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Was Rashi’s Torah Scroll Flawed?



1. The Problem
Rashi at Exodus 25:22 reads:!

7297 TIRDY ,AYDLY TANC 1Y T IR 232 YN TR MIBR WK 75 NN
>32 DR MR MIZR WK 93 DX OW THY 13TR WK DRI DN 791 KPR
B Shi gy

And all that I will command you concerning the Israel-
ite people: The vav [of the word nx1] is superfluous and
meaningless. There are many other such instances in Scrip-
ture. Interpret the verse as follows:2 That which I shall speak

I The Hebrew text is taken from M. Rosenbaum and A.M. Silbermann,
770 wan nwnn, New York, n.d. The translation is my own.

2 Hebrew: anpn a21. In the light of some of the manuscript readings
listed below (rcadings 15, 17, and 18), this is to be taken — as we have
preferred — as a sccond person, masculine, singular gal form of ng
(literally: “and so you {the reader] shall interpret”). Other manuscript
readings (c.g., reading 13) take this as a third person, feminine, singular
nif’al form of 1 (literally: “and so it [the vav] shall be interpreted™).
Fither way, the phrase 1nen ao1 complements — rather than contrasts with
— the phrasc 12001 790 11 1. Thus, Rosenbaum and Silbermann'’s
rendering of Rashi (“The vav of the word n® is redundant and without
import. . .However if you wish 1o explain this vav the verse must be
interpreted as follows”) misconstrucs what Rashi said.

Richard C. Steiner, in a personal communication, noted that at Exo-
dus 25:12, the ncarest case of meaningless vav in Rashi, the
complementarity of the two phrases (in slightly different form) is pre-
sumed. Morcover, Rashi there explicitly states that the verse is inter-
preted, not the vav.
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to vou there [Le.. from above the cover of the Ark] is "all that
I will command you concerning the Israclite people.”

Rashi, in effcer, explains that the end of verse 22 "all that L will
command vou concerning the Israclite people™ is the direct ob-
ject of the verb in the phrase at the beginning ol the verse "1 shall
speak to vou from above the cover |of the Ark].” For this to be the
case, there can be no vav attached o the word pR, i.e to the
particle that ordinarily introduces the dirvect object. Hence, for
Rashi the vav here must be superfluous and meaningless. Rashi,
of course, means that the vav is superfluous and meaningless
semantically. Its presence in the biblical text, however, is estab-
lished bevond cavil.

Rashi’s rather innocent exegetical comment led 1o an occa-
sional raised eycbrow. In fact, all Torah scrolls and printed cdi-
tions of Hebrew Scriprure read nr at Exodus 25:22, not nxY. Since
the absence of a single letter — where it is required by the received
text —renders a Torah scroll unfit (pa s}, it follows that if Rashi's
reading is correct, all our Torah scrolls are pesulim! If our Torah
scrolls arce correct, Rashi’s Torah scroll was /m.\u/!J‘ The problem

3See Maimonides, Code, 30080 ma93 1001, CL Shadlhan "Arukh, ays ooy
§275:06., where even the absence of a vowel letter (one of the matres
lectiones) renders a Torah scroll unfit for use. The unscuded state of the
text of biblical manuscripts and Torah scrolls, however, led to a partial
relaxing of the rules governing the vowel letters in the medicval pertod.
While an crror in spelling (1.c., the insertion of a vowel letter when not
warranted, or its absence when required) rendered a Torah scroll unfit
toruse ab initio, if the error was discovered during a public reading —and
it did not affect the meaning or pronunciation of the word in question —
the Torah seroll did not have to be replaced immediately and the reader
could continue to read from the [Tawed Torah scroll. The ervor, however,
would have 1o be corrected in due course by a scribe. See, ¢.g., Shulhan
Arwkh, ornnr §143:4 and commentaries. The var ol pRY, of course, is a
consonantal vav. and not a vowel letter.

FAssuming he owned one. More likely, Rashi was working with a codex
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ASHLINES pro(hgim\s p\‘()p()\'n(ms s \'cp\n‘uscd inthe folowing
manney’ W Rashl can p';c,scn\ a difterent yeading ol the Torah han
hat which s found in ouy prcscn\ dav Torah s¢ rolis. what then 1S

he Adefinivon of onws 12 anns’ Which Torah. Rashi’s oY ours.

rcprcscn\s the Tov ah of NOsEes?

9. The golution

In 1082, NMosad Harav Kook \)u\)‘\is\xcd A new cdigon of Ra-
<hi's c(nnn\m\lm‘y on the '\‘()rz\h.ﬁ The eAdLoOY, Rabbt Charles B.
Chavel dnhnC(\ hat he zosad Haray Kook editton 'nnpr()\'cfd
upon the carhiey efforts ol Abhraham Bcﬂ‘\nm‘j in part Hecause
Chaved had access W0 he editio }n‘im‘('j)s of Rashi — chg'\() A
(11\\;\\)\"\1\, 147D — whereas periindet Aid not. h\dcc(\. Chavel NOLES
(hat many & Aitficult Rashi has heen resotved by e Ining ihe
editio prim'vp.s m (‘(ﬁ)l}\\\l’\(\i(ﬁ)ﬂ with othey n\;\nuscr'\pt readings- He
1abels the ecitio fn‘im'('ps as Tthe st n‘us\w()nhy member of
Rashi's Hhouse D
Not su\'pris‘ing\y. Chavel rned the editio prin('()ps i ovaer
Lo sOVe oy difﬁcu\t Rashi at Exodus 95:22. Chavel (‘('n're(‘\,\\"
veports that ouy pussngc is nOt heve! T its wead one {imds: Ho DR
yry K72 20D Ly (RO 732 LR R veR N

Thus. Rashi did not prcs()r\'e a veading oy and there is NoO
supey fluous and Incnn'\ng\css oo in oul NEYSEe- W hat Rashi meant
e
which. 1 any event Yy have \‘c\‘\cc\c(\ the reading Of some Forah werolls
mn Rashi's day.

5 For the classic nn:(\\C\';\\ Ym‘\nu\;\\'\un ofthe onUn TR =nn doc me. sed
\‘n'.\'\\\\nni(\cs, awnh YD, A S;\u\\c(\\”\u 1001, \)1"\11("\\)\&% w (cd. Kalib,
_]cr\\sn\cn\. 1065, vol. 2. PP \4‘?—\-&»\). orRe _]nscph Albo. oTopYh -D0.
2 (ed. 1. Husik, \’\i\'\k\(\dph\;\. 1946, vol. d. pp- \‘J;’)—‘ZU\).

o mnn 7Y Y YR, ]c\’usn\mn, 1oR2.

7N periinet. e, g Ty W Berlin. 18300 (‘ncucc’n it \%m’linm“). A
reN ised. \'c(()nd cdivon z\p()um'cd in Fr;\nk\'\n'l. 1000 \\\(f\\(c\k)\‘\l\,: Bey-
nner? )

N A AL 2 15.n. 6L
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by 171 X72 11 ox is not immediately apparent. Chawvel suggests that
God delivered two kinds of messages (o Moses. One appeared 1o
1)01‘1;\111 directly to Moses and was not conveved to the Israelites
(7R TIER") and the other pert;iine(l directly to the Israclites and
was conveved to them (7907 =12 9r7). A reader might have pre-
sumed that these are 1Wo separate categories and might have
expected Scripture o reac here 79w 712 7R IR MR WR,” hence
Rashi's stress on the lack of a vav attached to the PR in our verse,
The import ol Rashi’s comment, Chavel explains, is that there was
one category only. Whenever God spoke 1o Moses from above the
cover of the Ark — even il it appeared to pertain to Moses only —
it swas about matters that pcrlaincd 10 the Israclites.”

In a recent essay on the signilicance of carly printvd editions
ol the Hebrew book, Zyvi Ephraim Babad publishcd a ph()mgraph
appears i the editio princeps Regyio di Calabria. 1475. He
added: 1"

of the page containing Rashi's comment to Exodus 25:22 as it

We sce clearly on the third line |of the page] that Rashi
Wwrote: 171 K92 203 TR (IR "33 9R JMIK MR WK 93 nx. Our
texts of Rashi, however, read: 12807 212 98 TR 3R WK 5 PXY
.4 WROPR 270 TR A%0wy e 1 . In our Torah scrolls
and printed Bibles nxd does not appear at all, but rather DR.
The supcr(?()mmcmarics on Rashi — among them the Miz-

rahi!! — addressed the issuc, cach according to his own way.

YOp. cit. p. 2720 35. This suggeston was first put forward by Chavel
i1 his w1 My 0Tenp, Jerusalent, 1970, pp. 15-16. CL R. Isaac ha-Levi
Zembrovksl's commentary on Rashi to Ex. 25:22 in brm0 W Warsaw,
1336, vol. 2, p. 139,

107 . Babad, "1myg PR 7070 p1NT LMW 1D YOI UYL Der Yid, Februany
95, 2000, secion 2. p. 3.

R, Elivahu Vizrahi. o7xan wein, Petah Tikvah, 1993, vol. 2, p. 412,
Mizrahi (d. circa 1526) was among the first commentators on Rashi to
address this issue. The issue was addressed carlier by a fourteenth cen-
tury Tosafist, R, Menahbem of Troves. See 7227118010 in MBOINR *?¥2 1M
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This was especially the case since Ibn Ezra mentioned [the
same reading as Rashil. Butin the light of the editio prineeps
of Rashi it emerges that Rashi, in effect, warned against the
reading mentioned by Ihn Ezra. Needless 10 say, our under-
standing of Rashi assumes a printer’s error —a (ypo — in the
editio princeps. The text should read: 11 822 2300 nR. Morco-
ver, it is obvious — and logic dictates — that it is preferable to
emend a4 word in the printed text of Rashi than [not to
emend and| assume that cither all our Torah scrolls. God
forbid. are erroncous or that Rashi's Torah scroll was erro-
neous.

Babad’s solution is similar to Chavel's. Both posit —in the light
of the editio princeps — thal Rashi never read nxy. hence Rashi's
reading does not conflict with our Torah scrolls. Where Babad
differs from Chavel is with regard to the meaning of 11892 2300 9.
Babad's emendation is persuasive and surely captures what the
editio princeps intended 1o sav.

3. The Problem with the Solution

Mmh()(1()1()gi(‘ally'. the solution pmf‘[‘ercd by Chavel and
Babad is flawed. This is true for several reasons:

1. To begin with, we need 1o determine whether in principle 1t
is possible for Rashi, or anv rabbinic text for that matter, to
present a legitimate reading that differs from that preserved in
the masoretic text of our received Hebrew Bibles. If not. we would
have to assume that all variant readings in Rashi and other yab-

binic texts are either scribes and primcrs' errors, or else due to a

kil 537,Jc1‘usulmn. 1967, 1o Exodus 25:22. C{1Y. Gellis, edl.. obwn mson.
Jerusalem, 1993, vol. 9, p. 54 and the reterences cited there. U was
addressed again in the carly sixteenth century by R Abraham Bukarat (<.
civca 1516), a1 o0 (ed. by M. Philip), Pctah Tivah, 1978, pp. 271-9792.
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temporary lupse of memory on the Part of the author. Fyey, i
cursory reading of rabbinjc lterature, however, Proves iha vari-
antreadings of bibljey] texis, while mostly of minor sienificance,
do appear throughout 1he talmudic an midrashic literapre,
Many of 1hese canbe ciscounted because thev reflec scribal ervor
or Iapses ofmcm(n‘,\'. One docs discover, i!\(mJ’\' spm';t(li(;lll)‘, texts
which ('ICZM']}' reflect avariang reading of o biblical text, 12 Thus, we
IMUst not ¢ Priori assume that viriang readings of 4 biblical (ey;
preserved in Rashi are to be atiribuied 1o (he Scribes wheo recorded
Rashi's comments. Rashi's nxy mav well he 4 legitimare reading
that differs from our Toral serol]s and printed Bibles. Lisis of'such
variant readings Preserved in Rashi have beon compiled by Rabhij
David 7yi Hoffiman, 13 Henry Englander, 11 43¢ others 15

2. Second, we need 1o examipe the evidence regarding this
pParticular reading ar Fxodus 25:29: nxa.

a) Ibn Ezry reads: nxy, 16

b) Hizchuni reads: pxy 17

¢) There were eXtant at leas 97 Bible MADUSCripEs scatrered in
librarices throughour Fup pe that read: nxy, !

_

2CL Tosaton 1o b. Shabbat 530 R Akiva Fgery comments in by
W el Jor: und R, 7y Hirseh Chiujes CoOmments, ad loe, Seo the variang
readings of biblical LNLs I rabbin e lteranure gathered jn S, Rosenteld.
0™210 nnows. Vilna, 1883, and in V APLOWIHZer, Doy Schriftwort iy dey
Rabbinicehen Literanyy, Vienna, 1906-15 (reissucd: New York, 19709,

P K. Kabiana, TREITXING 2w by gy, M. Auerbach, ed.. »amb 717571 950
153 prrx N2 Bnei Brok. L964, p. 165,

FUELL Englander, “Grammaiical Elements ung 'I‘(fl‘mjno]()g}' in Rashi'y
Biblical (l(>11)n'1cm;u'i(3s," HUcA H(HL")S)). pPp. 1264029

VN Avineri; e 5:’.7,\](:1‘115;1&111. 1979, vol. 1. p. 62

By, Kx'insky. R R i) N, Bner Brak, 1961, vol. 2p. 419,14 I.

e, Chavel, ed. mng by Riihi WD, Jerusalem, 1981 P 291 Noy
all editions of P read: pxy. Sce, c.g.o N Aharon, cd., v oy NP
I, Jerusalen,, 1993, voi, 1, p. 08,

I3See Giovanni Bernardo ne ROSsi, Virriege Lectiones Veteris Testaments,
Parny, 1784, vol. !, P oY CEoihe AUestations of pay at 'xodus 25:29 listed
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Q) The rendering ol the Sepiuagint suggests an original He-
. - i
brew reading of: nx !

9 \We need 10 examine whether the general content of the
Rashiin questi(m i xupp()ncd by Rashi's comments elsewhere on
Scripuare (or on the Talmud). A key phrase here is: A "
L gilan] =m0 N2 9o, Does Rashi indeed maintain that there are
numerous vevs throughout Scripture whose impott 1% supcrﬂu—
ous and mcnn'mglcss? A brief survey of Rashi’s comments else-
where in Scriplure suffices Lo prove that for Rashi meaningless
DT WAS commonplace. See. €. Rashi’s comments 1o Gen. 36:2:4
Fx. 25:12; Lev, 7:16: Fzek, 4711 and Dan. 2:1%. Often i these
comments, Rashi uses the very same terminology he uses here at
Fa 252270

1. Having wgolved” Rashi, one needs 1o account for the strangc
. N - - .. S ] . ~
reading of XY 1IN hn Ezra and Hli.chum.—‘ Neither Chavel nor

-

in  Benjamin Kennicott, vetus Testemenlimn ebraicuwom 0wl Varis
Leclionibus, Oxford. 1776, vol. 1. p. 10 and Christian Das id
Ginsburg., ed.. 1m0 swaIn TwRn, London, 1926, 116,

10See A, Rahlfs, od.. Septuaginta. Stuttgart, 1065, vol 1. p- 1o8. CLL
Biblia Hebraica Stutigartensia Stutgart, 1977, 10 Exodus 95:9292, Our verse
is attested onee (inl [ehrew) inthe Dead Sca scrolls but. anfortunatelys 1t
oceurs fragment (hat 1s Missing the portion of the verse that conceyns
us. See PM. Skehan, . Ulrich, and J.¥. Sanderson, cds., Quonran Cave 4
V(= Discoveries N the judaran Desert 1X), Oxtord, 1092, pp- 100-110.

20 For a survey of mediceval Jewish exegetical ;\pp\‘()"\(:\ws (o meaning:
less vat, including Rashi's, see¢ Richard C. Sremer, “,\1cun‘mg]cssncsx,
Meaninghulness, and Supcr—n1(‘;\11i1’1g1'nlncs.\‘ i Scripture: A Analvsis of
the Controversy Surrounding Dain. 2:12 in the viddle Sgess” JOR
R2(1992), pP- ERIPE P

21 T s rcpm‘\cd (hat R, Hlayvim Tieller claimed that R, Saadia Gaon (b
(492 yead: NRY. SeC 11.M. Brecher ey 307 NIRRT {3y WRI DN BV .
New York, 1041, vol. 1, ,-\ppc\'ldix. p- b But an eamination of the oBN
10 Exodus 95:22 provides no compelling evidence in support of such a

claim. Sce T Dercenbourg, Version Arabe du pontatengue de R Saadia ben
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Babad mukes anv attempt 1o do so. Amazingly. Chavel makes no
mention of the readings in Ibn Ezra and Hizzequni, despite the
fact that Berliner carctully noted the two readings in the first and
sceond editions of his amna by »ws.

5. More importantly, having “solved™ Rashi, one needs to ac-
count tor the lectio difficilion. i.c.. tor the difficult reading pre-
served in the present text of Rashi. I the original text of Rashi in
fact read nR, and specificallv denied tha the verse contained a
meaningless var, why would any seribe have ereated a reading nXY,
which not onlv renders the verse meaningless, but also flies in the
face of the readings ol most (perhaps: adl) Torah serolls? Until one
accounts for the lectio difficitior, all solutions proffered for a spe-
cific textual problem remuin tentative at best,

4. The Printed Evidence

The single, most important methodological flaw in Chavel's
and Babad’s treatment of Rashi to Ex. 23:92 is the sclective use ol
cvidence. Both pounced upon the reading of the editio priveeps
largelv — as theyv themselves tell us — beeause it solved a serious
problem for them. Not the problem of what Rashi really said, but
rather the problem of Rashi coming into conflict with the textus
receptus of the Hebrew Bible, But in order 1o solve a difficuli
Rashi, intellectual honesty demands that a much broader swathe
he cut.

Despite the best elforts of Berliner and Chavel, we do not have
a critical edition of Rashi’s commentary on the Torah, Given the
fact that Rashi constantly revised his commentaries, and thu
numerous glosses were added by others to all the extant manu-

seripts of Rashi's commentary (a practice already initiated during

fosef Al-Fayyowmi, Paris, 1893, vol. 1, p. 117 (1o Exodus 25:22). Noris there
anvthing in Y. Ratzaby, ed., nww 950% 1xa 73°7v0 27 w10, Jerusalem. FO9S,
that supports such a claim.
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his lifetime), and the virtual lack (>f(\(ml(*n)[_)(n‘;u‘v evidence (e,
Ilth and 12th century manusceripts of Rashi), it is unlikely that we
will ever know with precision what Rashi reallv wrote. 22 All we can
do is follow the sound advice of Leopold Zunz who long ago wrote
that whoever wishes to undertake a eritical edition of Rashi —and
Lo sort out the interpolations from (he original — "must make a
comparative studv of the carly manuscripts, the early printed
editions, and the citations in related commentators. 25 Indecd,
onlvwhen all the evidenec is gathered in one place and examined,
will we begin to know what Rashi reallv wrote,

Fortunaiely, due to modern technological advance we can do
today what was impossible for Berliner and Chavel. We can view
all the printed editions and examine the best (if not: all) of the
extant manuscripts of Rashi with relative CAasSC. I CIX NLA NN
o L have not examined all the printed editions and certainly not
allof the manuscripts. But I have examined all ol the early printecd
cditions and some of the hes nunuscripts. And when the ovi-
denceis gathered in one place and examined the contours of whai
Rashi wrote — and how his words were changed — begin to
emerge. We shall begin by listing the readings of the nine carliest
printed editions of Rashi.2*

22In general, see Berliner?, Introduction. pp. IN=XI: and his nsipse
TR in 21 oo, Jerusalem, 1949, vol. 9. PP 179-226. CfL (he
mportant methodological contributions toward restoring the originmal
text of Rashi in I Sonne, “amna 5 vea evs 5w woswn nMRRd HUCA 15
(1940), pp- 37-16 (ebrew scction): E. Touitou, wrms v nous 51353 Sy,
"INND W Turhis S6(1987). pp. 211-219; J- S, Penkower, non s5aby by~
“PID ONRITY WY WITE Turhiz G3(199.1), pp- 219-233: jdem, mon *5abs by,
"6 173 DRPITY 10D DWIM pTY WITD YW W in MIwm X 1Y H(2000)).
Pp- 315=-339: and the references cited below, note 30.

S Zanz, Zar Geschichte und Literatuy, Berlin, 1845, p. 64

21For a survey of ihe first printed editions of Rashi, sce ALK,
Offenberg, " The Farliest Printec Editions of Rashi's ( ommentary on the
Pentateuch,™ in his A Choice of Corals, Nicuwkod P, 1992, pp. 135-147.



12 JUpAlC STUDIES

1. Reggio di Calabria, 1475:
71’92 3100 2398 HRAw? *132 DR IR MER TR 73 DR

2. Guadalajara, 1476:
26,381 X3 203 AR TN WK

3. Rome, 1480 or earlier:
S MR IR WK DX

4. Bologna, 1482:
RIPR 3277 31931 79001 7PN W17 2 HRIWT 232 IR JMIR TIRK WK 93 DX
R HRIW? *12 DR MR 27927R TWR DX 0w TRV 727X WK DRI N0 71

5. Soncino, 1487:
RIPR2 712977 719931 1750Y 1707 37 1M 277 HXOW? 212 PR IR MR WK 93 1R
KW IRIW? 222 YR IR 2793TR WK DX QW TRV 137X WK DRI NN 71

6. Hijar, 1490:
JJPIR MIRR TR 93 DR

7. Lishon, 1491:
lacks passage in its entirety

255 is almost certainly a printer’s error for nX. Sce below, manuscript
reading 19, Cf. R, Abraham Bukarat, 3731990 (above, note 11) loc. ¢it. and
W. Heidenheim, 7X7pni 2 1o Exodus 25:22, printed in his 73°2% v,
Vilna, 1888. Bukarat and Heidenheim cite manusceripts that read: nx
1’92 (27101,

26 Some suggest that the sense of this reading is that the word X is
written without a vav. Sce M. M. Brachfeld, 55n 7077, New York, 1987, vol.
1, p. 258, If so, this is surely an invented Rashi, for no such biblical
reading is recorded in the literature. Morcover, itis hardly the practice of
Rashi o record variant biblical spellings when they have no impact on
biblical exegesis.

27 This misrcading | the correct reading is: MER] was also recorded in a
manuscript of Rashi that was scen by R. Joseph b. Yissakhar, ny7 qov,
Prague, 1609, p. 57b. The manuscript scems to have contained the same
text as printed readings 4 and 5, plus a marginal comment that read: 5o
17712 DR N9 R¥21 XY MRG0 993 03 ovwmn.
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8. Naples. 1491:
XIPP2 1277 7191 79D TN 11 1M 7T HRIW? 212 PR TR MR WK 75 DN
DRAW? 712 IR IR TIRR WR 93 DR RO DY JaY 12IR TR NN 0D T

9. Zamora, 1492:
127X IWKY TNDN 91 KPR 12T MR 79D01 7N T 13 7T BN WK 23 DR
I DRTW? 12 DR IR MIZR DX QW Ry

Listed abovce are the rcadings {rom the first 9 printed editions
of Rashi. It is interesting 1o note that no two editions print exactly
the same text! Some, perhaps most of the variants are clearly
based upon the different base manuscripts used by the printers;
others arc likely due to editorial activity based in part on a colla-
tion of readings from different manuscripts and printed editions.
Clearly, three basic traditions are represented in these texts:

DRI printed editions 3,4,5.8, and Y
DX: printed editions 1,2, and 6.
no comment by Rashi: printed edition 7.

The nx/nXR1 dichotomy may well reflect an Ashkenazic recen-
sion of Rashi (favoring nx1) vis-a-vis a Sephardic recension of
Rashi (favoring nX). Such a dichotomy, supported by the place of
printing and by the cultural hegemony of each place at the time
of printing, was suggested long ago — without reference to our
passage — by Isaiah Sonne.2% About the third tradition we shall
have more to say below, alter we examine the manuscript evi-
dence. Be that as it may, there is nothing about the editio princeps
that makes it a more trustworthy witness than the other 8 editions
listed here.2Y Tt is possible, even likely that all the witnesses were
once manuscripts. They reflect three basic traditions that were

28 §ee above, note 22.
29 Morcover, it appears likely that the Reggio di Calabria, 1475 edition
of Rashi — the first printed Hebrew book with a date of publication — was

not the editio princeps ol Rashi. Printed edition 3 (Rome, 1480 or carlier)
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legitimized prior to the advent of printing. Further guidance. il
comes at all, will have to come front the manuscripts,

5. The Manuscript Evidence

Ideally, one should examine all the Rashi manuseripts to our
passage. If this study will spur on @ reader 1o do so 0w ar . |
have examined a dozen or so Rashi manuscripts and list here 11
manuscript readings. The list includes all the manuscript read-
ings (of our passage) —a total 0 3 — specilically mentioned by
Berliner and Chavel. T list 8 other manuseript readings that cither
reflect the range of the variants preserved in the Manuscripts ov
are considered to be — Dby scholars —among the best of the extant
Rashi manuscripts. The readings are listed more or less in chron-
ological order and are identified by country of ovigin. Unless
dated by a scribe (as in readings 12 and 2()), one can never be
certain about the date (and often, the specitic place ol origin) of
a particular Manuscript.

10. Oxford 2440 (12th-13th century, Germanvy:
AW 733 3R TR TIXR WX X

11. Oxford 186 (13th century, Germany):
WKRY RSN 121 RIPA2 2T TN 727501 TN 11 VY I MER WK 93 X1
X177 HRIW? 222 IR MR MK WK DX 0w J2v 127X

12. Munich 5 (13th century, Germany):
QWRY NDN 791 RIPR2 1270 7N 799011 77707 31 171 70 TRIR MIZR WR D2 PR
RT3 DR IR TR WK IR OW Y 127

13, Weimar Q165 (13th century, Germany):
MPna 20T N a99001 7N 1IN T M ®92 /N3 nNX TR MBR WK 53 NRY
R W7 213 R TR MER WK DR W Jay 723X WX 3hon N

was probablv published sometime between 1464 and 1472, Sce A K
Oftenberg, op. cit. (above, note 24, p. 1534
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14. Leipzig 1 (18th-14th century, (}erm;my):f)’“
A9 RIPPI 129 M AYBLY TN v N IR MEX WR Y3 NX
R w232 315K MmN MR N DX oW v 129% wRy 3 anon)

15. Jewish Theological Seminary 745 (13th-14th century, Ger-

many):
2R WK 1I7NDN 1371 PR 3290 7N 1397007 71907 7 TR AWR 59 nX1
HRIW? 212 DR TOIN MEN WK DX 0w

16. Jewish Theological Seminary 747 (14th century, Italy):
ORTWS 732 Py DR 713 SR IRX WK DX

17. Vienna 23 (14th-15th century, Germany):
WK MINBN TN RIPR2 1297 791 72°D0I AN N T TN MR WK 75 320K
LRI IR IR 93 DX OV AV 2N

18. Vienna 24 (14th-15th century, Germany):
MNBA 731 XPR2 1277 7 357001 TN M R TR MIBR IR 53 nXY
X 0 712 O TR XX AWK AR QW JAY 12X MWK
19. Judisch-Theologischen Seminar Breslau 103 (15th century
or carlier, Germany):“
AWK 3 DR 1Y AIB37T PV TR ANI2T 1M 1721 RY2 2200 DR MIEK WK 93 DR
ORI 733 IR IR TR

30 On the signilicance (and date) ol this manuscript, sce the exchange
between A Grossman and E. Touitou in the following essays: .
Grossmarn, “T1ny »7wa WD now ynw 1 mman,” Tarbiz 60(1990), Pp-
67-98; E. Touitou, » w1 w11d 7w *1pni RO DX 1 3°8D™Y 7137203 qpwn Qi
0D, Turbiz 61(1991), pp- 85-115: AL Grossman, Wi i ¥0°H ANy
N2 v YW, Tarbiz 61(1992), pp. 301-315: E. Touitou, 22 n™wex 1nm1n”
710173 TONARY WD — ANnY Wl WD Yw "NPRN Noun Mmwh 1 0Rey ),
Tarbiz 62(1993), pp. 298-303.

3UWords in brackets were illegible, but casily reconstructed. Also
illegible (1o me) was a marginal comment o this line of Rashi in the
Leipzig 1 manuscript.

321Us quite obvious that the scribe has lopped off the vaw from nxy duce o
the reading of our Torah scrolls. This manuscript reading assumes an orig-
inal pXY in Rashi and probably should count as evidence for such a reading.

33The present whereabouts of this manuscript is unknown. Until
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90, Manuscript Regenshury (15th century. (}cx\mzmy)::“

lacks passage in its entirety

What needs 1o be noted first is that no two manuscripts read
exacthy alike! And just like the printed editions, the MANUSCLPLS
reflect three basic reading traditions:

axy: 11,12, 13,14, 15,17, 1R
nx: 10, 16,19
no comment by Rashi: 20

Voreover, the distribution of readings in cach category i
Almost exactly the same as in the primcd Bibles. A large 111;\}()1"1(3’
favors DRY followed by a smaller group that favors DR; and only one
witness supports no comment by Rashi. At the very least, thisis @

clear vindication ol the early primcd cdifions. A\pp:u*emly, they
I—

Wworld War 11 ivwas housed in the Hebrew nranuserpt collection at the
»]tidisdrl‘hcol()gi\‘('hcs Sceminar in Breslan. See the bricf listings in B.
Zuckermani, Catalog dem Bibliothel des Breslaier }'1’2({1’.\’1’/’1-{lu'nlug‘ix‘r‘/n’n Semi-
nars. Brestaa. 1276, p. 12 and in DS Locwinger and B.D. Weinrvh.
Cetalogie of the Hebiew Nanuseripts the Library of the Juedisch
'['/zz'()/r’)gi‘s(/uw Seminar in Bresta, Wiesbaden, 1965, 1)4‘_’7. For tuller de-
scripuons o, and citatons froni. this lost Mauscript. see AL Berliner,
“Fine wicdergetundenc Handschrift” MGW] 13( 1864}, pp- 21722k
and M. Landsberg,  “Der Codex von Raschi's und Raschibanm’s
Pentateuch-( omnientaricn auf da Brestauer Scmin;ud%iblh)lhvk.“
MG 1 RODY. PP- 370-380 and 4 16425,

The reading listed here is taken from Beliner!, p. T8 note 10. Others
who saw this manuscript record a slightly different reading: 121 instead
. Sce M. Vendelssohin, SIR2 (Lo rxodus 95:29), Praguc. 12640, vol. 2,
163 S. Dubno. 277910 s Amisterdani, 1303, part 2, p- 97h; and M.
Landsberg {in the essay cited above), p- 379.

stz anuscript Regensburg is described 0 Berimer'. p X110 Tt was
written by Samuel Ashkenazi of Regensbury in the vear 14349 The read-
ing 1% cited in Berliner'. p. 1.48, note 10 Berhiner cies there a second
Rashi manuscript (from the Sara al library) that Tacks our passage in s

entirety. 1 do not know if cither of Lhe anuscripts is extant.
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accurately reflect the state and range of the preserved manu-
scripts. Also noteworthy is the fact that the range of readings in
the Ashkenazi manuscripts (listed here) anticipates the readings
of the "Sephardic” recension identified by Sonne. One needn’t
turn to Spain in order to account for the variant readings.

In terms of weighing the readings, deciding which is “origi-
nal,” and accounting for the variants, probably no two minds will
agree on how o proceed. And surely the wise will wait until all the
evidence is in. Nonetheless, despite not having seen all the trees,
the contour of the forest (it seems to me, at least) is clear as day.
The key is provided by rcading 13. But let me first present my
accounting of the various readings, and then explain rcading 13
in its proper setting.

The lectio difficilior is p¥1 and, doubtless, it is the original read-
ing. Rashi based his comment on a biblical manuscript (probably a
codex) that read nX1. In order to make sense out of the verse, Rashi
wisely identified the vav of PR as belonging to the category of
superfluous and meaningless vavs. Readings 11, 12, 13,14, 15, and
18 all preserve (with slight variants) the original reading of Rashi.

Scribes very quickly ran up against a textual brick wall: their
Bible manuscripts read nX, with no vav. Indeed, so pervasive was
this reading, that today all Torah scrolls and printed editions of
the Hebrew Bible rcad nx without a wav. It is remarkable that
despite this pervasive reading, the majority ol Rashi manuscripts
and printed editions preserve what Rashi wrote, namely nXy.The
minority that attempted 1o come to grips with the problem ap-
plicd different strategies in order to resolve it.

Strategy 1:
Excise from Rashi whatever conflicts with our biblical text.

Reading 10 removes the vav from nxy, and the phrase begin-
ning 71°n” 3117 > and all that follows it. Since there is no problem
(with nR), there is no need for a solution. What's left is an emascu-
lated biblical phrase with no comment! There can be no clearer
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evidence of the secondary character of this reading.” Chavel, in
anattempt o iranstorm textual vice ingo virtue, claimed that
reading 10 connecrs to the previous comment of Rashi, snqa7y 90
NID37 Sym k.35 This is helied by Rashi's source for the previons
comment, Sifre on Numbers, which does noy (mor does it necd o)
cite the biblical phrase. Morcover, the scribe of reading 10 ¢n-
tered phrase dividers throughout (he Rashi manuscript. Such
dividers appear innn(‘di;llcly betore and afier reading 10, setting
it off from what comes before and alier i

Doubiless, strategy led 1o another version of Rashi: reading
16, Since the hanging biblica) phrase was withou comment, i
could be rescued (as Rashi) only if o meaningfuj exegetical
comment could be aitached (o, it. Reading 16 suggests that the
force of 5% in Our verse js: "(‘(,)1)(‘(*1‘11ing" [so: NIPS|. rather than
unto” [so: KJV and OQJPS] the Israclites, 37

Strategy 1 is also responsible (or the v that has been lopped
off from nx1 in reacing 1738

Strategy 2:
Omit Rashi’s comment in its entirety.

. . o
So 1‘(:admg 2().34

—_—

S Note thag Ianuscript reading 14 anticipates prine reading .\
manuscript reading that s ¢xuc Uy the samie oy prinied reading 6 iy pub-
Lished in ML Brachfeld, ap.cit (above, note 20), vol. 1. Pe2380 I reads:
IR MEX WK 3 1R, For adesceription of (he manuscript, see Brachfeld, op.
cilvol 1 pp. 19213,

35307 53 v sy, P- 272 note 35, end.

37 For by=by in Rashi, sce the samples adduced DY Rashi in his com-
ment to Gen. 87:35 >33 by TR 7377 and (he additional references in Hooo
Engl;m(lcr (above, note 1), p-HOCE Rashi tofs.23:11 (kin(]ly called 1o
m-attention by Richard ¢ Steiner). For Sy mx, with Sx usually under-
Stood as %y, scee 2 Sam 17:23. But Rashi oflers no commen orethat verse,

3R Gee above, note 39

39 Note tha manuscripy reading 20 anticipates printedd reading 7.
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Stralegy 3:
Add a marginal comment: 1" %3 2°n> PX.

This allows Rashi’s reading n®1 to be preserved in the text of
Rashi, while alerting the reader to the fact that the biblical text
reads: nX. While none of the 11 readings presented here record
this strategy, it seems clear that such a marginal comment is
presupposed by readings 13 and 19.% Reading 13, as it stands, is
selt-contradictory and, therefore, impossible. Clearly, the scribe
incorporated the marginal comment 1™ 872 /03 nX into the text of
Rashi. This phenomenon is known to all readers of manuscripts
and neceds no further discussion.

In reading 19, the marginal comment has largely replaced
Rashi. The reading incorporates Rashi’s solution, but since there
was no problem the solution is superfluous. The word 1% un-
derscores the sccondary character of this invented Rashi. The
lack of the vav hardly dictates which part of the verse is the direct
object.

Thus, we have accounted for all the readings listed here. No
doubt some readers will turn all these arguments on their head
and claim (together with Chavel) that Rashi’s original read nx,
as in readings 10, 16, and 19. But reading 10 is meaningless, and
there would be no reason for inventing it as an abridged version
of 16 or 19. Moreover, if we assume that Rashi’s original reading
was DX, the preponderance of readings such as 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
17 (see note 32), and 18 (all: nx1). makes little sense given the
minuscule number of biblical manuscripts that actually read nxy.
The simplest way to account for all the evidence is to assume
that Rashi’s original read nX1. Based upon such an assumption,
all other readings in the manuscripts and the early printed
editions can be accounted for without sophistry and hair-
splitting.

H See above, printed reading 1 and the evidence adduced in note 25.
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6. Conclusion

Rashi’s Torah manuscript read nXy at Exodus 25:92 11 This was
hardly a flawed reading. Rather, Rashi’s Torah manuscript pre-
served a well-attested variant reading in the biblical manuscripts,
especially in Ashkenaz. Rashi’s comment provides a meaningful
sense for the verse despite the disruptive vav. All the nX versions
of Rashi to this verse are simply responses to the fact that their
biblical texts did not have the vav that Rashi had 1o confront and
explain away. The lack (or: inclusion) of the vav need not threaten

Hn the light of our investigation, one can only admire the astutencess
of R. Abraham Bukarat (15th-16th century: see above, note 11), one of
the first commentators on Rashi to address our difficult passage. He
concluded as follows:

After begging forgiveness for speaking out against the Book of
the Anointed One of the Lord, T sav that the Torah scroll that Rashi
wrote his comments on read dRY with a vav. That is why he found it
necessary Lo comment on it, as in the first version [of Rashi] that 1
recorded. It is not possible o claim that this entire passage was
added [to Rashi’s text] by scribes. Morcover, the language is clearly
that of Rashi. His gracetul and fluent style is recognizable to all who
are accustomed Lo it

Yet another carly commentator on Rashi, R, Dosa the Greek (late
14th- carly 15th century) wrote:

The rabbinic scholars of Ashkenaz asked me: “How could Rashi
write that this vav is superfluous and meaningless when in fact it
does not appear at all in our texts?” I answered: Perhaps in Rashi’s
text of the Torah it was written with a vav, and it was the ancient
practice to write nXY with a vew. . ., but nowadays it is written without
avav ... When Twas in Ashkenaz, in Vienna, T discovered avery old
Torah manuscript at the home of R. Abraham b. Hayyim. It had nx1
with a vao! But when I scarched the Torah manuscripts in the Greek
Jewish communities, T found none with a vax.

Sce A. Neubauer, “Commentar zu Raschi’s Pentatcuch-Commentar
von Dossa aus Widdin,™ Israelietisclhie Letterbode 8(1882-83), p. 39. 1 am
indebted to Professor Jordan S. Penkower ol Bar-Ilan University for call-
ing the R, Dosa passage to my attention.
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the concept of onwi 1o 7m0, Once the Torah was given over (o
human hands, it became subject to all the vicissitudes of textual
transmission.*? No rabbinic scholar of stature ever denied this
basic fact.*3 There are masoretic manuals and halakhic guidelines

2 The formulation of R. Yaakov Weinberg (late Rosh Yeshiva of Yeshiva
Ner Isracl in Baldmore, Marvland) in his Fundamentals and Faith: Insights
into the Rambam’s 13 Principles, Southficld, 1991, pp. 90-91, is instructive:

It is difficult to understand Ani Maa’ min literally, i.c., that the
Torah we now possess is the same Torah given 1o Moshe Rabbeinu
... We are told that after the destruction of the Temple, when Ezra
returned to Isracl, he found three Torah scrolls which were consid-
cred valid. Even so, there were minor discrepancies among them,
which were maintained or discarded depending on whether they
appeared in (wo of the three scrolls. Although the Torah iself
instructs Jews to follow the majority in making a decision, one sus-
pects that alter many such occurrences, his decisions are not going
o produce absolutely accurate reproductions of the original Sinai
version. The Talmud, 100, says that we are no longer experts in the
exact spelling of many words. Consequently, the rabbis could not
count the exact number of letters in the Torah. Certainly, these were
very minor variances — such as spelling a word with a hei or an alef,
or with or without a vev — changes which did not seem to affect the
meaning significantly.

The Rambam knew very well that these variations existed when
he defined his Principles. The words of Ani Ma ‘amin and the words of
the Rambam, “the entire Torah in our possession today,” must not
be taken literally, implying that all the letters of the present Torah
are the exact letters given to Moshe Rabbeinu. Rather, it should be
understood in a general sense that the Torah we learn and live by is
for all intents and purposes the same Torah that was given to Moshe
Rabbcinu.

13 Indecd, one who would deny this basic fact would also have to posit
that Torah scrolls may never be corrected, a halakhic and practical
reductio ad absurdum. This does not preclude a kind of determinist view
held by some that the majority reading of our present biblical texts —
however much they may differ from the readings of the originals in
antiquity — must have been ordained by God. Such a view allows for the
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for establishing an official text of the Torah, specifically: for
doubtful readings. Doubt may persist, but the wonder is that the
Torah has been so well preserved. Some texts from Qumran (the
Dead Sea scrolls) and many others from Wadi Murabaat, all closc
10 2000 vears old, testify 1o the general accuracy of the masoretic
text of the Hebrew Bible.

What is true for the Torah is true for the text of Rashi as well.
The wonder is that its text has been so well preserved, despite the
persecutions. expulsions, and peregrinations that have accompi-
nied the Jewish people throughout the centuries. The preserva-
tion in print of Rashi’s JmR M¥X WK 75 nRY is @ sample of textual
transmission at its best.

correcting of crrors that clearly represent minority readings. For Jewish
perspectives on Utextual determinism”™, whether relating (o biblical or
rabbinic texts, see the sources cited by Havvim Bloch, 27 =279 %0
ompaney, New York, 1048, p. 91 S, Rosenberg, nvmimn mawnns xapan 190
“awINn P nTA, in UL Simon, ed., mR xpnn, Tel-Aviy, 1979, p- 109, note 46;
and Y.S. Spicgel, *12y7 9900 MI9In2 07my, Ramat-Gan, 1996, p. 230.

HT am indebted to Richard C. Steiner for his careful reading of an
carlier draft of this essay. The crrors that remain are the ones T insisted
upon despite his sound advice. After submitting the manusceript of this
essay for publication, maw 1obwn WA, vol. 3, Jerusalem, 2003, appeared

pleased to report that its abbreviated analysis is right on turget. Nonethe-
less, the very succinet treatment in 22w w7 hardly renders this essay
superfluous.



