" ~ ):) ,,,,1.3" nD~ 1'rJ 'D~» "N
n't'l»l n"~D"~,,~ 'DN':) "111.3" ap~ n~Dn ~ 'j'il ,., n'~'YJ 1'nWl

.'~' '"''
Textually, this extrad contains some error&. The biblical verse at Gen. 31:1does

not include the ward ,~ as it is dted here, and the coordinates provided for the

prooftext, Gen. 26:5, seem jumbled. The verse appears in ""~m nYJ~, which

begins with the verse ...CirCN DiTCN op p~' "",,,, n"Hl (Gen. 23:1). The

identification in this passage is ~i')" p~' 'mm "'D~ n~Nl ~~.

Nonetheless, the phrase that corresponds to the peshat comment in the

printed editions is again not as80dated with Rashi in any way. The wards ") P'
,~, ~ 1\.')1V!) '!):) appear ta be the Tosafisfs response ta Rashi's comment, with

\Nhich he does not agree. Had he intended for his reader ta realize bath

comments belonged ta Rashi, one might have expected a dearer link or a more

coherent organization of the comment. The appearance of this opirion in the

middle of the discussion of the difliculty inherent in desaibing 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, ifs appearance

woutd have been better suited at the end of the comment, 8fter ail the arguments

against conversion had been made. Moreover, if the peshat comment were

intended as a dtation of Rashi, a super-comment of the Tosafot shaud foIlow. It

does not; rather, the comment appears in the midele of a discussion with no
response to il. Since the Tosafot usually make some remaft about the texl they

have dted, even if they agree with it, the lack of evaluation of the peshat comment

U1her suggests that its author is the Tosaftst eXlgete disagreeing with Rashi.

Over the ccuse of the commentary's transmission, the Tosafot rebuttal with one
prooftext was appended to Rashi'. WOI'k.

(h) Finally, one 18st Tosafot extract contributes to the evidence challenging

the authentidty of the peshat comment of the prtnted editions to the original work.

Oxford - Bodllisn 284 (Marsh. 225) is s sixt..,..,-centLry manuscript ofa Torah
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commentary. This work offers interpretations of the biblical verses, and many of

them, although not ail, begin with a citation of Rashi. Those comments that do dte

him, systematically refer to him by name. For Gen. 12:5, the texl in this

manusaipt reads:30

.n1f"t!)"l O")~ tNJ!)n '!J" "n:a lI'» ''''N YJ!)ln nN

ln a text known to attribute comments to Rashi, the onIy reason to assume this

comment was recognized by Ihe Tosafat exegetes as belonging to Rashi is the

corrupt printed editions. In the context of the Tosafot commentary, the comment is

not aftiliated with Rashi and may have been intended as a response ta the known

derash interpretations in rabbinic teXls. Ultimately, the Tosafot offer no reason for

the reader to assume the familiar printed texl of Rashi is ils SOU"C8.

Three elements of the Tosafot Torah commentaries contribute to the

seriaus challenge of the authenticity of the second hait of Rashi's comment for

12:5. The first is the consistent, contonning citations of onIy the explanation of

conversion. As demonstrated in previous chapters, this conformity has the

• potential to both continn familiar readings and to propose a much shorter original

rendition. None of the extracts tram the Tosafot manusaipts indicates in any

fashion that the text with which Rashi's students were familiar continued beyond

the first (or in their case, the onIy) explanation. The second fador to this challenge

is the eppearance of the Lr1dted portion of the printed comment in the Tosafot

diSQJSsion of the Rashi. The idee thet the LI'lbiased reeder, lI1familiar \Vith the

corrupt prtnted versions of Rashi, WOUd not assume a textual connection between

the attrfbuted citation and the phrase resembllng the printed peshat comment is

integral to an objective reconstruction of the original work. The Tosafot passage

itself dearty associates Rashi wlth the comment on conversion, but It does not

relate the peshat comment to him. The assumption

that the linglistie formulation common ta the prtnted edltions reflects the original

Rashi perpetuates the sort of textual problems etJected by the earty printers and by

Bertiner in their subjective attempts to correct the WOI'k•

• 30. Oxford • BodIei8n 284 (Marsh. 225) [IMHM 18752), fol. 11•.
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The presence of the peshat explanation with its prooftext in the Tosafot

exegesis of Rashi substantiates the challenge ta ils authenticity by manifesting a

likely source tram which the remark became embedded in Rashi's work.

Evidence ofonIy conforming citations reqlires specUating as ta the Tosafors

interests and concems and whether they shoud or should not have addressed

issues related to the In:ited portions of the printed comment. The Tosafot

comments for this lemma aCCOU'1t for the two explanations that appear in the

printed editions and confirm the c:hallenge proposed by the conforming but

abbreviated dtations.

The third element is the LI18tb1butecl peshat comment in a work that dtes

Rashi frequently. The discussion of the conversion issues in rabbinic SOll"C8S31

and the lack of an explanatory remM'k to the peshat comment suggest that the

exegete in this document did not intend to be citing Rashi. A dear identification of

Rashi followed by a super-comment WOlJd have confonned more aCCU"8tely ta the

pattems of Tosatot exegesis of Rashi, and the availability of texls extemal to Rashi

that address identical concems might be the souœs ta Ylhid'l this exegete is

responding with the wards "~n '!J'.
The presentation of two expanations in Rashi's printed comment did not

arouse suspidons because of the consistency with which both interpretations

appeared in ail printed versions and because many of the exegetical analyses

conduded on Rashi's commentary have explored the methoctologies of his

employment of peshat and derash. The texts of the Tosafot conaetize bath the

prtnted textes lack of reliability and the ftawed resuts of analyses based on conupt

editions.

The Tosatot exegeses for Gen. 12:5 have demonstnlted l'1at hatf of Rashi's

comment originated in the super-comment, and Ihus is not authentic to Rashi's

own work. Since the printed versions of the commentary no longer mamest such

traces of textual additions. analyses of his exegetical methocts

must be preceded by ascertaining a reliable texte Pattems in Rashi's use of

peshat and derash interpretations - when he includes bath forms of exegesis, or

when he dtes onIy one. and why one precedes the other - camat be determined

31. se. 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 himself.

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 U1derscore the

potential of the Tosmot commentaries ta sift out many of the U1detectable layers,

to demonstrete that even textual contormity can be misleading, and thereby to

conti"" the extent ta which l'le printect versions are UYeliabie meaSlnS tram

which to establish the original WOI'k. These examples elucidate the reality of

saibal transmission whence comments on Rashi have become indistinct tram

what Rashi himselfwrote. Consideration to l'le style of the Tosafot manusaipts

and the constant suppression of the reader's bias towards the familiar printed

editions ultimately will allow for a more objective and more aCCll'8te correcting 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 ta the process of reconstructing the original Rashi from citations of

the commentary in the Tosafot texts is a tenuous one. Ideally, one wouId hope ta

confirm ail the Tosafot versions of Rashi with evidence from the Rashi

manuscripts themselves. This woUd substantiate the ability of the citations in

Tosafot ta provide the text dosest to Rashi's own. However, this woUd also

render futile the analyses of the Tosafot manusaipts. If the manusaipts of Rashi

were sufficiently reliable as ta consistently display the comments devoid of the

cenu;es of transmission layers. the search for the original Rashi wouId not need

to extend beyond the extant manuscripts ofhis \NOI'k.

The realily is that the manuscripts of Rashi's Torah commentary, at least

those presently Lnfer scholarty sautiny, are far too removed from the copy

Rashi YfTOte himself ta provide reliable witnesses ta the original texte The citations

in the Tosafot manuscrtpts have proved effective al manifesting the commentary

of Rashi familiar to his students and descendants. The examples above

demonstrate fLr1her the ability of the Tosafot passages to exhibit the scuces from
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which the text altered and expanded. The abbreviated dtations of the printed

editions suggest an original text shorter than the familiar ones, and the

super-comments contirm that the l.I1dted portions did not originate with Rashi.

Despite their lack of reliability, the manusatpts 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 foIlow

demonstrate how the Rashi text extracted from the Tosafot can help to establish

criteria by which to mea5ll"8 the value, reliability or aul1enticity of the altematives

manifested in the manusaipts of Rashi's commentary.

1. Genesis 8:2

After one hundred and fifty deys of water on the earth, Gad remembered

NoalJ, 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 tram the heavens

was withheld. The text reads:

The printed editions for Rashi's comment on the lemma N~" define the meaning

of the ward and provide Iwo prooftexts to support the detinition. Beriiner's edition

has the following:32

.17J7J n~' N~ 1'rJn-, N~n N~ 11.):) )1)1.)" N~"

The comment explains N~'l as "was withheld. ft The first example supporting this

definition is from Psalm 40:12 which states,· Oh Lord, do not withhold

(N~n) YOll" merdes."33 The second proottext is Gen. 23:6, where the sons of

t:teth respond to Abraham's request for a tuying place for Sarah that they will not

32. Bertiner (1905) 16.
33. The entire verse il: ']113' "m'I "mM "",., 'ma 1'an,~ ra '" TmM.

R.shi does not comment on the .nllogou. lemme in this verse. but on
Psalms 40:10, he explains the ward.~N 10 IS: JO a~n ~, "vb l'mN 10
l'lm1 lÔ l'an'~.
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withhold (n~') one from him.34 Despite the fad that ward is spelled altematively

with an N or a n. it appears ta cany the same mearing.

The Venice and Guadelajars versions of the comment are identical ta each

other and very similar ta Bertiner's text. 315

.1DD N~' N~ l'Dn, N~nN" 1D' )J)D" N~"

They vary onIy in the spelling of the ward N~" in the second example. whidl has

a n in the bibUcal S0U"C8 and in Ber1iner. The presence of an N may have been an

attempt by the saibe ta correct what he believed to be an error and ta render the

analogeus wards LI1fonn.

The Reggio edition indudes the ward ')DD in the tirst prooftext, and like

Venice and Guadelajars, it spells N~' with an N.36

.1DD N'" N" ')DD 1'Dn, N"n N" 11.3J )J)D'1 N""
The comment in the Rome edition ditfers more signiticantly. Ail the

analogous wards in this version, induding the lemma, are spelled with a n, and the

order of the two prooftexts is reversed. The word ')DD is also included in the

example from Psalms.37

Again the erroneous l6liformity among the wards being compared may have been

a saibe's attempt at correction or daritication. The reverse arder of the examples

intimates perhaps that one or bath of the prooftexts rnay not be

authentic ta 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 I1is lemma is cited in onIy one Tosafot manusaipt.

New York - JTS L793 is the ftfteenth-cenuy m....script of a super-commentary

34. This verse re.dl: 1Jm Nt up U'-ap -wmn mua T'D1H D'rDl'( N'VIl 'ml U)fE)"

,nJ'J ulm "lDrJ~ IÔ ml' nN lm!) "'N. Rashrs comment for thil verse and
the vannons .mang the editions .,. elq)lored further on.

35. Rash; HaSh8lem, vol. 1 88, 330.
38. Ibid. 330.
37.11Jid.
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on Rashi that dearty deUneates between the citation and the super-comment with

the abbreviation ,'!). Akin to the citation of 8:10 above, this extract onIy attributes to

Rashi the one ward deftnition of the lemma. The prooftext appears to form part of

the Tosefot discussion that foIlows. Most signiftcantlyt onIy one of the prooftexts

from the printed editions appears in the passage. The text is the following:38

Being a super-commentary on Rashi, the manusaipt does not need to attribute

each comment to him prior to the citation. The style of the document dearty

considers the ward )JlD'l as constituting the comment8ry of Rashi. The Tosafist

darifies that even though this use of the ward N~" employs an Nt it nonetheless

has the same meaning as n~:)' with a n in Gen. 23:6. The prooftext fi1)m Psalms

40:12 does not appear in either the citation or the super- comment.

The primary question to be addressed is wheller 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 darification of Rashi. As with the eartier exemples, the

only reason ta assume the Tosafot are introducing a latter element of aulhentic

Rashi is the reader's familiarity with the printed editions. However, wouId the

Tosafist concem with identical mearings being attributed to wards that cany

different endings have arisen had Rashi not included this prooftext in his original

work? The definition of )ll!)'l rnay not have requrect fu1her explanation and

association with Gen. 23:6, LIlIess the ward with a n ending was knoY.n to cany

this same definition and the Tosafist felt obUged to en5l.l'e

his reader that Rashi had not erred. but rather that the ward meant the same

wheller it ended with a n or an N.

The printed texts for Rashi's comment on Gen. 23:6 present similar

dilemmas. The Bertiner and Venice editions have the foIlowing comment:39

38. New York • JTS L793 [IMHM 24023], fol. sa.
39. Bertiner (1905) .5; R.shi HeS".lem, vol. 1. 282.
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.c~:\" N~" ,1.3:" l'Dn' N~l1 N~ lO:» )'30' N~ n~' N'

The lemma with anis deffned as ~30', &nd Psalms 40:12 and Gen. 8:2 are

provided as prooftexts. The Reggio edltion has the same text, but the location of

ils comment does not foIlow the lagical sequence of the verses; rather il appears

before Rashi's comment on Gen. 23:4. The lack of sequential arder suggests

textual conuption and intimales that the comment rnay have been inserted

erroneously from a marginal note.

The Rome edition includes bath prooftexts, as do the previous examples,

but the dt8tion from Psalms 40:12 spells N~11 with a n and includes more wards

from each verse:«)

'1.3 D~:\n N':»" ,1.3:», '31.31.3 l'Dn, n':»11 N' ,1.3:» ~31J' N' n~' N'
.0'1.311"

The text of the Guadelajara edition cites both bibllcal verses with a " on the

analogous wards. It adds fl.r1her to the complexity by omitting the essential
definition )131.3,,:·1

.C"l" ",:»" '31.31.3 l'Dn, "':»11 N' ,,~, lDD n~' N'

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 n and N endings for

the lemmata and for the prooftexts suggests an awareness of and even a diffieuty

with the same defirition for wards that appear dlfferent. Erroneous attempts at

correcting the prooftexts and rendering their correlation LIiform lI1derscore the

seribe's lack of familiarity with the biblical scuœs. The inconsistent arder in

Reggio and the deffnition missing tram Guadelajars contribute fl.r1her to the

dubious naue of the texl

The citation of tlis comment in New Yen • JTS L793 sheds some light on

the textual mess.42

40. Rash; HeShalem, vol. 1, 371·372.
41./bid.
42. New York • JTS L793 (IMHM 24023J. fol. 31b.
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D'n'N ~" ')'J:;)1 O)ll n~ 1D~ ,~ WJ'D U'NVJ ,~ ~3)'J' N~ n~' N"
lrJ::» )J1D' N' 'D)'t) ~N '~n nl '1::»3 n'n' N" ,'~n ~~ ~ o'~, o",n,

.Nn~ Nln n~~' N', "10 Nln ON' l'Dn, N'~"N'

As \Nith the citation of 8:2. the Tosafist attributes to Rashi the comment Of»JD' N".

He then darifies that Rashi provides this definition ta differentiate between the

sense of the similar ward that appears in verses Ilke Dan. 11 :3643 and Gen. 2:244

and that means '0 finish" or "ta complete" and the verb here in Gen. 23:6.

According ta the exegete. the biblical centext of this verse does not support a
definition of "complete" or "finish." Rather. the explanation of "wïthhold" is akin ta

N~3'1in Psalms 40:12. even though the lemma has a n, and the prooftext is

spelled with an N.

ln this passage. the prooftext dearty forms part of the Tosafot exegesis not

Rashi's; the distinction between N and n appears to be the Tosdst's own support

for his darification of Rashi. Bath extnlcts lack one of the proottexts used in the

printed editions. The missing proottext fram 8:2 appears in the discussion of

Rashi's citation for 23:6; the missing example tram 23:6 is the lemma of Rashi's

comment on 8:2. The overtap between these exegetical passages suggests that

the students and safbes were aware of parallel comments in Rashi and attempted

ta make the commentary Ll'iform. The complex evidence of corTUption can be

explained.

Since the distinction between dtation and super-comment is dear in the

Tosafot passage for Gen. 23:6, the authentic Rashi can be identified as the brief

definition that begins the comment; one prooftext (Psalms 40:12)

originated in the exegesis of the Tosafol The citation of Gen. 8:2 in the printed

comments of 23:6 wouId seem to be part of a ditt'-.nt amalgamation.

Rashi's comment for 8:2 also originated wwlth the basic definition of l'3D'1.

The ward ND" is not U1COmmon in ScriptLn. and its~ng is not necessarily

43. Dan. 11:36 • mlëm U"I'~N~ ~"~~ 711n" aa""" ~n~ nwt
mm nYVU ~ D)lt "" -nim~. RBshi', comment for the lemme~n~~
O~l n» is )N"1W'!) n'~pn~ :1,'" 1)1 - the opprelling king will rule .nd
succeed until Gad's WI1Ith against ISl"IIel il finishect.

44. Gen. 2:2 • ~!) '»':1"" D1'2 JQ"" nw» 'YlH lJDlÔI).~m 01'2 D'lOM"'
nw '''" \JDlO!). R••hi does "ol define the me.ning of the ward"' in his
comment for !his verse.



•

•

•

200

ambiguous. The Tosatat may have telt obliged to explain Rashi's need to darify

the ward in the tirst place, namely ta demonsnte that, despite the ditrerent

spellings, the wards have the same mearing. Analogous interpretations in

different locations in the commentary pert1aps invited studieus and conscientious

students ta reterence comparable examples each place the comment appears.

This wouId explain f\d1er why onIy one prooftext from the printed editions can be

aCCOU'lted for in the Tosafot passage.

The analyses of these exemptes have explored two components. The tirst

is the evidence set out by the valiants in the printed editions and the resuting

suspicion regarding the authenticity of the prooftexts. The second component is

the extrads from the Tosatot manuscripts. These passages have demonstrated

that the Tosafot can help ta recoverthe original kemel of Rashi's commentary

along with the source from which the additionsl elements were taken, and they

helped to aCCOU1t for the presence of one prooftext in each of the printed

comments.

A third component to this analysis is the contribution of the Rashi

manusaipts ta corroborating the texts reconstructed from the Tosafot. Of the

thirty-eight Rashi manuscripts examined,oiS not one presented Rashi's comment

for Gen. 8:2 as onIy the detinition 1'31.3'1, but IWo manusaipts did offer a version of

the comment with onIy one prooftext. Both record Rashi's comment with the

citation from Psalms 40:12 but lack the prooftext from Gen. 23:6.

Oxford - Badleian 192 (Can. Or. 35) is a fou1eenth-or fifteenth-centLry

manusa1pt of the commentary and has the foIlowing Rashi comment for Gen.
8:2:46

.1'Dn, N~" N~ '11:> )')1.)" N~"

Paris héb. 48 is a fou1eenth-centuy ma.....saipt and also includes onIy one

example:47

45. There are over200 extant manulcripts of RB.hi's commentary. As
explained in the Introduction. tho.. uNd for thil study were chosen
mostly tram the sources used by Touitou in hi. work [Touitou (1988) 212),
in addition lo other pre-flfteenth-century manuscripts found in the
catalogue al the IMHM.

46. Oxford - Bodlei8n 192 (Can. Or. 35) [IMHM 16258], fol. Sb.
47. Paris héb. 48 (IMHM 3102], fol. 35b.
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.l'en, N~" N~ 'D:» )']D'1 1D:) N'n',

The variant tenns used ta introduce each prooftext (1D:» or "~) rnay signal fu1her

the COITUption still evident in even these eartier stages of the comment.·

The tindings support the notion that the version of Rashi to be extraded

from the Tosafot manusaipts precedes the texi available in the extant

manusaipts of the commentary. The Tosafot citations of Rashi and their

discussions of his comments also help to establlsh mtsria through which to

analyze these documents. Without the texts recovered tram the Tosatol, 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 saibal 8fTOI'S and

omissions. As Berliner did with the evidence supporting the authenticity of the

dravvings, they wouId refrain tram bath correding the text and faeing the

implications of aetually allering drastically the familiar version of Rashi.

The examination of the relationship of the Tosafot to Rashi as weil as their

citations and disQJSsions of him helps to correct individual comments of the

commentary and thus, to recover a version as dose to the original as possible.

These reconstructed lexis can then be used as a mea5U'8 against the extant

manusaipts of the commentary to establish the reliability of the more than two

hundred manusaipts of Rashi's commentary and to consider objectively Ile

myriads of compelling textual alternatives offered in these dOQJments.

The contribution of the Rashi maoosaipts ta the process of recovering the

original text of Rashi is therefore, U1Chlr8deristically. secondary. Because

of the state of the texl and the depth of the conuption, the mal'lJSCripts can be

used onIy to build upon the evidence extraded tram the dtltions of Rashi's

students. The Tosafot knew Rashi's commentary better than the sa1be copying il

at least 130 years later, and therefore the examination of the dtations must

precede the analysis of the marA.lSa'ipts themselves. The citations in Tosafot offer

48. Both th... manuscripts p.....nt Ra.hi', comment for Gen. 23:8 a. it
eppears in the printed editions. Paris (héb.) 48 ha. on fol. 92b: JO fO:)t IÔ

~n ~ll'an'~ te lm )QD'. Oxford· Bodleian 192 (Can. Or. 35) has
on fot. 27.: avnn~ 'T'Dn, JlCœIIô m, ,m' 10~ JO.
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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 Gad's instructions ta Noat) and his family upon their

exit from the ark. Gad wams Noat) that He will reqLire an acccx.nting for "the blood

of every sauf," for the life of every animal and every human. The teXl itself is:

1'D 01Nn 1'DllNn1N n'n~ 1'D ln'N D~'nWJ!))'O:)D1 J'IN ~l

.0'Nn VJ!») nN ""1N l'nN YJ'N

Rashi's printed comment for the lemma O:)'J'llV!))' explains that even though the

focus in the verse is on blood (D:)'J'l1VJ!»)' D~D'), Gad still requires an aCCOl.l1ting

tram one who strangles himself, even though this form of death does not produce

blood. The textual variants among the printed editions are minimal. The Ber1iner

and Venice texts have this comment:G

ln the Rome, Reggio and Guadelajara editions, the comment appears at the end of

the expanation for the previous lemma 0:)1.31 nN lH'. This comment darifies the

sense of the ward 1N that even though Gad gave people pennission ta kill animais,

the one who spills the blood of an animal is still aCCOl.l'1tabie ta Gad. In the Rome

edition, the lemma O:»''''NI!))~ is separated tram the comment that explains it by a

number ofwards related to this previous

explanation. The texl of the comment that relates to the editions of Sertiner and

Venice is:5O

lD~)' i')1nn 'N (lIn1N œWJ 1'D VJn1N] 0:»",'NJ!))~ (0:»D1 nN]
.C1 UDD la' N~ '''!))'N

49. Berliner (1905) 18; Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 9&.
50. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1, 333. The square brack.ta indic8te elements of

the comment for the previoullemma tMt Ire mixed in with the comment
fora:M't~.
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ln the Reggio version, the comment in question is also attached to the previous

explanation, but except for a missing ~ on the lemma, the text is identical to the

ather edltionS:51

la' N~ '''!))JN 11.)~» pnnn 'IN C)'nWJ!)l (C~ 1!)1" "n~N D)1.)1 nN)
.c., UD1.)

The Guadelajara edition differs onIy in its arder of the final two wards of the

comment, UDJ:) and 01.52

~, N~ '''!))JN 11.)~)J pl1nn t'lN O"n"'!)l~ (0., '~t1~n ~n"N C:JC1)
.1l1.31.3 C.,

The fad that this comment is preseNed distinct as its own disaeet entity in the

Venice and Bertiner editions and thst it is lacking tram the eariier renditions

suggests an intrigLing component to the text's corruption. Aside from the integrity

of the textual details, the comments very existence as an independent explanation

of a specifie concept is questionable.

The SOll"C8 for Rashi's comment for the lemma o;:)'nWJ!)l~ appears to be

BR 34:13, which reads:53

"'Dm ~1N~:J ~", ;1D~)J pllnn nN N'~n~ - 0~'n1~!)l' 0;:)1.)" nN lN'
.1N '1.31' ."Dm n"t)Jl ~N~'D n'lln:) ,,,, ;1N 'Dl~

According to the midrash, the pt.rpOse of the ward lN is to indude people who

strangle themselves among those tram whom Gad requires an 8CCOlI'1ting. The

references to Saul who falis upon his sword (lest the Philistines defile

him)S4 and to I:tanariah, Melha'ei and Azariah (who are lYown into ftery Unace

for refusing to commit idolatry)5S suggest that lD~)J pllnn may be an archetype for

suidde in general. The examples imply that any type of seIf-intiided death - be it

suidde as in the case of Saul or martyrdom 8S in that of I:tanariah, Mesha'ei and

Azariah - is aCCCU\tabie to God. This ditfers from the prtnted comments of Rashi,

51. Ibid.
52. Ibid.
53. Mirkin, vol. 2. 58; Theodor Ind Albeck, vol. 1, 324.
54. 1S8m. 31:4.
55. Dan. 3:13-33.
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where the focus is on death thet does not involve blood. but nonetheless requires

an aceounting.

Rashi's comment for C~'''WJ!)l~ is c1ted in eight Tasafat maRJsa1pts.

These extrads suggest that Rashl's original explanation may have emulated the

fOQJS in the midrashic text more similar1y than is evident tram the printed versions.

(8) Two of the passages ate Rashi exadly as the comment appears in the

printed editions. The follCNling is tram MlI'lich 50,1:56

This dtation of Rashi constitutes the entire Tosafot comment for this lemma. In

other wards. based on the printed version of Rashi's commentary, the Tasafot

have not supplemented the atation with a remark or darification of eny sort. This

phenomenon is odd. because the intention of the Tosafot wes ta build upon the

exegesis of their teacher. If they had nothing ta add, correct. cntidze. teach or

edify. they would not have dted the comment in the first place. The eny textual

variant between this text and that of the printed versions is the presence of the

partide nN.

(b) Vat. Ebr. 53 contains a limilsr cu1asity:S7

.c, la' N~ ~)fN '1J~)t nN pl,nn ttN 'VJ~ c~'n'v!)]~

This passage lacks the ward '17.:)1.3. which is not 5U'Prising considering its

inconsistent placing in the printed editions; it alsa includes the partide rt~.

absent from the later printings. Again. the Tosafot do not appear to comment on

their dtation of Rashi.

(c) Vat. Ebr. 506 varies tom the previous dtations with the inclusion of one

ward. This small difference suggests that what the reader of the pnnted texts

views as a complete citation of Rashi may in fad encompass both the dtation and

the super-comment:!58

56. Munich 50.1 [IMHM 1892J, fol. 258.
57. Val Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170]. fol. 12b.
58. Va Ebr. 508 [IMHM 542), fols. 8a-9b.
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.c, ~, N~ '!)")JN 'D1~:I ,1.)~)J p"nn 'lN~D:J',.,WJ!)3~

The comment is missing bath 131.)1.) and nN, but the presence of the ward 'D'~ is

very significanl The insertion of 'D'~~ before the abbreviated '!) ))1 C1N renders

the second dause of the comment an explanation of the flrst. In other wards,

Neven if he strangles himselr implies Neven though no blood went forth." The

cornJpt versions of the comment lead the reader, partial to the printed texts, to

assume that the Tasatot interpretation of Rashi consisted onfy of the addition of

the ward 'Dl~. The placement of the ward between the Iwo dauses of the

comment darifies for the reader the tink between them and hence the essence of

the interpretation. Fu1her evidence from other Tosafot manusaipts demonstrates

that even this analysis is too devoted to the extant comment.

(d) The next feu citations of Rashi's expanation for D:J'rtWJ!)l' differ onIy

in their presentations of the introductory attribution to Rashi and in other degrees of

abbreviation for certain wards. They also include an acronym at the end of the

passage missing from the previous manusaipt extrads and from the printecl

comments. Cambridge 1215,5 has the following passage:59

.n"l' C, la' N'" ~)JN '121" lD~)J nN i'llnn 'lN~~ C~'rtWJ!:»)~

The aaonym represents the wards '31i'ln v.,~ -p, crediting to t:tizkuni the

explanation of the tirst dause by the second. The Tosafat passage presents

Rashi's original comment as Neven the one who strangles himself," and ":tizkuni

(thirteenth cenUy, France)60 explains in the second dause that strangling

produces death without blood, but that accordng to Rashi, even though the verse

mentions blood and this death dOIS not produce any, Gad wouId still requre an

aCCCU'1ting.

Ce> The passage in Budapest Kaufmam /131 il almost identical:61

59. C.mbridge 1215,5 [IMHM 17078], fol. 208.
80. Greenberg 85.
81. Sud.... l<8ufm8nn A31 pMHM 2833], fol. 2311.
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Since these texts do not offer any Tosdst comment external to what is fOU"1d in

the printed editions of the commentary. it is more difficult than in the ear1ier

examples to view the second dause 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 connededness to the familiar text. The passages in MLIlich 50,1 and Vat.

Ebr. 53 that did not include attributions to t:lizkLni may have been regarded by

ear1ier students as incorporating bath the comment and the super-comment.

(f) Parma 527 (2368) offers no signiticant variants:62

."1'0'10' NXt ~)JN ,~, lD~)J nN 1'11nn flN v.n!) C~'''WJ!)l'

(g) New York - JTS L790 persists in the conforming way Rashi's comment

for 9:5 is presented in Tosafot:63

(h) FinaUy, Paris héb. 168 aUews no room for an ambiguous reading of the

aaonym n"~~. This passage spells out according to whom the super-comment

was made.54

"'D " 01 ra' N~ ~)JN 'In" 'D~)J 11N pllnn flN ~~ c:)'n'~l~

.'''1't''
The deduction that hait of Rashi's printed comment originated in the exegesis of

t:tizku'1i and thus is not authentic ta the original work offers a renewed

comparison of Rashi's comment Yilith the midrashic SOU"C8. Both texts now
consist onIy of the phrase specifying one who strangles himself. \NII'I l'le

elimination of the locus on blood from l:Iizlnn's interpretation, the reader might

consider that Rashi's explanation dd not ditfer sa greaUy tram the midrash. but

that he llso intended ta teach that ail forms of suicide. ofwhich strangling is just

one, are aCCOl.l1tabie ta God.

82. Parma 527 (2388) [IMHM 13233], aeventh folio of N nV19.
83. New York • JTS L790 [IMHM 24020], fol. 11b.
84. Paris héb. 188 [IMHM 4155], fol. 12•.
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The doser atliliation between the original sense of Rashi's comment and

that conveyed in the midrashic passage supports the reconstruction of Rashi's

original comment as onIy 'rJ~)I nN plmn 'lN. M examinetion of ~izkln'sprinted

comment for this verse otfers fu'ther corroboration. Wlthin I:fizkln's own
commentary on the Torah, his explanation for the lemma D:)'nWJ!)l~ begins with a

citation of Rashi t which he explains, and it includes a reason for 'Nhy Rashi offered

this explanation. The text of the comment is the foIlowing:65

a1 131.)D la' N~ '!)~ 'lN 'TJ'~ ,1.)~)J pnnn 'lN 'V~ D~'rtWJ!)l'

n~i'n 11.)~)J nN l'ln~ "IN 'D'~ '1)111 "Hl 01"'1 ,'N D"1J1H~ iOw,tn
.nJl'D ,nN' N' aH "D'Hl 117JD 11.3., VJ,,..,

The citation of Rashi in this passage can be interpreted differently depending on
the reader's willingness to forgo hiSJ11er reliance on the printed texte After the

section of passage analogous to what comprises the comment and super

comment in the Tosafot manusaipts, t:tizk\.lli expains that the pu-pose of Rashi's

remark is a response to those who do not believe in heaven or hell. Using the

ward '1J'~ again, he darifies that God requires an aCCOUlting of blood from even

one who kills himself, and this aCCOl.l1ting will oca..r onIy 8fter death.

ln this comment, the employment of'D'~ to explain a preceding statement

appears to be part of t:fizkll1i's style ofwriting66 and thus substantiates the claim

that his explanation of Rashi consisted of the entire

second dause of the printed text for 9:5. Just as mp" 'D~)J nN 1'1"' 'lN '7J'~

111.31.3 11.)1 ~"" eluddates ,~ 11 "Hl Cl"'1l'N C"D1N' rulVJJl, 50 too is 'lN '7Jm
a1 llrJ7J l-a' N~ '!)~ an explication of 11J~)I pllnn ttN ""~.

The lack of an obvious super-comment in some dtations of Rashi and the

attribution of part of the printed Rashi to t:lizkU1i in others offer a serious challenge

85. )JJprn(ChaveI1988) 123; (Aaron 1992) 83. The comment continues with
a ref.rence ta the mid...lhic PII-ge:~ -pt ~.." ~NW)~ VIVn ,,~
~~n 1N1 ~,,,, TMM ~"""D ",ume

86. The ward ,Z)~ il uaed in other commenta in t:tizkuni'i work (188 for
exampkt Gen. 8:3, 12:8, 18:5). A more extensive study il required to
ascertain its eX8Ct .xegeticll purpo... The pollible link between
t:lizkuni's commenta introduced bY"1D1» .nd R• ."rl printed leXIs i. &Iso
worthy of further upIor8tion.



•

•

•

208

to the eXiant version of the comment. fIT The ditference between this example and

the previous ones is the lack of an obviously abbreviated citation completed in the

Tosatot exegesis. Nonetheless, in the printed editions, Rashi's explanation for 9:5

does include the Tosatot super-comment appended to it without any distinguishing

markings, and the texts of the Tosafot off... the evidence required to detach and

isolate the authentic Rashi from the explications of him. The style of t:lizkLl1i's

exegesis in his own commentary and a recovered correlation with the midrashic

source help to overcome the reader's hesitancies tawards abandoning the printed

version.

The manusaipts of Rashi's own commentary offer the deciding proof. In

fourteen manusaipts of Rashi's Torah commentary, his comment for 9:5 cansists

of onIy the first dause of the printed editions.&8 A fifteenth manusaipt has the

second dause above the Une.69 For this example, these manusaipts have

corroborated the teXi of Rashi extraded from the Tosafot WOrKs. Previous

schofars analyzing the Rashi manusaipts might have assumed that those texts

lacking the second dause had been subjeded to saibal error and that the phrase

was omitted accidentally. This type of analysis stems from what the text is

expected to say, determined trom 0t6 extant printed &ditions, and from aitical

determination of what it did say. Because the Rashi manusaipts are 50 removed

trom the original text and because they are 50 variect, they cannat offer convindng

aiteria through which compelling altemate readings ca" be meaSU"ed and

evaluated.

67. For a reference ta th. idea that t:tizkuni's writings preceded Toufot works
Iike mtr1' mua and 0')1" J1Y1, and that over time attributions ta t:tizkuni
have disappeared. He Aaron's introduction. p. 8.

88. Panna 181/1 (3204) (IMHM 13919]. fifth folio of N J1V1!». right column.
Munich (Cod. Hebr.) 5 (IMHM 2525]. fifth folio of N J1vn9. right column.
Paris héb. 155 (IMHM 4142]. fol. 7a. Vat. Ebr.94 [IMHM 253]. third folio of
N J1vrm, middle coIumn; Oxford· Boctleian 188 (Opp. 34) (IMHM 18250),
fol. 7b. Panna 882 (3256) (IMHM 13943), lighth folio of N J1V1!). right
column. Paris héb. 48 (IMHM 3102], fol. 3911. Uppulah (O. Cod. Hebr.) 1
[IMHM 18009]. fol. 158; Paril héb. 159 [IMHM 4148]. fol. 13b. Vienna 24
(Hebr. 3) [IMHM 1295). fol. 7b. Oxford - Bodleian 188 (Opp. 35) (IMHM
18252]. fourth folio of N J1V19. right coIumn. Bertin 14 (Ms. Or. Fol. 121)
[IMHM 1788], fol. 8b. Bertin 141 (MI. Or. Fol. 1222) (IMHM 1oo38J, fol. 8b.
1.t8nbul· Topkapu Serai G.I.81 [IMHM 70818]. fol. 158.

89. Plril~. 158 [IMHM 4143], fol. 71.
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The Tosmot dtations of Rashi and their discussions of these comments do

reveal the layers within the commentary that are no longer detect8b1e. In tLm, they

offer the aiteria on which ta evaluate the variants within the Rashi manuscripts.

An analysis of the dtations of Rashi's comment for Gen. 9:5 demonstrates

condusively that the short texts of Rashi's comment are not abbreviated or
conupt. In fact, they contain the true original texl of the comment.

c. Conclusion

"Unleaming" information is not an activity one initiates happily or easily;

striving to forget what one knows is disanning and diflicult. However, achieving a

proper perspective of objectivity on the evidence regarding the texl of Rashi's

Torah commentary might be best l.I1dertaken by someone who has never read a

printed commentary of Rashi. This is, in fact, the most effective way to examine

the Tosafot dtations of him and their discussions of the issues he raised. The

acknowtedgement that the familiar texl of Rashi's commentary is ,"eliable

relieves the reader from having to establish contormity between it and the texls

extracted from the Tosafot. The goal is ta recover the original text of Rashi, or at

least a version as dose to Rashi's own as possible, and • comparison of extant
versions of the work suggests that the authentic Rashi will differ greally from the

familiar one.

The examples in Ihis chapter have proved that the Tosafot do reveal a texl

of the commentary that often differs qule drastically from the printed editions.

However, contorming examples, midrashic corroboration, evidence for the

sources of added rnaterial, and limited substantiation in the Rashi manuscripls

themselves submit that the contribution of the Tosafot ta l1e reconstruction of

Rashi is bath essential and U18voidable. Their ability to help

isolate the complex, Lndetectable layer& of canuption and to aCCOU'tt for t.n:ited

portions of the printed work is integral to the process of recovery. Rashi's original

commentary can be established onIy 8fter the depth of canuption in the extant

texts is revealed, and onIy after mlena are developed with Yilhich to evaluate the

infinite runber of varfants. The Tosafot otrer one important reSOlrC8 witte \fJhich to
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accomplish this, and therefore, they are essential to the reconstruction of the

authentic Rashi text.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion

The printed editions of Rashi's Torah commentary, the versions of the wark

with which readers are most familiar, are textually inaca.nte. Centuies of saibal

activity and numerous attempts by both medieval and modem printers to correct

and restore the commentary without aCCOU1ting for their methodologies or the

reasons for their preferred readings have altered the text drastically. Yeti these are

al50 the very editions utilized routinely as the basis for exegetical analyses of

Rashi's commentary. Rashi's preferences for certain methocts ofinterpretation

ever others cannet be leamed. nor can his general tenctendes in exegesis be

established from the analysis of passages that embody U"Idetectabie layers of

textual conuption.

The problems with the text of Rashi's commentary have not been l.I1knowfl.

and printers. super-commentators and scholars alike have endeavOU"8d to rectify

the situation. Their comparisons of varying quantities and qualities of manusaipts

and ear1y printed editions have produced competling altemate readings, interesting

textual corrections, comprehensive summaries of the difftaJties inherent in textual

transmission, and innovative methodologies for the recovery of the original wark.

An examination of onIy five printed editions has demonstrated the variety of

textual problems that exist, the intricades involved in their resolution, and the

inability of any one version to be deemed a standard with \W'iich other editions can

be campared and meaSLRd. And this constitutes onIy the visible cor- ruption.

The imperceptible layers within the printed texls of Rashi's commentary are deep

and complex. The clder anclless legible marl.lScripts utilized in previous attempts

to correct the text are too distant from Rashi's own lifetime ta have remained an

acante representation of the original version. They tao embody many

emendations and changes.

Despite the acknowledgement that the text of Rashi's commentary is

Lneliable and despite the varying attempts al its recovery, no aiteria have been

established wi1l1 which to judge the vlllue, rellability or authentic:ity of the extant

texts of the commentary or ta evaluate the CCM.dess variants evident in them.

Rashi's popularity as an exegete .-i the extensive ciraJlatian of his work are the
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reasons for the. chaolie state of the text. Each recopying of the commentary

fostered new interactions with it and more opportu'ities for error and comJption ta

transmute il. This same poptJarity. however. has resulted in the appearance of

citations of the commentary in numerous exegetical texts. bath among Jews and

Christians.1 These citations offer an ....xplored resOllCe for recovering earty

textual evidence of Rashi's commentary.

The previous chapters have demonstrated that citations of Rashi in the

Torah commentaries of the Toufot are integral to the recovery of a texi dose to

the original. Their intellectual, geographical and chronological atrinity 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 sorne cases, the known

representations of it in even the aldest extant manuscripts.

Evidence of conformity among the versions of the printed texls and

consistent citations of the complete printed comment in the manusaipts of the

Tosafot often confirm the ability of Rashi's students to aulhenticate the text of 8

given comment. Conforming citations ex1raded from manuscripts of varying

quality, date and style flI1her corroborate the reliability of these passages.

Moreover, despite the extent of variation in the new exegesis ofthese citations in

numerous manusaipts of the same work (like """' nnlc), the citation of Rashi

itself remains consistent from teXl ta texl This bears witness ta the reverence

attached to Rashi's writings, the care with which they were copied, and the value

1. Among Christian Icholarl, Hugo 8nd Andrew of St Victor of the twelfth
century and Nichola, de Lyna of the fourteenth century tefer to Rashi, if
not by name, then by pseudonym, otten tnlnslating his commentary
verbatim into Latin. See Sm8ney 190-191, 351-353; H8ilperin 103-114;
137-246. Ibn Ezra', commentary on Exodus 18:15 demonstnltes the
interesting textual findings to be explored in citations of Rashi in other
exegetical works. In thil comm.n~ Ibn Ezra attributes ta Rashi the
expianation thet Km 'J) is the Arabie equivalent of Hm J'm. According ta Ibn
Ezr8 thil interpretation is incorrect; he understands the lemme in the
sense of food provision. and prePIIl'8tion al in Dan. 1:1O. The printed
editions of R8Shi present Rashi', comment in accordanee with Ibn Ezra's
preferred interpret8tion and not in accordance with what is attributed ta
him by Ibn Ezra. The.. types of inconsiltencies in the citations of Rashi
contribute intriguing data ta the rec:overy of the writings of the exegete
who WIll studied by 10 many, and who..writings, in different stages of
completion, tnlvelled f8r and wide.
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of these citations for restoring the texte

A comparison of the textuel variants of the printed editions with the

conforming citations extraded tram the manusaipts of the Tosafot Torah

commentaries demonstrates 0lI' ability ta use the Tosafot texts ta resolve

inconsistencies and eliminate some of the layers of conuption in Rashi. Together

the printed editions and the citations of Rashi in Tosmt help us reconstruct a text

as dose to the original as possible. without the benefit and advantage of a

standard for comparison.

The same contormity that authenticates consistent citations of complete

printed comments challenges the authenticity of seemingly partial citations of

Rashi's comment and auggests that I.I1cited elements of the printed passage did

nat form part of the original work. The temptation to dismiss "partial" citations as

incomptete or abbreviated is CCUltered with the analysis of the content of Tosafot

exegeses and the state of the printed versions of these comments, as weliss an

argument against the reader's bias for the familiar.

\Nhen the cited comments are consistenay "abbreviated." when the prfnted

versions marifest textual and conceptual diflieuties, and when the Tosafot cite

and discuss onIy half of this comment and do not appear aware of any other

issues arising tram il. the conformity in the partial citations shaud be as

compelling negative data as the conformity among the complete citations is

positive. The reader's bias tawards the familiar printed text is not an adequate

reason ta mea5U"8 the citations extradecl from Tosatot against a corrupt standard.

Finally. the Tosatot Torah commenta,;es also help us reveal the athenNise

lI'ldetedabie layers within the prfnted Rashi commentary. Analyses of the Tosafot

passages as a YA101e, including bath the citations and the exegeses upon them,

expose the comment close ta the one Rashi wrote himself, as weil as the scuces

from which added material was appended ta the wort. NI appreciation of the

complexilies of textual transmission fadlit8tes the acknowIedgement that over lime

elements of Tosatot super-comments on Rashi were atlixed ta Rashi's own wort
and eventually became indistin- guishable from what Rashi wrote himself. The

explOl'8tion of the dtations of Rashi in the warkl ofhis students is essential in

eliminating these layers of extraneous material.
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Sensitivity towards the reader's bias for the familiar prinled version of the

commentary is perpetually a concerne Reading Rashi's commentary as pre
senled by the Tosafot reqLires WtCUstomary objectivity, but is integral to the

recovery of the original work. The tendency of the reader to identify ail familiar

lingListic formulations within the Tosafot extrad as a reference la Rashi must be

replaced with an assessment of the passage on its own and an attempt la

LIlderstand the text as if the version in the prtnted editions were ~known.

The realization that elements of Rashi's printed comment originated in the

Tosafot super.comments confinns the integral contribution of the Tosatot to the

reconstruction of Rashi's original work. Without the elucidation of the dtation and

the exegesis upon it. these additionallayers couId not be revealed and the best text

of Rashi couId not be recovered.

Despite the fad that the extant text of Rashi's commentary is oocertain and

that senous explorations of the citations in Tosafot reveals sigrificant alternate

readings and compelling textual corrections. the natLn of Tosafot literatu"e

predudes establishing a aitical edition of Rashi based solely on il. The

manuscripts of the Tosafot Torah commentaries are not exempt from sorne

degree of 5cribal COITUption. although not ta the same extent as Rashi'5 texts, and

the quality and integrity of a citation is often ambiguous. A saibe may have

emended a citation of Rashi in arder to make il conform to the version with which

he was familiar, and the Tosafot rnay have taken liberties with their representation

of the comment or paraphrased its main ideas; these forms of textual interference

camot be recovered with absolute certainty without a standard version of the work

for comparison.

My study condueted on the stale of the text of Rashi's commentary

reqlires an examination of the many extant manusaipts of the work. The

exploration of any sigriflcant runber of these documents LI1derscores the extent

of textual variance and the need for a mecharism by Y4hich to evaluate

and identify preferred readings; the relatively late date of the eartiest extant

manusa1pt precludes its use as an aca.nte representation of the original version.

The next slep in the recovery of a version of Rashi as dose to the original as

possible is to endeavOfS to corroborale the readings of the Rashi marucripts with
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the texts extracted from Tosafot.

The fad that some of the texts reconstructed by Tosafot in their dtations of

Rashi can be substantiated in the manusaipts of the commentary itself

establishes the Tosafot as the means by which to judge the texls of the

commentary and to identi1y reliable readings. The identification of specifie

comments, reconstrueted according to the evidence of the Tosafot dtations of

Rashi, can be used as aitena with YJhich ta examine ail the emnt manuscripts of

Rashi and to isotate those lexts !hat present the comments in conformity with the

text in the Tosafot. These manusaipts shaud then serve as a gLide in

establishing the preferred base of any mtical edition of Rashi and help lead

lowards resolving the text dosest to Rashi's own original production.

This study ofnl ""'~ and -p p, Gen. 6-17 (almost twelve chapters), has

revealed more than a dozen examples of signiticant textual ditferences. If Tasatat

affer sufftcient evidence to reconstruet onIy one or Iwo such comments per

chapter, extrapolating ta the rest of the Torah suggests that Rashi's entire

commentary couId contain over two hundred passages for which the Tasafot

provide the corred texl, without ail the layers of conuption that have become

untraceable in the printed editions. ShoUd one manusaipt exist in which ail these

Tosafot reconstrueted readings .-e extant, then this texl wouId be the version of

Rashi as dose to the original as possible, and it shaud serve as the base text for

a sdentifie edition of the work.

Until such a manusaipt is discovered, a critical edition of Rashi must

contain a aitical apparatus that dOIS not challenge the integrity of any given teXl.

The versions of Rashi as preserved in the most reliable manusaipts of the

commentary (which wouId be detennined by the Tosafot citations), the material

extracted from the Tosafot literatLn that is no longer evident in any of the extant

texts of the work, remnants of corrections and emenetations instrueted upon the

students and saibes by Rashi himself 8"ICI citations of the

interpreter in other exegetical scuces (aside from the Tosafot) shoud ail be

considered and recorded in sepal'lte apparati.

Rashi, the eleventh centuy French exegete, will remsin an enigm8 Lnil the

text of his commentary is restored to 8 v"on es dose as possible to the one he
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wrote. The extant editions of the work presently constitute the ultimate Jewish

commentary, as it is comprised of cenUies of conbibutions by saibes and

students \Nha have inserted their own interpretive preferences into Rashi's

exegesis.

Since the problems of textual conuption that have plagued his work tom its

tirst inception began with the interactions of his students with the manusatpts 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 ta

corred textual inconsistencies evident in the printed editions, ta identify layers of

comJption no longer detectable to the l.I1tutored reader, and ultimately, ta offer the

means by \Nhich to evaluste the extant manusaipts of the commentary has been

demonstrated beyond doubt. The analysis of dtations 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 dltrerent categories of variants evident in the

printed editions. The chapter alluded to the potential contribution of the Tosafot to

the resolution of 50me types of textual variants. Now that the methodologies

manifesting the importance of the Tosatot to the reconstruction of Rashi's

commentary have been established, the issues integral ta eam example will be

reviewed briefty, and the evidence extraeted from the manusaipts of Tosatot

Torah commentaries will be presented. The page numbers refer back ta the

original discussion in Chapter One.

1. Genesis 6:9 (p. 61)

The printed comments for the lemma "",-0 offer two different ways of

understanding this qualification attached to the introduction of Noatl in the biblical

• verse: either positivety, in the sense of praise, or negatively, in the sense of &hame

or disgrace. Ail the editions also expand upon the implication in each nuance. If

the qualification is meant to suggest praise, then even if Noatllived in a generation

of righleous people, he wouId have been a greater moral being still. However, if

"",,~ implies shame, then among people of his own generation Noat) was

considered righteous, but had he lived in the generation ofAbraham, he wouId not

have been exceptionally virtuous.

The primary textual diftiaJty among these editions is the varying syntactic

arder in which the comment is organized. The Bertiner, Venice, Guadelajara, and

Reggio editions ail explain the rI.I8nC8 of each qualification immediately foIlowing

its identification. In the Rome edition, bath possibilities in mearing are first

identified and then the implications of each interpretation me explored. The eartier

analysis demonstrated that midrashic scuces supported bath syntactic

arrangements.1

The comment for this lemma of Gen. 8:9 is dted in env feu Tosafot

• 1. Midt8$h ranQullJfl (Warin), vol. 1, n ,ru J1tn9 fol. 1311; Afid,.sh renlJJma
(Buber), , ,N mr'ID. foIl. 18a-18b, (31-32).
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manuscripts, and the citations mamest no notable contormity to each other or ta

the printed renditions. For the most part, the citations are incomplete and are

recognized as such by the Tosafot exegetes. Ail elements of the printed comment

are represented in the variety of citations, but the arder in which the interpretations

appeared in the Tosafot rendition of the commentary is not apparent. The dtations

are as foIlows:

(a) Cambridge (Add.) 669,2 cites both possible lrtderstandings of the

lemma.2

...n"N1 'N)1~ '''''''1 ""1 rav~ ,'V", V' l'n""~

This manusaipt is a copy of a Torah commentary by 1'enn "1,n' " P 'DU~l.

Since citations of Rashi are usually attributed to the exegete with an appropriate

identification, this reterence may relate directly to its midrashic SOLl"C8. The lack of

an abbreviated "~, does not indicate that more of the comment fallowed. The

presence of comparable markings wouId have suggested a syntactic arder in

accordance with the text of the Rome edition.

(b) Two citations related to Rashi's comment far ""'1:3 in Paris héb. 260

colToborate the syntax of Bertiner, Venice, Reggio, and Guadelajara:3

,mv uv!)n '!J' ,'!) ,":31.3,n1 'l~l rov, m1N """" VJ' "'~ 1'''''":3
nl'~ n'n "'NVJ 'Nll' ,nlN 'VJ'1W ""0'1.3 V' 'V~ l'11n1':l ...1'~"

..."'WI' ',n 'P"' Dl~" ~VN n'" N' D"~N ""

ln this texl, the implication of each interpretation of the lemma appears to follow

directly after ils identification, as is demonstrated in the second dtation. Moreover,

the flrst citation indudes the abbreviated ,~" indicating that the comment

continued beyond what WBS cited.

(c) ln Panna 837 (205&) the citation is brief and incondusive:4

The text indicates dearfy that Rashi's comment extencled beyond the citation. but

the syntactic arder to which it confonned camot be determined tram this one

2. C.mbridge (Add.) 889,2 [IMHM 15890], first folio of N nV1!l.
3. P.ris héb. 280 (IMHM 27839], foll. 1e.18b.
4. P.nn.837 (2058) [IMHM 13135], fiflt .nd second foIl. of N JW1"1D.
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phrase.

(d) Similarty, Hamburg 46 (Cod. hebr. 108) dtes onIyone dause tram what

appears ta have been 8 lengthier comment to the Tosafot exegete:5

...'Dl" n'n ON Il''!) ,~, o"nN nn"~n'n "'N~ ""~ "rt""~

The citation of this phrase does not provide the reader with any indication as ta the

syntaetic arder of the passage familiar ta the Tosafot.

The common association of the content of Rashi's comment with the

rabbinic souœs tram which it emanated may have cubed the Tosafot need ta

cite the complete interpretation. A single phrase or brief reference woUd have

been sufficient ta remind the reader of the comment and to focus him or her on the

exad element of Rashi ta be discussed. Ukewise, Rashi himself may not have

restated as much of the rabbinic comment as appears in the printed editions of his

work. A concise allusion to the Iwo midrashic interpretations of the lemma wouId

have encouëlged stucfents to expand upon the rabbinic souœs in the margins of

the commentary.

The dose affinity between the printed comment and the midrashic texts, the

representation of bath syntactic organizations of the interpretations in ear1y

rabbinic scuces, and the lack of contormity among the Tosafot citations precludes

a deftnitive decision about the formuation of the original comment. The tamiliarity

of Rashi's students with his primary souœs 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 OIigins.

2. Genesis 9:24 (p. 66)

Rashi's printed comment far the lemma "'i' cites a biblical prooftext to

support his definition of the ward as despised and LI1WOtthy rather than small in

physical size or yolI1ger in age. The difliWty among the editions is that Seriiner

viewed Rashi's biblical souœ as J•. 49:15, while the Reggio text presented the

prooftext as Obad. 1:2. The other editions cited the example ony within the

common &lementa of bath verses.

5. H.mburg 46 (Cod. hebr. 108) (IMHM 942], first folio of N MnD.
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The essential question is whether Rashi's original comment cited an entire

verse as his prooftext. and then of cou"se which one, or whether he dted onIy

enough of the verse to subslantiate his detinition. and then over the COlI"Se of the

work's transmission students and saibes filled in differing recensions. VVhile

neither Ber1iner 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 oreter ta allude ta the two verses that bath support his

understanding of the ward lOi'.

The citations of Rashi's comment for this lemma 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 tirst half of the prooftext that is common to

both the verses in Jer. and Obad.6

(b) ln Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52), the citation consists of onIy two words:7

(c) FinaUy, the citation in Oxford - Badleian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4'103) includes

an abbreviated '1:)1:8

pnl-r ntl '1:)' "l~ 0'1U T'Ml 'Ui' In::)n l1JJ 'n'~ I1JN' '''i' '~1!) 'Pl
...~l'l

Rashi's comment for Gen. 9:24 as viewed by the Tosafot was not associated with

one verse or the other. The dtatians support the notion that the abbreviated

prooftext was expanded by saibes and printers to amelierate and complete the

text of the commentary, and the ditfertng recensions reflect the lack of care with

which this was done. Neither the eXlant texts nor the Tosafot

citations of Rashi auggests the priority of either verse. Rather Rashi's original

explanation allowed the reader to utilize either or bath verses as justification for the

6. Munich SOt1 [IMHM 1692J. fol. 21b.
7. Hamburg 40 (Cod. hebr. 52) VMHM 901], fol. Sb.
8. Oxford· Bodleian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4'103) [IMHM 21408J, fol. 19b.
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deftnition of l"i' as 'n:l.

3. Genesis 8:11 (p. 68)

Akin to the previous example, the difficulty with Rashi's printed comment for

the lemma n'!):! fl'" is the inconsistency in the prooftexts that are used in the

each edition. The Berliner and Venice editions present three prooftexts9 to support

Rashi's explanation that the ward nn' is feminine, but because this partiaJIar dove

sent out in search of dry land was a male, il is referred to sometimes in the

femirine and sometimes in the maseuine. The Reggio, Rome and Guadelajara

editions lack the prooftext from Song of Songs. In addition, the tenns used to

introduce the prooftexts vary from texl to texl and suggest Ilat per11aps the

authenticity of ail the examples should be considered seriously.

A ft.I1her intriguing peculiarfty is the comment's introductory phrase '1.3'N'

'JN. According to ToLitou such personalized dauses are indicative of extraneous

material and should be regarded with suspidon.10 For this reason, the reliability of

the comment as a whole appears tenuous.

The manuscripts of Ile 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 'lN '1.3'N with Rashi's comments:11

The citation represents onIy the tirst phrase of the printed comment. The

abbreviation 'l:Jl indicates that the exegete possessed more to Rashi's comment

for this lemma than he dted; however, the naue of the prooftexts in that version of

Rashi and whether onIy some or anyof" prooftexts were sven
included camot be determined from the brief dtatian. The linking of the

introduction of 'lN '!)1Nl with Rashi in the writings of his students suggests that

these types of phrases need not render suspicious ail such comments, but rather

9. Song of Songs 5:12, Ezekie17:18 and Ho..a 7:11 .
10. Touhou (1988)214.
11. P.rm. 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135]••venth folio of N "tnD.
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their authentidty should be investigated with the same care as other textual

irreguarities.

(b) Paris héb. 260 presents a slightly longer citation of Rashi's comment,

but also does not include the prooftexts:'2

inpl 'W, D)I!)' ,:n ''N)' DW ,n"" 1J' ,~t n'i1~ '''~ n'!)~ '1'"...,~ ,c" pn",

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 signifiesnt

challenge ta the authenticity of these examples to the original work. However, the

infrequent citations of this comment in the Tosafot IiteratLr'e predudes any

definitive condusions. Conformity among the Tosafot manusaipts camot be

manifested among only two citations and the inconsistent use of ''01 leaves the

exact parameters of the Tosators version of Rashi's comment for 8:11

ambiguous.

4. Genesis 9:20 (p. 72)

ln the printed comments for the lemma 0':» W'1, Rashi addresses the

issue ofhow Noat) couId have planted a vineyard if every living thing had been

destroyed in the ftood. Ail the editions explain that upon entering the ark, Noat)

brought with him vine-branches ("n17.3t) and shoots from fig trees (D'lNn '"n').

The irregularity among the editions lies in an added phrase appended ta the

comment in the Guadelajara text, which darities the meaning of the tenn '"n'
O'lNn. The gloss-like character of the phrase nlN1' ')111 ''!) auggests it may be an

addition of a student noting ta himself the meaning of I.61familiar wards.

12. P.ril héb. 280 [IMHM 27838]. fol. 278.
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Rashi's comment on 9:20 is dted in sixteen Tosafot manusaipts.13 The

citations are quoted consistently and in conformlty with the texts of the prtnted

editions, and not one Tosafat texl includes the additionsl phrase of the Guadelajara

edition. Unfortlnltely, none of the Tosafot disaJSsions of Rashi's comment for

this lemma otfers the souœ for the additionsl phrase. Its attad'lment to the body

of Rashi's commentary originated among the COU'1t1ess other student and 5aibal

interactions with the wark. Nonetheless, the contonning citations substantiate the

authenticity of the comment as a whole and they confirm the suspicions raised by

the LI'lique appearance of a definition-type phrase that begins with the abbreviation

''!) and bears the style of a glass.

5. Genesis 8:12 (p. 73)

The diflicully among the printed comments of 8:12 is the varying amOll1ts

of danfication induded in the explanation of the lemma ~n"l. The Ber1iner, Venice

and Rome editions compare this lemma, conjugated in the reflexive ~ni1) fonn,

to the analogous simple <"i'~) conjugation in 8:10. Synonyms defining each

word in its respective conjugations are included at the end. The Reggio edition

lacks the desaiption of the lemma as being in the reflexive conjugation, and the

Guadelajara texl consists onIy of the synonym defining the lemma in its~"n

forma
Rashi's printed comment for this lemma is not dted in any of the Tosafot

manusaipts examined. The reasons for this may range from the text's lack of

trustworthiness to the Tosafaf5 lack of interest in a comment that consisted of

onIy a grammatical detlnition. \/Vhile the possibility certainly exists that this

13. Munich SO.1 [IMHM 1692]. fol. 258; Cambridge 1215,5 [IMHM 17078) fol.
20b; Paris héb. 260 [IMHM 27839]. fol. 27a; W8rutN 204/27 [IMHM
10112]. fol. 228; Hamburg (Cod. hebr. 52) [IMHM 901]. fol. 7b; Parme 837
(2058) (IMHM 13135]. seventh folio of N "V19; London 173,2 (Add.
11.566) [IMHM 4921], fol. 11.; New York· JTS L791 [IMHM 24021], fol.
10a; Oxford· Boeil.iln 234311 (Opp. Add. 4'127) [IMHM 21407], fol. 4b;
Vat. Ebr. 506 [IMHM 542], fol. 9b; Plnna 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503], fol.
118; Budlpest Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 23; ParmI 527 (2368)
[IMHM 13233]. seventh folio of N nvm; V8l Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170), fols.
12b-138; New York· JTS L787 pMHM 24017], fol. 7b; New York· JTS
L789 [IMHM 24019], fol. Sb; New York· JTS L790 [IMHM 24020], fol. 11b.
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comment did not fonn part of the Tosafofs vtH'SÎOfl of Rashi's commentary t the

nature of the expanation does not address issues of moralityt impart instruction, or

in sorne way arouse controversy, and therefore, the Tosatot may not have had

anything relevant to add to the simple textual defirition.

6. Genesis 11:3 (p. 75)

Rashi's comment for the lemme ":ln exptains the meaning of the ward in

the sense of preparation. Ail the editions except Rome include a translation of the

diflicult tenn into Old French: the Guadelajara edition presents the lataz as its own
separate lemma rather than appended ta the end of the comment on n:ln, as in

Ber1iner, Venice and Reggio. The ditrerent presentations of the la'az within the

commentary and the inconsistency with Ytt1ich it appears in ail the editions

question the reliability of the comment's text.

As with Rashi's comment for 8:12, the Tosafot manuscrtpts do not contain
citations of this passage. The resemblance of this explanation of n:li1 to Rashi's

comments for Gen. 38:16. Ex. 1:10 and Josh. 4:181~ suggests that these

passages may have arisen from a later attempt by students to reference ail

analogous definitions and therefore that they rnay not have fonned part of the

original wark. Similar1y, the frequency with which the ward is defined in Rashi's

commentary and the U1COmplicated natLn of the comment might not have stirred

profound aitical issues among the Tosafot, and therefore it was not dted or

discussed.

7. Genesis 12:16 (p. 80)

The biblicallemma m'~)O :l""n D-aN~'does not specify \Nho did weil to
Abraham for the sake of Sarah. nor what mamer of "good" was done. The printed

editions of Rashi vary the question they address. Bertiner's edition responds to

bath issues. clarlfying that Pharaoh cid weil to Abraham by giving him gifts. The

14. In ail th.... of th... commenta. R••hi expre.ses the "exegetiC81 policy"
that .very use of th. ward mn "'1 th. sen.. of prepar8tion - rmn """
nnnm.
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Venice, Reggio and Guadetajara texts specify onIythat Pharaoh did weil to

Abraham. but not how: the Rome edition explains that "good" was done for

Abraham through the giving of gitls, but not by whom. The differfng exegeses of

the lemma signal a problem with the texl of this comment and suggest that

Rashi's explanation was not a fixed and recognized element in ail versions of the

work.

The manusaipts of Tosafot Torah commentaries manifest one dtation of

Rashi for this comment Panna 837 (2058) has the foIlowing passage:15

n~ n'~ n~Nn npnl 'DN~ C)A:)nl n)M!) "lJ~ n,'D)C ~"'n c"UN~n

.n"~)O ~""n C'~N"1 n', 1'DOl

According to this citation, the version of Rashi known to the Tosafot identified who

did weil ta Abraham (Pharaoh). but not in what mamer. The super.. comment

explains that Rashi's reasoning is based on the verse just before this lemma.

which desaibes Sarah being taken to Pharaoh's house. The proximity of the

name Pharaoh ta the "subjed-less" lemma supposes that Pharaoh was the one
who did weil to Abraham.

The issue of the mamer in which good was done for Abraham was already

explained by Rashi in his comment ta 12:13. "'J)O " ~"" W7J'. Identically in ail

five printed editions, and consistently in numerous Tosafot manuscr1pts,16 Rashi

comments that Abraham asked Sarah ta pretend ta be his sister 50 that the

Egyptians wouId ft.mish him with gifls (1nmYJ ",m'). The similar tenninology

between the biblical phrases "'~)Q " ~"" l)'YJ' and m'D)O 1"'" C'~N"

suggests that the inclusion of the explanation of gifts at 12:16 may be once again

the resut of additional notes and references on the part of the students leaming

the commentary.

The simple naue of the comment for 12:18, identifying the subjed of the

verb ~'\)n (which is unstated but obvious from the context). explains the lack of

extensive evidence among the Tosafat manuscripts. Nonetheless, although Rashi

is dted in onIy one manuscr1pt, the teruKJS state of the prlnted texts • and the

appearance of the comment tlat is not dted in Rashi's interpretation ofanather

15. Panna 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135], second folio of -p -p J1vnD.
18. see pp. 90-105.
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verse - supports the version presented in Tosafot and substantiates the

authenticity of one of the comments ott'ered in the printed editions.

8. Genesis 8:6 (p. 82)

The printed texts of Rashi's comment for the lemma Dl' O')O'N ~D

explain what milestone had been achieved fIat the end of forly days." The editions

of the commentary present contrasting opinions. The Ber1iner, Venice and Rome

versions explain that ''the end of forly days" refers to the appearance of the tops of

the mountains (o"nn "-'I-n lN'J~D); the text in the Reggio edition daims the

reference is to when the face of the earth had dried up (nrJ1Nn 'l!:) l:l,n~ 1)'); and

the Guadelajara edition includes both options.

The Tosatot decide the matter l.Il8quivocally. In twenty-seven manusaipts

of Tosafot Torah commentaries, the students of Rashi attribute to him the

comment of c"nn "-'N' lN')~D.17 This type of conformity supports the

authenticity of one of the comments in the printed editions and helps to corred 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

dosest to Rashi himself. Their consistent citation of one option suppties the

17. Cambridge 1215,5 [IMHM 17078], fols. 168-17a; Paris héb. 260 [IMHM
27839], fols. 23b-24a; Jerusalem S-5138 [B2oo), fol. 38; Oxford - Bodleian
27118 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 18739], third folio of N "VI!); Oxford - Badleian
271/1 (Opp. 31) [IMHM 16739J, fol. 4b; Moscow-Guenzburg 82 [IMHM
07247], fol. 63b; Jerusalem 8-2240 [8432], fol. 7b; Oxford - Badl.i.n 2344
(Opp. Add. 4'103) [IMHM 21408]. fols. 18a-18b; London 173,2 (Add.
11.SES8) [IMHM 4921), fols. Sb-ge; New York - JTS L793 [IMHM 24023], fol.
8b; Paris héb. 18712 (IMHM 4154J. fol. 52b; Dresden EB399 (IMHM 20767).
fol. 2a; Leiden 27 (Cod. Or. 4765) [IMHM 17371], fol. 7a; Vienna 20,4.18
(Hebr, 12a) [IMHM 1298]. fol. 8b; New York - JTS L79211 [IMHM 24022].
fols. 6b-7a; sassoon 409/1 [IMHM 9353], fol. 5b; Oxford - Badleian 234311
COpp. Add. 4-127) [IMHM 21407), fol. 48; Oxford - Bodleian 270 (Bodl. Or.
804) [IMHM 18738). fol. 3b; Plnn_ 537 (2541) (IMHM 13503], fol. 9b;
Budapest Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 20; Paril héb. 188 [IMHM
4155], fol. 10b; Munich 82.1 [IMHM 23118]. fol. Sb; Parme 527 (2388)
(IMHM 13233]. fifth folio of N JlV\9; Va Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170). fol. 11b; New
York - JTS L787 pMHM 24017]. fol. Sb; New York - JTS L789 [IMHM
24019), fol. 7b; New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020). fol. 1Ob.
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criterion with which ta assess the reliability of l1e Rashi manusaipts. Those lexts

that do not present Rashi's comment for 8:6 as o"nn '~N' lN'NlD couId be

deemed less reliabfe and ils textual alternatives wouId not be judged equal ta

readings tram manusaipts more in accordance with the citations from Tasafot.
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The following pages present two additional examples of intriguing tindings

from the Tosafot dtations of Rashi's commentary. The printed editions

demonstrate IitUe variation among the texts, but the Tosafot passages suggest that

the text and content of these comments are not as dear 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 herself gave her

rnaidservant to Abraham, and now that Hagar is pregnant, Sarah is diminished in

the eyes of her maid. She entreats God to dedde between them, ,,),~, ,),~,

("between me and you"). The verse reads as follows:

,~ N'''' ",'ra '!1n!)VJ 'n"3 ~lN ,,~ 'ODn O']N ;N "VJ 'DNrt1
."l'~l ,),~ 'n œVJ' i1'l')O ;pNl nrt,n

Rashi's comment for the lemma l'l'::I1 'l':l 'n œ,,' explains that every Scriptural

use of the ward ,,),~ (between you [masculine form» is spelled defective (,on),

but this ward is spelled plene (N;D). The presence of this extra yod between the

nun and the kaf signifies to Rashi that it should be read in the feminine form 

~~,~~, even though the context of the verse dearty impies that Sarah is

addressing Abraham. The feminine "yeu" implies that Sarah cast an evil eye on

Hagar's fetus and caused her to miscany. Support for this interpretation is fau1d

in the angel's al'V'1Ol.WlC8ment to Hagar th.t she WBS pregnant, in Gen. 16:11.'

Since Hagar already knew she was pregnant in 18:4,2 the aMgel's 8MCU'IC8ment

informs the reader that Hagar miscanied her tirst pregnancy and now is pregnant

1. In 16:11, the .ngel .nnouncel ta H8g.r thM Ihe will .ara son whom ah.
will name Ishm.el. The verse re8ds: ntn1"l12 1'1"0'1 mn -pn '" 1JOa rD "mN'1
"l3')N '11 lIDVI':t )JlO'I)I" lI'.3Vl.

2. The verse reports th8t Ab...ham cohabited with H.g.r and ahe conceiV8d,
and wh." lhe l8W thM. WIll pregnant. her miltrUa WIll diminilhed in
her .yea: 11'1')0 J"IJrm ~pmnmn ':t tnm -mm -an >N 10'1.
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a second lime. Vence and Bertiner's edition have the toIlowing text:3

ln" ,,» Tlt",):;)"YJ l'n' n~ "1' N~1.) ntl ,on N'i'D:3V (1,)':31] ",),~ ~:;)

N~nl n,n 11n '1n~ 'D1N 1N~DnVJ Nln n~l» n~~"' '1n~ n''O')':3
."VJN,n ,,',n n"'!)nVJ 1D"D N~N 'MVJ n" ''-':3D Nlnl nn,n ,:3:;)

The comment in the Guadelajara edition contains a few insignificant

variants:"

~n l'~ t1t"Di'1V 1C"7J 1')':1 n':1 "i' N"7J nt' 'tJM ~i'7J:lV1')':1~
'VJ~D Nlnl "':ll)lD N'n ",n 11n 1N~Dn n~ 'DNVJ Nl" n~'!)nl n,c)O

.,"-'N,n ""n n~nVJ1D'D N~N 'MYJ n~

ln this text, after the phrase n':l "p, 1,)':11 is written as "l'~. The ward 'D~D

precedes nt",):;)nYJ, and '1n~ and n~'» are missing: n"~)O is spelled without a

yod after the 'ayin. The phrase 1N~Dn n~ 'CNVJ replaces '1n, 'D1N lN~cnVJ, and

n':l1)1C N'n replaces nn,n ,:0 N'nl. None of these differences alters the sense

of the passage.

The Reggio text also differs onIy minimally:5

no'l~nVJ 'D~D 1'1::n n':1 "i' N'D nll ,',on N'i'C~VJ 1')':l, ')':l~
N'n n," 11n n, 'DN lN'DnVJ NUl n''!1nl '1"~ mu)O n)M ,,»

.,lVJN,n ""n n~'!1nVJ 'D~D N'N 'MVJ n~ 'VJ:2D Nlnl 11-01)10

This version indudes ',)':1 in the introduetory phrase N'i'D:2VJ ",':l' ,)~ ~ and

,on is in the ptll"8l, ,,,on. As in Guadetajara, 1C'C precedes i1O',)~nYJ, n":l)l:l is

spelled without a yod after the 'ayin, and m:31» is lacking. The phrase -pc~cnVJ

n, 'ON replaces lN~cn n~ 'DNVJ or '1n, 'D'N lN~onVJ, and n)M ")f replaces ")'

Yln. This text also has "~l»D N'n in place ofM'n~:) N~nl.

The Rome edition reads:6

)Mn ,,» i1O'Dn l'n' n~ "P N~D nt' ,,,on tni'D:lVJ ",)~, ~

nn'" -0:;) "" ",n 11n '1n" 'E)'N 1N~DmI Nln '1" n~'!)nlmc)'].'WI~ ""n ,~nVJ 'E)~D N~N ,nnv n" 'I1:1D Nln,

3. Rash; HaShalem, vol. 1,164-185; Bertiner (1905) 29. Only Berliner'.
edition has the alt.mate reading of 13':11 in brackets in its text.

4. Rash; HaShelem, vol. 1, 349.
5. Ibid.
8. Ibid.
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Although the introductory clause contains onIy 1'l':1l (instead of 1'l':1l '1':1), ,on is

in the ph.llll, ,,,on. This version does not include 'D~D, nor does no"~n have a
prefixed YJ. The phrase n~nl '1"~ n,u)Q is replaced with '1n "~'!)nl n,u)O,
and nn,n ,D"" is in place of n-a')JD N'" or nn," 1D N~"l. Bath 'r.3lN and

'~'!'3nll are abbreviated, and ,WJN' lacks the detinite artide.

Numerous phrases and wards of this comment ditfer slighUy from edition to

edition, but none of them changes the mearing of the interpretation or the naue of

the exegesis. The idea that Sarah cast an evil eye on Hagar and caused her ta

miscany stems from BR 45:5,7 and some of the textual variants in the printed

editions may have arisen from attempls 10 rnake Rashi's comment conform to its

rabbinic source.

The Tosafot marlJscripts offer seventeen citations of Rashi's comment for

16:5; eleven are from n"n' nnl7J manuscnpts. The text attributed to Rashi in the

passages below manifests an intricate relationship to the comment of the printed

editions as weil as to an apparent super.c:omment of t:tizkU1i. The lack of

consistent confonnity among the citations, however, complicates the recovery of a

version of the comment as dose ta the original as possible.

<a) The citation in MLIlich 50,1 attributes to Rashi an explanation that does

not appear in the printed versions and, at the same time, does not account for ail

that is interpreted in the familiar editions:8

nll ~~n ":l' "ln ":1 ", o,,'On N'1'l):l1l 1"':1~ '111 '!) 1'l':l' 'l':l
.'1n C)J "1:l11.3 N'n N"" ":1'1') 'WJ~ 1')':1, N~1J

This text does not distinglish dearty between the dtation of Rashi and the

subsequent exegesis. Moreover, the specification of where exadly 1')~ is usually

defedive (between the nun and the kafJ is not mentioned in the prfnted editions,

nor is the darification that 1'1~' should have the sense of the feminine farm (,ft'''

n:l'pl). The remark that "sorne say" (J-C"') Sarah was speaking to Hagar explains

the idea that 1')~' shaud be U'1derstood as addressing anather female. This

might be considered an allusion to the comment about Sarah's evil eye and

Hagar's subsequent miscan1age, eithertram Rashi or BR, but the reference is far

7. Mirkin, vol. 2, 180; Theodor and Albeck, vol. 1.453.
8. Munich 50, 1 (IMHM 1892), fol. 328.
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tram obvious. The extrad 8Iso does not aCCOU'lt for the proot that Hagar

miscanied, which is derived from the angel's arY1OU'lC8ment of her pregnancy in

16:11.

This text raises several important questions. Did Rashi specify the naue

of the defective ward, or did the phrase ortginate from a Tosafist paraphrase of his

comment? VVhat elements of the passage did the exegete attribute to Rashi, and

what is his darification? Did the Tosafisfs version of Rashi include the

interpretation of the evil eye and the miscaniage?

(b) Warsaw 204/27 offers some dariftcatlon of the previous example. but

does not explain completely the phenomenon of the extant printed comment:9

N~D nt' fl:)n "~, "ln "~ .", ,,,on N'pD~~ "l'~' ~ ,~~ "l'~' 'l'~
O~ "'~'D ",VJ n"'n~ ~DVJD' n~i') 'lVJ~ 1J'~'~~ n~ "1' D"" n"!):)

.1'1'~1 'l'~ '" "l!)~' "'7J,N1 '~n

f:fizkuni is credited with a limited explanation of Rashi in this passage. but what

exacUy constltutes his super-comment is LIldear. The wards N"D nll directly

precede the aaonym M"!)) and are the most obvious choice. Their appearance in

Rashi's printed comment certainly does not preclude this possibility. f:fizkU'li's

purpose may have been simply to l.I1derscore the difference between the lemma

and most spellings of the ward, an elemental darification pernaps not original to

Rashi's text.

The phrase ~~':;J~ n'~ "1' is also fOU'ld in the printed comments. Here it is

attributect to the anonymous O'V\!)7J V' who explain that the plene fonn of the

ward should be read ~~,~~ in the sense of the femirine, which means that when

Sarah spoke the wards 1'1'11 '3':1 'n U1!N1', she was speaking to Hagar.

The Tosafot passages seem ta indicate that Rashi's comment for this

verse onIy consisted of the statement thet most spellings of the lemma. when

used in an address to a male, do not inclucle a yod between the nun ... the kaf.

The designation of this lemma as plene and the specification of the mamer in

which the ward shOlJd be read, despite the appearance of bath these elements in

the printed editions. did not originale with Rashi. Neither passage includes a ,~,

or any oth.notation auggestlng that the Tosafofs texl of Rashi extencted beyond

9. W.ruw 204/27 [IMHM 10112J, fol. 2228.
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what is cited.

(e) London 173,2 (Add. 11,566) is very similar:10

N'1.3 in' 'l~ "~, ") "~", ,on N'i'D~VJ 1'1':1~ 1'1':1' '1':1 'n Ul!)VJ'
"':111.3 n,t.' nn'n't1 '1.3~1J' iUPl 'WJ~ N'n1J 1'3':11 n':I "P ~"tl n"!)~

.1')':11 '1':1 ot.'n "l!)t." n~ n'FJ1Nl '1n,
The subUe variant of the acronym ~"t, (in place of D"") alters the reader's

interpretation of the passage. This text now suggests that ~"n n"!:)~ introduces

the super-comment on Rashi that follows and that the words N~D nt' form part of

the Tosafist's dtation. The phrase 1'1':11 "':1 "i' still seems to be part of t:tizkuni's

comment, not Rashi's.

The content and lagie of the Tasatot presentation of the citation of Rashi

and the of super-comment itself are also ditncult. If as suggested by the Tosafot,

the text of Rashi consisted of onIy the statement that the usual spelling of the

lemma was defective but that in this verse it is plene, the ides that the lemma

should be read in the feminine form and the notion that Sarah addressed Hagar

wIlen she said 1'3':1' 'l'~ 'n "l!)t." were introduced by the losafist; they do not

necessarily darity the meaning or purpose of Rashi. Moreover, the significance of

Rashi's observation is uncIear.

(d) The extrad in New Yor1< .. JTS L793 also atbibutes to Rashi the

specification of where the extra yod is included but, LI'lIike the previous examples,

it cites as weil the midrash about Sarah's evil eye and Hagar's subsequent

miscarriage:11

'1:»n, "ln 1':1 N'D nt' '1~n' "1" "~ 11' ,on N'p1.3~'" l')'~l 'l':1~
n~~n' '1"~ m'C')Q )Mn 1')J MO'DnvJ 'D~D l'n' 'D'N 1~1C

...nFJ1N:l VJ,,1.3" nt ~ n'tIP" iT""'
The phrase "l'~' "'~ "i'. which in other extnlets is credited 10 t:iizku1i, appears

here as l'n' 'D'N ,~zo; seemingly il is part of the dtation of Rashi. This

observation f\.rther complicates the pidLn of the original Rashi with the question

of whether the Tosafist is paraphrasing l'l~l n~ "P, which in his texl belonged

10. London 173,2 (Add. 11,588) [IMHM 4921), fol. 148.
11. New York· JTS L793 [IMHM 24023], fol. 17b.
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to Rashi, whether 1'3:11 'D1N 1~~ is the warding of the original comment, or

whether it is not intended here as part of the citation of Rashi.

The specification ofhow 1'3':11 is plene ('l~n1 "ln ":1 N~D nn) does not

appear in the citations of the previous examples; on the one hand, il supports a link

to Rashi of the statement of plene (N~D nn), but on the other hand, il suggests the

passage as a whole may sutfer from extensive paraphrasing. VVhile the lack of

conformity among the examples frustrates efforts at reconstruction, il

demonstrates the variety of traditions associated with Rashi for this comment and

the LIltrustworlhiness of the version in the printed editions.

(e) ln New York - JTS 791, the passage is less convoluted than the

preceding ones, but the issue conceming the parameters of Rashi's citation

persists.12

,,~,~, "':1 "i' N~D nl1 ,cn N'i'D:1~1')':1 n"~ 1"':11 '1':1 'n ,,~""

.'ln Cl:»n, ,U ":1 ~,,, ",N"D:1'

This text suggests that the darification of the exad naue of this plane spelling,

which was of concem ta Rashi, is undertaken by t:tizkuni. He spedfies that the

plene refers ta the yod between the nun and the kaf. The a.riosity ofhis

explanation is the conjLllCtion on "'N~D:11; il intimates, pert1aps, the second of IWo

comments. In other wards, the question of whether the phrase 1"':11 n':1 "P is

part of the citation of Rashi or part of t:lizkuni's super-comment remains lJ1CIear.

The inabilily of the printed texts to serve as a reliable standard and the confusing

evidence from previous Tosafot extrads does not convince the reader either way.

(1) Panna 837 (2058) cites the midrashic element of Rashi's printed tex!

and lacks the complexity of the flrst part of the comment:13

'!J~ ~ wn1 n~~n' '1n~ n~')O lnn ")' nc')~n ""~ 1"':11 '3':1
'l':1 mr.3N 1~tO 'ln "N n'l!) m'lniWJ m"J ,"un ,nN N'n~ '''1'n

.1')':11

The Tosatist explains that the yod 8fter the nun teaches that Sarah tLmed her

face ta Hagar while &he wes speaking to Abraham, as if the phrase "between me

12. New York - JTS 791 [IMHM 24021J, fol. 12b.
13. Parm. 837 (2058) [IMHM 13135J, eighth folio of"'P -p "VIf).
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and you" implied between Sarah and Hagar, and notAbraham. This dartfies the

link between the lemma 1"':1' '1':1 and Rashi'. comment that Sarah cast an evil

eye on Hagar and caused the subsequent miscarriage.

The lingListic formulation expressing the plene spelling of the ward 1"':1'

and the confusion regarding which elements of that part of the comment belonged

ta Rashi and which ta t:tizla.llÏ are not concems in this passage. The association

of Rashi with a comment that reftects closely the interpretation in the rabbinic

source (BR 45:5) is intriguing. The simpllcity and darity of the text in Ilis

manusaipt, as weil as the corroboration with BR, support the reliability of this

version of Rashi, and suggest that the specifications regarding the spelUng of the

lemma may have resuted from the contributions of t:fizkU'1i and others.

(g) The passages in the n"n' 11N~ manusaipts are very similar and

consistently refled analogous versions of Rashi. Howevert in many. this

conformity is manifested among the less dear style of extrads where the

parameters for the citation of Rashi's comment and the exegesis of l:'IizkLni are

not explicitly fixed. The text ofVat. Ebr. 506 does not include recognition of

l:'Iizkuni's contnbution.1•

nn'n~ ~c~c, n~i'l ,~~ N'n~ ", ,on 1)':1' ,~~ 1'3':11 '1':1 'n \:)!)~,

.11':1' '1':1 'n "l!)~' n~ 'DN' 'ln~ 11':1'C n,tU

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 t which the

Tosafist U'lderstands ta mean that Sarah uttered the wards "between you and me"

to Hagar. VVhile similar in content to other passages, this one is much more brief

and succinct. Specitically. it lacks the details of the spetling and its prOIU1Ciation.

The possibility of paraphrasing, however. must be considerect cautiously, because

it attributes an authority ta the lengthier dtations not yet established as authentic.

The relationship of Vat. Ebr. 506 to the printed editions is sigrificantly distant. The

reference ta Hagar's miscan1age il not mentioned at ail, and the ideas of the first

half of the printed comment are expressed in very ditferent won:Is and phrases.

(h) Vat. Ebr. 53 reflects some of the linguistic form~ations of the printed

14. VIL Ebr. soe (IMHM 542J. fol. 13b.
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editions but does not help ta resolve the confusion:15

'DVJD' n~"l '1V~ NlnVJ l'l'~' n'~ "" 'tJ~ l'l'~l 'l'~ 'n "l!:)VJ'
.l'l'~' 'l'~ "n "1!1VJ' n~ 'lN' 'ln~ n~"D",v nn'nv

The phrase l'l'::1' n'~ "" is foe.nt in the printed comment, although in some

Tosafol manuscripts il is attributed ta l:Iizku1i. The clause n~pl 'WJ~ N,nv is nol

in the familiar version of Rashi; in the Tosafot texts, sometimes it forms part of the

citation of Rashi and sometimes part of Ile super-comment. The explanation that

the feminine fonn of the lemma direds Sarah's speech 10 Hagar appears otten in

the above passages and always 5eems ta constitute Ile Tosatot exegesis on the

Rashi.

(i) The citation in Panna 537 (2541) reftects smbal errer in the specification

of the defective spelling of 1'1'::1', and an ambigLity exists in tenns of what

constitutes f:fizkuni's comment:16

N"D nn ,U "~ ", ":1 ,,,on ~i'D:lVJ l'l'J n 1'1':1' '1':1 'n "l!:)V'
l1'~'D n,v nn'nVJ )fDVJD' n:ai'l 'l'L'~ Nl"" l')'~l n'~ "i' '"'' n"!)::)

.1'l':l1 'l'::1 cvn "l!)V' n~ n'D'N' 'ln~

This text is very similar ta the passages in Warsaw 204.27 and London 173.2. In

the Warsaw manusaipt. D"" replaces ,,,,,. and either option suggests that

t:tizkuni's exegesis of Rashi either precedes the aaonym of acaeditation and Ilen

the passage is supplemented by an anonymous Tosafot opinion. or that t:lizkLlli's

comment is introduced with the abbreviation nIf!):') and begins with the vague

expression "and sorne say" or "and sorne interpret."

The London manuscript has ""n, Vt11id'l suggests that the explanation

begiming with the phrase n'~ "P constitutes t:'IizkLni's LIlderstanding (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 clearty l.I1derstood in their relationship ta Rashl's original wark.

(i) Verona 4 includes.. abbreviation ~"l' after the attribution to f:lizku1i.

Otherwise it is very similarto the previous passage:17

15. Vat. Ebr. 53 [IMHM 170]. fol. 16b.
16. Panna 537 (2541) (IMHM 13503]. fol. 1Sb.
17. Veron. 4 [IMHM 788]. foll. 18b-19a.
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nt' ',n ,,~, "ln ,,~ '', ",'On n,uuVJ "l'~ ~, "l'~' ,),~ 'n \,')l!)~'

n,v ;m'n~ 'D~1.3' n~i') 'W1~ Nln~ 1')'~1 n'~ "i' ~t1 'i',n:) N~D
.1')':n ,),~ 'n \,')l!)VJ' "~ 11'1.31N' 'ln~ "'~,)'J

(k) New York - JTS L787 is almost identical:18

nt'~' ,~, ,'l "~ '', ,,,'On N'i'J»~ ,,),~ ~ ")'~l ,),~ 'n \,')l!)~'

n,v nl1'nttt )I)'JV)'J' TeP) 'WJ' N1n~ ,,),~, n~ "1' "" nIf!):) N~)'J

.1')'~l ,),~ D~n \,')l!)V' "' "'7.)1"' 'ln, ,,~,)'J

(1) The text of New York - JTS L789 contains no significant differences:19

N'1.3 nt' Cl' "~, ") "~ ", ,,,on ~i'1.3~V l'D~ 'l'~l 'l'~ 'n \,')l!)V'
",~,l) n,VJ n"'n~ )ll)~D' n]i'l 'WJ" Nlnv 1')'~l nt~ "" ,t, n"!),

.1')':11 ')':1 'n \,')l!)VJ' n, n'D'N' 'ln"

(m) Panna 527 (2368), a manusaipt of n"n' nn3D just like the previous six

examples, differs from the above in onIy three worcts. This additional phrase

serves to darify the relationship of the Tosatot passage ta the printed text.2O

C'J~n l'~' "1n l'] ", ,,,on N'i'1.3~~ "l'~' ,:;) VJ~ 1')':n '1':1 'n \,')l!)V'
i1:2i'l "~' N1nVJ 'l'Dl n':1 "" ~l'"'~''"1'" n"!):) "'D nn

.1'1']1 'l~ 'n \,')1!)VJ' n, "'1.3'"' 'ln, n~'D n,VJ nn'nVJ )lD~1.3'

Like Vat. Ebr. 53, 'l'Dl "'::1 "i' is dearty atbibuted to Rashi and is not part of

l':tizkuni's super-comment. The insertion of "t, nt "» VJ~ ")1 changes drastically

the parameters of the citation and the Tosafot exegesis, and it elucidates the

contrasting evidence extraded from other documents. The consistent atbibution

to Rashi of the exact composition of the plene form seems to support ils

authentidty despite ils absence from the printed editions. The naue of t:tizku1i's

exegesis of Rashi and ils relationship ta the texl of the printed editions, however, is

not yet apparent.

(n) Budapest-Kaufmam A31 corrobonItes the version of Panna 527

(2368), as weil as provides additional elucidation. Il atlributes the specification of

the plene comment to the Tosafot exegesis as distinct from the dtation of Rashi:21

18. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017], foIl. 11.11b.
19. New York - JTS L789 [IMHM 24019), fol. 11b.
20. Plrml 527 (2368) [IMHM 13233J, fourth folio of -p -p nln!).
21. Bud8pest-Kaufm8nn A31 (IMHM 2833J, fol. 311.
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''!) N~1.) nl1 ,,,on l'npD~~ 1'3':1~ 'Yann 'D 1'1']1 ')':1 'n ,,1!)~'

n:1p1 11'l'~ N1nv 1'1':1.1 ':1 "i' ,~, '!:) '1)' N~D nl' Cl:)1 111 1':1. 11' 1',on
n'DNVJ' '~n 113' n'!:t n~n On':1N D)' "~11.)nn"n n'v,~ )Jr.3VJ1.3

.1'1']1 '1'] 'n "1!)'l"

The ftrst line of the passage is a citation of Rashi that agrees with the version in

the printed lexts. The desaiption of the placement of the letters constitutes the

dariftcation of Rashi's comment. This explains the diflieuty in ear1ier examples of

distinguishing between Rashi's comment and f:fizkLni's super-comment. Both the

citation and the exegesis of it end with the phrase N"D nn. Abrief review of

examples i, j, k and 1reveals the absence of an abbreviated attribution to Rashi

priar ta the first line and suggests that these n"n' nn3C extrads were not citing

Rashi but presenting a combinatian of Rashi and the interpretation of him.

The finallines of the passage desaibe in great detatl the scene implied by

reading 1"']1 in the feminine. Although Sarah is dear1y speaking to Abraham, she

tums and faces Hagar as she saYSt "Let God decide between you and me."

Despite the absence of the dause tram the printed lexts, the author of the phrase

n:li" "V~ N1n'L' appears ta be Rashi; the ward )J1.)VJ1.) seems to introduce the

darification of the citation. The authenticity of the passage from BR now fOUld in

the printed editions remains lIlCertain.

(0) Paris héb. 168 otrers a very similar text:22

1',on ,~ N'C nl1 ,,,on N'PD:l.V 1"':1.~ v,n '!:) 1"':1.1 '1':1. 'n Ul!)V'

).'1.)V1.) i1:ap' ',V" N1nYJ 1"':11 ':1. "i' VJ,n '!:) '')' N'D nn Cl~' 11) 1':1 11'
"l!)V' n'DN~' '~n '!)~ n'l!) n~n on-UN 0)' ':l.1D iU't'n ",VJVJ'V

.1"']1 '3':1 'n

(p) New York .. JTS L788 distingLishes deaFly between the citation of

Rashi's comment and f:lizku1i's super-comment, U1her elucidating the

contributions of bath Rashi and ~izkLni to the LI18tbibuted passages of nND

""n,.23

22. Paris héb. 168 [IMHM 4155J, fol. 17•.
23. New York .. JTS L788 pMHM 24018], fol. 8&.
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."1'tn ,~ P N'D nt' '1:)n ,':1, ,'ln "~ ", -,on 1l'~' ~ 'D'~:)

The use of the word ,rJ,,:) introduces t:lizkLn's exegesis, just as il did for the

citation and discussion of Rashi's comment for Gen. 9:5 (analyzed in Chapter

Four),24 and Ile content of the super~mment conforma with what is introduced

as '!) in the previous two manuscripts. The passage Identifies the scuce for the

detailed desaiption of the intended meaning of plane and defective and

corroborates the authentidty of part of the prtnted comment. The absence of the

phrase n~i'l l'N)' N,n", from thia extrad suggests that, in Budapest- KaufmaM

A31 and in Paris héb. 168, il was intended as part of the super-comment and not

the citation of Rashi.

ln addition, most marIJscripts lack any reJerence ta the printed comments

remarks regarding Hagar's miscarTiage as weil as any indication that the Tosafot

were aware the comment continued beyond what they dted. This contorrnity

questions the reliability of that section of the printed comment ta the original work.

(q) The final extradfrom the Tosafot manusaipts appears to be the mast

complete and hence, the most dear. It aCCCUlts for most elements of the printed

comment and attributes the super-comments to their respective authors with

darity. New York - JTS L790 has the following passage:25

n'] "" N'D nt' o"on N,,,D~'" 'l'~~ 'l 'V1!) l'l']' 'l'~ 'n ,,~~,
~~ ,,).' n!)~ N~rJ n1' ~:)n "~, lun "~ ", ,on 11']1~ 'rJ'~ l')'~'

'1"~ n"])Q Yln ")J no'l:)" l'l'~1 n'] "i' UW1~ n" nt ~ ~1
n11'"", )JD~rJ' ~l'l ''NI' N'n", l'l']1 n'~ "P ,,, " ':)nl~)I n,'!)n,

.1')']1 ']':1 'n "1!:)11' n~ "'D1N' '1." "':1'D "'"

The onIy aspect of Rashi's printed comment not mentioned in this manusa1pt or

any other is the praof that Hagar must have rniscarTfed, deduced tram the anael's

8r'1'1OU1cement ofher presumably second pregnancy several verses later. The

authentidty of this section remalns questionable, and ils appearance ln BR 45:5

supports the possibility that it was appended later. The employment of phrases

like U'NI~ nn and ~,)J identifies .. dtation of Rashi de8l1y and marks the phrase

n~l'l ''NI' (N1i1VJ) N'i1 as part of the super-comment: the use of 'Dl-"and~

24. See pages 205-209.
25. New York - JTS L790 [IMHM 24020], fol. 18•.



•

•

•

239

distinguishes ~izkuni's remarks. The midrashic reference within the parameters

of the citation of Rashi link it lI'lderiably with Rashi and not \Vith the pr1mary

SOll"Ce. The care with which this passage is amotated and the logical

organization of the interpretations and clarifications supports its reliability and

authenticity over the previous examples.

The presentation of this comment in the Tosafot citations of Rashi

demonstrates the camplexity of this analysis. The variety of textual renditions

manifested in the n-rln' nn313 manusaipts alone demands an examination of
numerous documents and cautions against relying on just one version.

The lack of conforrnity among the dtations complicates the search for a

texl of Rashi as close to the original as possible and renders suspect ail extant

passages. At the same time, the reader must be careful not to dismiss the

evidence trom the Tosafot versions in favOll' of the familiar printed texls, even if

the data is contradidory. The original text of Rashi's comment on 16:5 was

probably not ail that different from the printed editions, with the exception of the

angel's annoulCement, but the potential for conuption in the printed lexts and in

the citations camot be better elucidated.

One manusaipt of Rashils commentary refleds a version of the comment

with remnants of t:tizk&.n's super-comment. The text in Paris héb. 55 is as

follows:26

1'3':n n':1 "",,-n' '2 N~~ Mn.,,' ,,,on N"i'~:1~ 1')':1,~ 1'1':n '1':1
'ln, '~N 1N'Dnv N'" ",:1U' n~nl 'ln)tU n,u')Q)Mn l')J no')~n

n~n'" 'D~~ N'N ",nn", n" ''':1D N,nl n"," ':l~ "" n," 11n
."~N'" """

The specification of the plene and defective spellings originales with t:lizkU'1i, but if

onIya limited al18lysis of the Tosafot manuscripts had been conducted, this

version of Rashi may have been considered corroboration for the correct reading.

The texts of this example demonstrlte the need for the Tosafat citations ta work

together with the UTeliabie printed editions in ortler to mantest the most authentic

version of the commentary. The simil~ty between this comments relationship to

t:lizkLl1i and that of Gen. 9:5 - specifically, the incorporation of what foIlows '1J'~

28. P8ris héb. 55 [IMHM 3107). foIl. 208-20b.
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in Rashi's work in the Tosafot for 16:5 and in the printed editions for 9:5 - suggests

that onIy chance prevented t:tizku1i's super-comment on 16:5 from being

embedded Wldetectably in the printed texls of Rashi.71

The Tosafot display the intrtcate and enigmatic process of satbal

transmission and the cornJption that ensues. Their manJscripts are also not free

from error; but the altemalive readings they present are not as copious as with the

Rashi manuscripts and a comparison of a sutndent number of them, in the end,

revesls the layers of interactions. The caution and objectivity with which one must

evaluate the texts and the recognition of the extent to \\tIich copying the

manuscripts had the potential to change them camot be more striking.

2. Genesis 9:21

Noa" drank the wine he made from his vineyard and became drunk, and he

uncovered himself inside his tent. The text reads:

ln ail the printed editions except Ber1iner. Rashi's comment for the lemma n~nN

precedes his comment for~", despite the reverse arder of the wards in the

biblical verse. The texts of the comments are fair1y consistent tram edition to

edition. The word n~nN is spelled with a hey but pronot.IlC8d "ahalo," as if it

ended with a vav, and Rashi explains that the heyending is an allusion to the ten

tribes of Israel \\tIa are referred to as Samaria (,"Dl'L') and which, in Un, is called

",nN (prorlOll1C8Cl "aholah").28 The allusion to the ten tribes is made because

they were exiled aver matters of wine. Amos 6:6 is included as a prooftext

because il states that "those who drink wine in bo\NIs and who anaint themselves

with the best ails, but are nol concemed with the nin of Joseph, shall go into exile

27. t:tizkuni's printed comment for this verse supports the rWdonlhip between
t:tizkuni and Rashi e.tablished from the menusc:ripts. The text fe.dl: 1'3'31
~,,,, CMOn 1'M1» "1D~1'nl "'~"P tOa nn~IaprnVl13'~'~ 'In!) "Pl
.Iô!) ntl"~ '1'21 "'Un '1 See Aeron 87; Cheve1189.

28. The connedion between sameria and rDnN il made in a penible in ezek.
23:4 in which the aets of Iwo whore••,. compered to JeNulem end
Sameria. The verse readl: ~ N"1'1m nmnH~ romn rtmH ",m",
~N a)vf", mnNma" 1ft1DVI'I mm 0'33 nrt.nn.
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ftrst,''2S thus supporting the connection between dnnking wine and exile.3O

The texts in the Vence and Guadelajara editions read:31

nN'p3YJ ,n7JWJ DVJ~ 1N'PlVJ 0"']1' "'VJ~ l1.3' ~'n~ n,nN "nN
.," '~lD~ o'nWJn 'DNlV) ''''1'0»'31 '~VJ ",nN

ln ail the printed editians, Rashi's comment for the second lemma, ~", is

simply ')I!)nn 'lYJ". The statement informs the reader that the verb is in the

reftexive conjugation and suggests that Noa~ l.I'1COvered himself. Despite the the

lack of textual problems among the printed editions, Rashi's objective in indicating

this parti~ar detail is undear.

The Tosafot citations of Rashi for 'Ul" 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 manusaipts. From eleven citations, three attribute to Rashi the

comment rn~ "YJ'.
<a> Warsaw 204/27 has the following text:32

.rn~ 'lVJ' VJ~' ",~ 'YJ~' n,nN "3"I~ '111'1

The brief extract does not indude a super-comment on Rashi's interpretation,

but the subIe paraphrase presents how Rashi LIlderstood the lemma, not a direct

citation of his comment. The meaning of this explanation is that Rashi defined

'131'1 in the sense that Noa~ exiled himself in his tent, instead of "LI1COvered

himself," as the printed editions imply.

(b) Vat. Ebr. 506 has a similar passage:33

29. Amos 6:6 in ils entirety readl:~ rel mw' O'lZ3V1 J1'Vllnl'" 'vnrn D'ft""
'101' Utt' ))1.

30. The same analogy between the lpelling of rDn" and the eXile of the ten
tribes becaule ofwine il made in Tant)uma, te ,:) ,N.

31. Rash; H.Shalem, vol. 1,102,334. The Rome, Reggio and Berliner
editions differ only in the ward D'\DVI mw~ insteed ofm~, and
Bertiner differs in the order of the commentl for this verse. see Rash
HaSha/em, vol. 1,334; Berliner (1905) 19.

32. Warsaw 204/27 [IMHM 10112], fol. 220b.
33. Vat. Ebr. 506 (IMHM 542], fol. 9b.
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(c) The citation in Vat. Ebr. 53 also attributes ta Rashi the same comment

regarding the sense of exile::M

.,,,» '''' '111" '!J" ",~ ""~., "'nN "10 ,»1',
The remaining eight citations of Rashi attribute to t:tizkU'1i the remark that

"according to Rashi" the lemma~" should be U'1Cterstood in the sense of exile.

The texts of each manuscript differ onIy in the mamer in which they abbreviate

words or spell !hem out in full.

(d) London 173,2 (Add. 11,566) has the following:36

",~ "~~ '13'1" ~1!)" ",~ 't1~ '!J" '3lpln VJ,'!) "nN 1UD '111"
.~,,~~

(e) Parma 537 (2541) is almost identical:36

.~"~)J "'''1 ,,~, ~" ~~., ",~ VJ~ '!J" ')li'ln '!) n,nN "11:2 "11'"
(f) Budapest-Kaufmam A31 reads:37

(g) Paris héb. 168 offers no signifiesnt differences:38

.1"") ,,~., "111'1 VJ~" ",~ ~n ~ '!)"-' ')li'ln '!) n,nN "m ~"

(h) ln Parma 527 (2368), the attribution to t:lizkllÛ is abbreviated:39

.~)J n'~ "'" ~" ~., ",~ ''lJ~'' rQ ,"nN ",,:2 ~"

(i) New Yert - JTS L787 refers to the lemma as '~"1 but otherwise the

passage conforms ta the previous examples:C)

34. Vat. Ebr. 53, fol. 138.
35. London 173,2 (Add. 11.588) [IMHM 4921J, fol. 118.
38. Parm8 537 (2541) [IMHM 13503J, fol. 118.
37. Budapest-Kaufmann A31 [IMHM 2833], fol. 2311.
38. Paris héb. 188 [IMHM 4155], fol. 12b.
39. Panna 527 (2388) (IMHM 13233], eighth folio of N nv1!».

40. New York - JTS L787 [IMHM 24017], fol. 7b.
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(i) The same variant of the lemme appears in New York - JTS L789:41

.3"~1 "VJ' l'm'1', ~., ",~ '''' '!) '!), 'lll'ln '!) ,"nN llra '111'1

(k) Finally. New York - JTS L790 reads:42

•''':;))1 n"1 """ ~" ,,~~ ",~ 'VJ~ '!), 'l'l'ln '!) n"nN llm '13'1'1

The confonnity among these dtations. which attribute to Rashi the

Interpretation of '11\" as exile, presents a very different comment than appears in

the printed editions. The variation questions the authentidty of the vague and

LIlCIear comment mnn 'lVJ' and intimates that, once again, f:lizlun has direded

the reader to the more correct Rashi.

The relationship between t:tizkLn's version of Rashi and Rashi's printed

comment for n~nN sholJd not be ignored. The explanation for n"nN is an allusion

to the exile of the ten tribes I1rough the common theme ofwine. The nature of

":tizkuni's paraphrase of Rashi's LI1derstancting of ~U1" may be a reference to

Rashi's comment for n"nN. In other words. since Rashi sees an allusion to exile

in the ward for tent, and the root of ~1n" is n"~, which can mean to be exiled or to

uncover, t:tizkuni's comment might refled a need to respond to the implication of

Rashi's first comment about Ile meaning of ~,,; thus, he may have assumed

that Rashi understood the lemma in the sense that Noat, exiled himself into his
tent..a

The issue of the authenticity of Rashi's printed comment of~nn "~~

remains LlYesolved. If f:lizku1i is reading to the implication for the meaning of

~" trom Rashi's comment for n"nN, this does not preclude the existence of a
comment for the lemma itself. However, one might have expected the consistent

references to Rashi's intention regarding this partieuar lemma to have been Ilnked

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 Ln:Ierstanding of the

41. New York • JTS L789 ~MHM 24019]. fol. 8b.
42. New York· JTS L790 [IMHM 24020], fol. 11b.
43. Once again t:tizkuni'. printed commentary reflects the ..me comment

extraded tram the Toufat manuscripts: 80th the edltion of Airon 84 and
of Chavel129 have the following: ~, V1!tJ~ 'V't9 '!IJ rDnH 1UD~,
nm l'v,.
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lemma in consistent extrads from the Tosafot, the reverse arder of Rashi's

comments campared with the appearance of the lemmata in the verse, and the

puzzling signiticance of the printed comment challenge the authenticity of ,,~~

~wnn.

These passages demonstrate the inftuence and impact Tosafot

paraphrasing can have on the text of Rashi. Without the analogous theme of exile

in the comment of n,nN, the reader wouId have been justitied in concIuding that

Rashi's original comment for~" consisted of the wards nl~ 'l'ti'. Despite their

corrupt nature, the potential contribution of the prlnted editions must not be

dismissed or disCOUlted. Qnly constant comparisons of bath text and content, in

ail extant versions of Rashi in ail earty citations and interpretations t will help ta

assess the citations of Rashi in Tesatot and thus. correct and restore the text as

dose as possible to the authentic work.
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Appendix C: The Manuscripts

A. Manuscript Catalogue.

AJlony, N. and D. Loewinger. 10D~ D"-wJn 7'n '»'0 ''-'7!JmnD'rJ'. Vol. 3.
,p"'Nn"n'~v " ,~:). Jerusalem: Reuven Mass, 1968.

Bibliothecas ApostolicaB Vaticanas Codicum Manuscriptorum Catalogus,
Recensuerunt Steph. Evodius Assemaniet Jos. Sim. Assemani.
Vol. 1. Codices Ebraicos et Samaritanos. Rome: 1756; Paris:
Maisomeuve frères, 1926.

Cassuto, U. Bybliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae Codices Manuscripti
Recensiti, Codices Vaticani Hebraici. Vatican: 1956.

Catalogue ofHebrew Manuscripts in the Gaster Collection, The British
Ubrary, London. London: Oriental and India Office Collections, 1996.

Catalogue des manuscrits hftbreux et samaritains de la Bibliothèque
Impériale. ed. H. Zotenberg. Paris: Imprimerie impériale, 1866.

Catalagus librorum manuscriptorum qui in Bibliotheca senatoria civitatis
lipsiensis asservantur. ed. Robert Naumam. Leipzig: Grimse, J. M.
Gebhardt, 1838.

De Rossi, 1. B. Manuscripti Codices Hebraici Biblioth. ,. B. de-Rossi
acculate ab eodem descripti et illustrati. Panna: 1803.

Fleischer, Henricus Orthobius. Catalogus Codicum Manuscriptorum
Orientalium, Bibliothecae Regiae Dresdensis. Upsiae: Fridenci
Adolphi Eberti, 1831. ,.,

Margoliouth, G. Catalogue ofthe Hebrew and Samaman Manuscripts in the
British Museum. Vol. 1. London: The TNstees of the British
Museum. 1965.

Neubauer, Adolf. Catalogue ofthe Hebtew Manuscripts in the Badleian
Ubrary. Vols. 1-2. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 1886-1906.

Rovner, Jay. A Guide to the Hebrew Manuscript Collection of the Ubrary of
the Jewish Theologiesl seminary ofAmerica. New VOIt: The Jewish
Theological SemÎn&ry of America, 1991.
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Roth, Emst and Leo Prijs. Hebt1Jische Handschrilten rei/1a. Wiesbaden:
Franz Steiner Vertag GMBH, 1982.

Roth, Emst and Leo Prijs. Hebt1Jische Handschrilten rei/1B. Frankfurt Am
Main: Franz Steiner Verlag Stuttgart, 1990.

Sachs, S. Catalogue of the Guenzbetg Collection. Moscow: Lenin State
Library, 1980.

Sassoon, David Solomon. ."., !:InNDescriptive Catalogue of the Hebrew
and Samaritan Manuscripts in the sassoon Ubrary, London. Vols.
1-2. London: Oxford University Press, Humphrey Milford, 1932.

Schwarz, Arltur Zacharias. Die Hebt'Sischen Handschriften der
NationalBibliothek in Wl6n. Leipzig: Vertag Kart W. Hieiseman, 1925.

Sothebys Catalogue. Catalogue of Thirty-Eight Highly Important Hebrew
and Samantan Manusaipts from the Collection formed by the Late
David Solomon Sassoon. Zwich: Nov. 5,1975.

Sotheby's Catalogue. A FLlther Ninety-Seven Highly Important Hebrew
Manusaipts tram the Collection formed by the Late David Salomon
Sassoon. New York: DecentLry. 4, 1984.

Steinschneider, Moritz. Catalog der hebrsischen Handschriften in der
Stadtbibliothek zu Hamburg. Hamburg: Georg Olms Vertag
Hildesheim, 1969.

Steinschneider, Moritz. Catalogus Codicum Hebraeorum Bib/iothecae
Academiae Lugduno - Satavae. Leyden: 1858, Osnabrûck: Biblio
Vertag, 1977.

Steinschneider, Moritz. Die Handschriften-VelZeichnisse der K(Jniglichen
Bibliothek zu Berlin. Bertin: Buchdruckerei der KOrigi. Aleademie der
Wissenschaften, 1878.

Steinschneider, Moritz. Die Handschrlften-Verzeichnisse der KtJniglichen
BibliOthek zu Berlin. Berlin: A. Asher and Co., 1897.

Steinschneider, Moritz. Die Heb,.ischen HBndschriften der K. Hof- und
StaBtsbibliOthek in Muenchen. MLI1ich: 1895.

Tentative hancllist of the Baron GlBlZIug collection of manusaipts in the
Russian State Ubnlry in Moscow, 1995.

Van der Heide, Albert. Hebl8w Manuscripts ofLeiden University Ubrary.
Leiden: Uriversitaire Pers Leiden, 19n.
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• Weisz, Miksa. Kata/Of} der hebrsischen Handschrilten und BOcher in der
Bibliothek des PfOfeSSOrs Dr. David Kaufmann. Budapest:
Nvomatott Alkalav Adolf és Fi.nél Pozsonyban, 1906.

B. Manuscrlpts

1. Tosafot Super-Commentaries on Rash;
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London 173,2 (Add. 11,566), IMHM 4921. pro.' op "D~ ~ 'NJn)~ VJ'n!)

cnc-N n''UN'~) m'n~. 14th cenUy. Margoliouth 132.

Moscow-Guenzb...-g317,IMHM 47585. ""n~ ,,,~, 'Un!)~ 'U~. 15-16th
centuy. fols. 1a-207b. Sachs; handlisl \

New York - JTS L793, IMHM 24023. n"n~ ,"v, VJn~~)J VJ~. 15th
cenUy. Rovner 18.

New York - JTS 1819811, IMHM 24053. n"11~ ,"v, 'U~ ~ VJn!). 16th
century. fols. 1a-64b. Rovner 18.

• Panna 837 (2058), IMHM 13135. ,"'U, "'" ""11n VJ'n!)~ VJn!). 14th
centuy. De Rossi vol. 2, 188.

2. Anonymous Tosafot Torah Commentaries

•

Cambridge 669,1,IMHM 15873. "O,,'ZC". 15th cenUy.

Cambridge (Add.) 1215,5, IMHM 17078. ""nn 'L'11!). 1532.

Oresden EB 399, IMHM 20787. mm" ~ c'VJnn. 1344. Fleischer67.

Frankfort Am Main 8°13315, IMHM 25932. ""nn VJn!). fols. 154a-206b. 15th
cenUy. Roth and Prijs (1982) 188-192.

Frankfort Am Main (hebr.) 8°174, IMHM 22028. C')i" "M. 15th centLIy.
Roth and Prijs (1990) 36-37.

Hamtug 40 (Cod. hebr. 52), IMHM 901. "'11'n VJn!). 18th centLry.
Steinschneider (1989) 10-12.



• Hamburg 46 (Cod. hebr. 108), IMHM 942. "',,, ~'n!). 1628. Steinschneider
(1969) 17-18.

Jerusalem 8°5138 (8200). ""nn~ ~~. 1547.

Leiden 27 (Wam. 27, Cod. Or. 4765), IMHM 17371. ,,:)~ ClO'" ",mn 'Vnn
"'U. 1400. Steinschneider (1977) 113-144; Van der Heide 31.

London (Or.) 993211, IMHM 6980. ""'", nœ",". 15th century. Catalogue
of Hebrew Manusaipts in the Gaster Collection.

Moscow-Guenztug 82, IMHM 07247. ",,,,n 'lJM!), fols. 1a-48b; V'n!)

n",,", fols. 58a-61b; m,,,n VJ~ 1'On n~'n', fols. 62a-97b; 'P "N1.3
"'101.3 l"JJUn7J "-0, fols. 102a-114b; "',,,, ''''Lt, ~M!),~ V)n).

fols. 115a-124b. 14th centl.Iy. Sachs; handlist.

New York .. JTS 791. lMHM 24021. n,,,," VJ'n!). 16-17th century. Rovner 17.

New York· JTS 792/1. IMHM 24022. ~,~ 'VJ"n. 16th century. fols. 1a-79b.
Rovner 18.

New York .. JTS L794. IMHM 24024. n""n VJn:t. 15th century. Rovner 18.

• Oxford-Bodleian 270 (Badl. Or. 604). IMHM 16738. n!n~ 'tLt"n. 13-14th
century. Neubauer 53.
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•

Oxford - Bodleian 271/1 (Opp. 31), IMHM 16739. '!3:)n7J n"nn,1' o'vnn
31!)'~. fols. 1a-36b. 14th century. Neubauer 53-54.

Oxford - Bodleian 27112 (Opp. 31), IMHM 16739. ",mn VJ'n!). fols. 37a-78b.
14-15th century. Neubauer 53-54.

Oxford - Bodleian 27118 (Opp. 31). IMHM 16739. C11'VJN'~) n",," 'Un). fols.
120a-131b. 14-15th century. Neubauer 53-54.

Oxford - Bodleian 274 (Marsh. 423), IMHM 16742. mmn 'U'n!). 15th
century. Neubauer 55.

Oxford - Badleian 283 (HLrll 569). IMHM 16751. "n,m VJn!)". 171'1 century.
Neubauer 56.

Paris héb. 280. IMHM 27839. n,mn V~. 151'1 centLIy. Bibliothèque
Impèrtale 33-34.

Parma 541/1 (2342). IMHM 13218. VJ1.3ln '1'11.3'3. 13-14111 century. De Rossi
77-79.
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Sassoon 409/1, IMHM 9353. 0'31" :1'-"D 'O. 1474. Sassoon vol. 1,75-81;
Sotheby's (1975) 119.

Vat. Ebr. 45/1, IMHM 162. n"nn lJ~. 14th century. Bib/iothectIJ
Aposta/ic. Vatican. 34-35; Cassuto 64~.

Warsaw 204'27, IMHM 10112. n",," 11n:t. 15-16th centuy. fols. 219-232.

3. Individusl Tosafist Commentaries

Cambridge (Acld.) 377.3/1, IMHM 15872. ", op D-oN ,"'1lJn~. 15th
centuy.

Cambridge (Add.) 669,2, IMHM 15890. "OP "'00"" nND n,mn VJM!)
,'On;, n,,"'. 14th centuy.

Jerusalem 80 105 (823). """n'~ Il''N'" ',-",n. 16th centuy. fols. 18-38a.

Munich 28.2, IMHM 1614. nl'1D :1i')" n"nn~ D'tt'n:t' D'UVJ!). 16th centuy.
Steinschneider (1895) 13-15.

Munich 52/1, IMHM 2852. "VJ ",:1. n.d. Steinschneider (1895) 35.

Oxford - Bodleian 284 (Marsh. 225), IMHM 16752. 'P 'NlT1l ,n",," vn~
'!)o, n'DMl. 16th centuy. Neubauer 56.

Oxford - Bodleian 2343/1 (Opp. Add. 4°127),IMHM 21407. D'UlJ!)"

D"n op i'n~' " ..."'VJN':1 "VJ-mD." 14th centl.Iy. fols. 1a-188.
Neubauer 817-818.

Paris héb. 16712, IMHM 4154. 1n:»n:aï')l' ,,,~ ,":»n "D~ nND """" vn:t.
1443. fols. 51b-103b. Bibliothèque Impériale 18.

Paris héb. 16713,IMHM 4154. ")'D nVJD "':1 '11'n NO" nND n",," VJM!)
')'1':1. 15th centl.Iy. fols. 104a-125b. Bibliothèque Impériale 18.

Paris héb. 167/4, lMHM 4154. mm~ "'V, VJf'1!)~ lin!) •'JOVJ 1=1 :ai')".
1443. fols. 1268-226b. Bibliothèque Impériale 18.
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Budapest-Kaufmam A31. IMHM 2833. """' nND. 15-16th century. Weisz
8-10.

Munich 62.1. IMHM 23118. n-r,"' nND. 16th century. Steinschneider (1895)
41.

New York - JTS L787. IMHM 24017. "',n' nNC. 16th century. Rovner 17.

New York .. JTS L788. IMHM 24018. n"n' nnlC. 16th century. Rovner 17.

New York .. JTS L789. IMHM 24018. n"n' nnlC. 16th century. Rovner 17.

New York .. JTS L790. IMHM 24020. n"n' nnlC. 15th century. Rovner 17.

Paris héb. 168. IMHM 4155. n,,"' nN1J. 15-16th century. Bibliothèque
Impériale 18.

Panna 527 (2368). IMHM 13233. ""n' nnlC. 1402. De Rossi vol. 2, 71-72.

Parma 537 (2541) IMHM 13503. n,,"' nN1J. 1466. De Rossi vol. 2. 75.

Vat. Ebr. 53. IMHM 170. "-r,n' 11nlrJ. 1458. Bibliothecas Apostolicae
Vaticanae 41-42.

Vat. Ebr. 506. IMHM 542. """" ~~. 1414. Allonyand Loewinger68.

Verona 4. IMHM 768. n-r,"' nnlrJ. 15..16th century.

Jerusalem 8°2240 (8432). Nl' M!». 16th century.

Mtnch 50,1, IMHM 1692. Nt' N)J!). n.d. Steinschneider (1895) 34-35.

Oxford - BOOleian 2344 (Opp. Add. 4°103), lMHM 21408. Nt' ru)!). 16th
century. Neubauer 818.

Panna 1050 (2057). IMHM 13134. Nl' N~. 1511 century. De Rossi vol. 3•
~.



• Vat. Ebr. 48/1, IMHM 165. Nl., NW. 14th centl.I'y. Bibliothecas ApostolicaB
Vaticane 37-38: Cassuto 69.

Viema 20,4.16 (Hebr. 12a), IMHM 1298. Nl' nl)J!). 14-15th century.
Schwarz 27.

6. Rashi's Commentary
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Benin 14 (Ms. Or. Fol. 121), IMHM 1788. 1")nn VJ'""1!). n.d. Steinschneider
(1878) 5.

Benin 141 (Ms. Or. Fol. 1222), IMHM 10036. 1")1"n VJn!). n.d.
Steinschneider (1897) 4-5.

Istanbul - Topkapu Serai G. 1. 61, IMHM 70616. '''VJ" n."nn VJ'~. 14-15th
century.

Leipzig (B.H. fol.) 1, IMHM 30142. n"1D 'nl ""oon n"". 13-14th centLry.
Naumann 273-274.

• London 168,1 (Add. 26,917), IMHM 5452. i'n~' 'P nD~ ,n"nn VJ~. 1273.
Margoliouth 130.

Munich (Cod. Hebr.) 5,IMHM 2525. '''VJ' VJ'~. 1233. Steinschneider (1895)
2.

New York - JTS L747,IMHM 23979. n."nn VJrm '''V,. 14th centLry. Rovner
16.

New York - JTS L749,IMHM 23981. n"nn VJn). 15th centLry. Rovner 16.

Oxford - Bodleian 186 (Opp. 34), IMHM 16250. c'~m:n ,O'N'~ ,m'" VJn!).
13th centLry. NetJ)auer 31.

Oxford - Badleian 187 (Mich. 3&4), IMHm 16251. mmn VJn). 1399.
Neubauer 31-32.

Oxford - Bodleian 188 (Opp. 35), IMHM 16252. mmn VJT't!). 1409. Neubauer
32.

Oxford - Badleian 189 (Can. 81), IMHM 16253. n,mn l'n). 1396. Neubauer
32.•



• Oxford - Bodleian 192 (Can. Or. 35), IMHM 16256. n,mn v,~. 14-15th
cenUy. Neubauer 33.

Oxford .. Bodleian 196 (Opp. Add. Qu. 78), IMHM 16260. '''v,~ n"nn ~~.
14-15th cenUy. Neubauer 33·34..

Oxford .. Bodleian 2440 (Corpus Christi Coll. 165), IMHM 20753. 1"311 ~n!).

n.d. Neubauer 882.

Oxford .. Bodleian 2548 (Opp. Add. fol. 69). IMHM 22250. n"nn 'Un!'. 15th
cenUy. Neubauer 1114.

Paris héb. 37, IMHM 3102. 11nœn, n"1IJ'n n,m. 14th cenUy.
Bibliothèque Impèriale 4.

Paris héb. 4211, IMHM 2923. n"n. 1472. Bibliothèque Impériale 5.

Paris héb. 48, IMHM 3102. n'~1IJ ~7Jn' nnoon n"". 14th century.
Bibliothèque Impériale 6.

Paris héb. 55. 'MHM 3107. nnœn, n"". 15-16th cenUy. Bibliothèque
Impériale 6.

• Paris héb. 68, IMHM 3109. n"n. 14-15th cent\.ry.. Bibliothèque Impériale 7.

Paris héb. 155, IMHM 4142. '"'''' l1ND n:J'N' v"nv "noN ,n",," ~n!).
13th cenUy. Bibliothèque Impériale 16.

Paris héb. 156, IMHM 4143. '''v, l1NIJn"nn vn!:t. 13·14th cenUy.
Bibliothèque Impériale 16.

Paris héb. 157, IMHM 4144. '"'''' l1NIJ mmn Vn). 13..14th cenUy.
Bibliothèque Impériale 16.

Paris héb. 158/1, IMHM 4145. '''V' J'tND ""n" VJ'n!). 14·15th cenUy.
Bibliothèque Impériale 17.

Paris héb. 159, IMHM 4146. ,"v, J'tND ",mM VJn!). 14-15th cenUy.
Bibliothèque Impériale 17.

Panna 175 (3115), IMHM 13859. '''v-.~ n,mn Vn1. 1305. De Rossi vol. 1,
116.

Panna 181/1 (3204), IMHM 13919. mmn 'Un!) ''''U'. 12·13th cent\.ry. De
Rossi vol. 1. 119.•
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• Panna 459 (2706).IMHM 13581. "'Vt~ ",mn ~n:». 14th centLry. De Rossi
vol. 2. &4.

Panna 682 (3256). IMHM 13943. "~,~ n"nn ~~. 1312. De Rossi vol. 2,
156.

Panna 1082 (2986), IMHM 13715. '''~,., n,mn ~n!). 1370. De Rossi vol.
3,52.

St. Petersburg - Russian State Ubrary Evr. 1. 1.IMHM 46097. mlnn VJ~

''',",''. 13-14th centuy.

St. Petersburg - Russian State Ubrary Evr. Il A 118\1. IMHM 64137. 'Ure
''''LI'' n",,". 15-16th centuy.
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Uppsala (O. Cod. Hebr.) 1, IMHM 18009. nnoon "'~1'" 'n ,n,,1'I. 14th
century.

Vat. Ebr. 94, IMHM 253. 1")1'In ~re i'n~' l:l n!)Xt. 13th century.

Vienna 19.4 (Hebr. 28), IMHM 1306. 0']'3"1:)' D'N':un ,n""n VJn). 14111
centuy. Schwarz 20.

• Vienna 23 (Hebr. 220), IMHM 1299 (10151). pn~' 1=1 nD~ .1")nn 'Um.
13..14th century. Schwarz 29.

Vienna 24 (Hebr. 3), IMHM 1295 (10152). ''',",' 1")11n vn:.. 14-15th century.
Schwarz 29.
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