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IBLICAL citations scattered throughout talmudic and midrashic literature
frequently preserve readings which vary from printed Bibles and from
extant masoretic MSS. Many of the variant readings, mostly of minor import,
are gathered together in the monographs by S. Waldberg,! S. Rosenfeld,? and V.
Aptowitzer,? and in numerous studies of more modest scope.* Often the variant
readings recorded in early rabbinic literature are supported by readings pre-
served at Qumran or by the ancient versions. Occasionally, however, while
wading through the sea of talmudic and midrashic variants, one stumbles upon
a well-turned phrase, sometimes an entire verse which has no counterpart in the
masoretic Bibles or MSS, in the Qumran materials, or in the ancient versions. A
parade example is j. Berakhoth 14d, where the following verse is cited: DY
JATPN DY YN, “Forsake me but a day, and two days will I forsake you.”
Attributed by the Jerusalem Talmud and Sifre® to DYTDIT D20 or NPUN
DYDY, neither verse nor scroll is extant, or even echoed, outside of rabbinic
literature. Stray passages, such as the one just cited, are sometimes assigned by
scholars to apocryphal and pseudepigraphical books—some extant, some no
longer extant — whose quasi-canonical status in the Tannaitic or Amoraic periods

*S. Waldberg, o1z 1397 (Lemberg: Menkes, 1870; reissued Jerusalem: Makor,
1970).

?S. Rosenfeld, 017010 nnown (Vilna: Romm, 1883).

8 V. Aptowitzer, Das Schriftwort in der rabbinischen Literatmr (Vienna: Akademie der
Wissenschaften in Wien und Israelitisch-Theologischen Lehranstalt in Wien, 1906-1915;
reissued New York: Ktav, 1970).

*E.g., Z. Zinger, “The Bible Quotations in the Pesikta De Rav Kahana,” Textus 5
(1965) 114-24.

®Sifre on Deut 11:22 (ed. L. Finkelstein; Berlin: Gesellschaft zur Forderung der
Wissenschaft des Judentums, 1934; reissued New York: Jewish Theological Seminary,
1969) 112. Add to the references cited in Finkelstein’s discussion: Misan naiam, (ed.
Enelow; New York: Bloch, 1931), 3. 369; 71p158 137 nawn, (ed. Enclow; New York:
Bloch, 1933; reissued Jerusalem: Makor, 1970) 245; and Yalqut on Deuteronomy § 873.

®In one instance a stray verse preserved only in rabbinic literature was actually in-
serted into a Hebrew translation of an apocryphal book. Cf. Judah Loeb Ben Zeev's
Hebrew translation of Sirach entitled 8710 12 pwiny non (Breslau: Koenigl. preuss.
privilegierten Grafischen Stadt-Buchdruckerei, 1798). At Sirach 25:5 he inserted a var-
iant version of the 13'31pn 0y passage cited above, which he copied out of Midrash
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is then assumed.® An exaggerated instance of this procedure is the suggestion
advanced independently in recent years by S. Lieberman” A. J. Heschel,® and
M. Kasher® that according to some midrashic and medieval rabbinic sources
Num 10:35-36 was borrowed from a pseudepigraphical book of Eldad and Me-
dad'® and inserted into the Torah. Thus, stray passages were not the only ones as-
signed to apocryphal and pseudepigraphical books; indeed, it would appear that
two bona fide biblical verses suffered a similar fate despite their presence in all
editions and MSs of the Bible. Our intention here is to examine the sources
which gave rise to this somewhat unorthodox suggestion and, hopefully, to lay
to rest any lingering suspicions that the suggestion need be taken seriously.

The point of departure for our discussion is the fact that in all Torah scrolls
and biblical manuscripts Num 10:35-36 is encased between two critical marks,
each taking the form of an inverted ###, and called in Hebrew NN 113 (“iso-
lated n#n”) or 20N 113 (“inverted nun”) X' The precise form and position
of the inverted #uns varies in the scrolls and manuscripts and was the focal point
of considerable medieval discussion, ranging from the Zohar'? to biblicists such

Samuel (ed. Buber; Cracow: ]. Fischer, 1893; reissued Jerusalem, 1965), § 1, p. 42,
and ascribed falsely to Sirach. Since Sirach was accorded semi-canonical status in some
rabbinic circles (see, e.g., b Baba Kamma 92b; cf. D. Hoffmann, Mischnaios: Seder Nesikin
[Berlin: Itzkowski, 1924] 189, n. 11), and because the stray passage was found embedded
in Ben Zeev’s edition of Sirach, numerous scholars concluded that stray passages in
rabbinic literature were in fact semi-canonical and to be assigned to lost apocryphal and
pseudepigraphical books. Among the many scholars misled by Ben Zeev's misrepresenta-
tion were Z. H. Chajes, M1 p” i 180 93 (Tel Aviv: Dibre Hakhamim, 1958), 1.
153, n.; I. B. Levinsohn, 98 w12 nmiyn (Warsaw: Ginz, 1878) 88; S. J. Rappoport, in A.
Harkavy (ed.), D'219n85 11921 (St. Petersburg: Kaiserliche 6ffentliche Bibliothek, 1881)
32; S. Buber, Midrash Samuel § 1, p. 42, n. 11; and S. M. Chones in his notes to Abraham
b. Elijah Gaon, 2'9y» 37 (Warsaw: Halter and Eisenstadt, 1894; reissued Tel Aviv:
Landau, nd.) 76, n. 2.

" 8. Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (2d ed.; New York: Jewish Theological
Seminary, 1962) 41, n. 28.

®A. J. Heschel, mmn 5% mvSpooxa ovodwn 1 annh (New York: Soncino,
1962), 2. 420-24.

°M. Kasher, nt% nmn (New York: American Biblical Encyclopedia Society, 1959),
19. 366-69.

0 Several lists of OT and NT apocryphal books mention a book of Eldad and Medad
(or: Modad). These include Nicephorus’ Stichomesry, for which see E. Hennecke and
W. Schneemelcher, eds., New Testament Apocrypha (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1963 ),
1. 50. A verse from a book of Eldad and Medad is cited in the Shepberd of Hermas
(ibid., 2. 642), thus attesting the existence of a book of Eldad and Medad in the Tannaitic
period. See the references cited by A. J. Heschel, oimwi 11 nmn, 2. 422-23, n. 41. The
rabbinic sources discussed below, of course, did not consider the book of Eldad and Medad
to be a mere pseudepigraph.

1 Cf. C. D. Ginsburg, Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical Edition of the Hebrew
Bible (London: Trinitarian Bible Society, 1897; reissued New York: Ktav, 1966) 341-45.

*Zohar on Num 10:35 (ed. Margolioth; Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, 1964), 3.
155.

* Menahem de Lonzano, nMin M8 (Amsterdam: Uri ha-Levi, 1659; reissued Jeru-
salem: no publ, 1970) 17-18.
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as Menahem de Lonzano'® and Jedidiah Solomon Norzi,* to halakists such as
Solomon Luria'® and Meir of Lublin'® Despite the uncertainties concerning the
form and position of the inverted nums, the antiquity of the masoretic tradition
that Num 10:35-36 be encased in inverted nums is established beyond cavil
Parallel passages in the Sifre,'” Aboth d'Rabbi Nathan,'® the Babylonian Tal-
mud,!® and elsewhere in rabbinic literature®® attest its antiquity. Moreover,
Simeon b. Gamaliel (ca. 150) and Judah the Prince (ca. 200) are regularly
listed among the Tannaim who wrestled with the problem of the significance
of the inverted nums. 'The rabbinic debates need not detain us; suffice it to note
that there is almost unanimous agreement among the ancient talmudists, the
medieval commentators, and modern historians of the talmudic period that the
inverted n#ns indicate that Num 10:35-36 is an intrusion in its present setting
Not surprisingly, no scholarly consensus has emerged as to where it more properly
belongs.?

The first of a series of problematic passages relating to the inverted nuns
appears in Midrash Mi5lé on Proverbs 26:24:22 71919 12 11IRT YD1 1N
T3 MWXY YIDI MM DD MK 927 TIP3 NBMY 12 “The verses beginning:
When the ark was to set out (Num 10:35) are marked above and below. Rabbi
[Judah the Prince] said: It was a separate book and withdrawn.”

The problem raised by the passage is more apparent than real; nevertheless,
it has perplexed medieval and modern scholars alike. The seemingly obscure
passage indicates that Num 10:35-36 “was a separate book and withdrawn.”
If by “withdrawn” is meant that Num 10:35-36 was withdrawn from our Bibles,

* Jedidiah Solomon Norzi, '& nrsm (Vienna: Holzinger, 1814; reissued New York:
Shulsinger, 1950), comment on Num 10:35.

¥ Solomon Luria, 5”3 n”1 (Fiirth: Hirsch, 1768) § 73. Luria found no less than
12 different arrangements of the inverted mans in the scrolls he examined. In fact, that
number hardly exhausts the variety of forms and positions of the inverted nuns found in
extant biblical scrolls, manuscripts, and commentaries.

* Meir of Lublin, 129215 o”9n n”1w (New York: Kohn, 1961) § 75. See also Hai
Gaon’s comment on &. Shabbath 103a cited in B. M. Lewin, n'318an "8 (Jerusalem:
Warhaftig, 1930) ; Zemah Duran, 13321 1> 0"y (Leghorn: Castillo and Saadun, 1782),
1. 81; Meir Schiff's comment on &. Shabbath 115b; Hayyim Rapoport, 01111 13127 0"
YT A non (Lemberg: Menkes, 1861) § 50-54; and Ezekiel Landau, ym3 n"w
amma (Jerusalem: Pesagim, 1969), snp 87 ny1 oo, § 74.

7 Sifre on Num 10:35 (ed. Horovitz; Leipzig: Gesellschaft zur Forderung der Wissen-
schaft des Judentums, 1917; reissued Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 1966) 80.

¥ Ch. 34 (ed. S. Schechter; Vienna: Kndpflmacher, 1887; reissued New York: Feld-
heim, 1967) 50.

®p, Shabbath 115b-116a.

® Soferim 6:1 (ed. Higger; New York: Debé Rabbanan, 1937; reissued Jerusalem:
Makor, 1970) 165, and references cited there.

#The LXX has Num 10:35-36 preceding vs. 34, a suggestive sequence preferred by
C. D. Ginsburg, Introduction, 343. For other views, and for a convenient summary of
the present state of scholarly discussion regarding the inverted nmums, see S. Lieberman,
Hellenism, 38-43.

2 Ed. S. Buber (Vilna: Romm, 1893; reissued Jerusalem, 1965) 100.
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the statement is manifestly incotrect, for all manuscripts, editions, and versions
of the Bible include the two verses. Alternatively, the passage has been under-
stood as follows: Num 10:35-36 once formed part of a larger work which was
withdrawn from circulation or stored away. Such an interpretation, however,
wreaks havoc with the original Hebrew of the midrashic passage2® Moreover,
the passage so understood fails to offer the slightest indication as to the nature
of the larger work from which Num 10:35-36 was excerpted —a much too
obvious and unforgivable oversight.

The situation became more complicated in 1897 when Elkan Adler pub-
lished an eleventh-century Ms which he had discovered a year earlier in the Cairo
Genizah?* It contained the following passage:25

I3 IN09 DOM WY 0 BN RINNAN BYR AT DRI DIpn
M9 FTINM 95 DMOM 1K KO8 DINNNND DY NN 9 PoBn
TTON DRI I PPIDD Y I9RD PN APD AR AT
TN SBBIY MDD NI 1AND B0 T

Some Midrashim expound this differently. They state: Why did the sages place
inverted »nuns before the verse: The people took to complaining (Num 11:1)? The
sages thereby declared: The entire Torah consists of the prophecy of Moses except
for these two verses (i.e., Num 10:35-36) which are from the prophecy of Eldad
and Medad. Therefore they were enclosed with a curved ##n and inserted into the
Torah.

In the light of the Adler manuscript which clearly ascribes Num 10:35-36 to
Eldad and Medad (and which, by the way, presents a very early and rare medieval
instance of the denial of the Mosaic authorship of a portion of the Torah?$),
Lieberman®? somewhat treluctantly proposed in 1950 that the Midrash Mislé
passage be rendered as follows:

[These two vetses] stem from an independent book which existed but was suppressed
(i.e., declared apocryphal).

% 31¥y 1292 ' 190 can only mean “it (i.e., Num 10:35-36) formed an independent
book,” and not “it formed part of an independent book.” See below.

* 0198 1133 (Oxford: Private publication by H. Hart, 1897). Modern scholars have
ascribed the manuscript to Maimon (i.e., Maimonides’ father) and to Ibn al-Gasos [others:
al-Gasom], a pupil of Nissim b. Jacob, but both suggestions remain highly conjectural.
See A. Marmorstein, “R”721771 128 1M Y 5w Dy n5ien 1327 "BD,” Tarbiz 6 (1934-
35) 426-28; J. N. Epstein, “"D1781» 11333 a0 w0 MdOnS nywymy mawwn,” Tarbiz 6
(1934-35) 429-31; and S. Assaf, '3'3y2 (D058 I8) DIDASKR 13N S yMann yup”
“n%on, Kirjath Sepher 28 (1952-53) 101, n.

#1bid., 37.

# It is conceivable but unlikely that the anonymous author of this passage assumed
that Moses incorporated Eldad and Medad’s prophecy (Num 10:35-36) into the Torah,
thereby rendering it Mosaic, if only in an editorial sense. If indeed this be the case, one
wonders why Balaam’s oracles and the Book of Genesis were not encased in inverted n#ns?
Moreover, the very pointed and unequivocal phraseology: N335 NI 1% b 5
1IPIDD 12w 19IRB PIn Nwn seems to preclude — at least from the anonymous authot’s
point of view — any involvement on the part of Moses with the two verses in question.

# Hellenism, 41, n. 28.
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Lieberman explains:

It appears that the Rabbi alluded to the apocryphal book of Eldad and Medad, an
excerpt of which was allegedly attached to the Bible.

Lieberman apparently overlooked the only other medieval Jewish witness
linking Eldad and Medad to Num 10:35-36 and to the inverted n#ns. It is a
passage which appears in some MS versions of N17NY NN WATN, a masoretic
Midrash originating in the Geonic period but containing numerous editorial
additions by later hands.?® The passage was published by S. Wertheimer in
1930%° and reappeared in 1953 in the second and enlarged edition of his N3
M3 It reads:3 MNMND 19501 DYOWB PN PO OPIDD PN
DD 8P 1Y 9 INDNI DRI TIRWI TTMY TIVN DN
T2 TV DANBDTP DM ANN2T WN NI TNKT DI T DR 10 nNaw
T3 9DD O 7R TR PAmIR ¥ PR W23 “There are two verses
which bear inverted ##ns and were inserted into the Torah, for they are from
the prophecy of Eldad and Medad. Their prophecies were preserved, and ex-
plained by Ezekiel, as it is written: Thus says the Lord God: Are you the one
concerning whom 1 spoke in former days through my servamts the prophets of
Israel (Ezek 38:17)? Others say: This (ie., the inverted nuns) teaches us that
there was once a hidden book there.

The NN MDN WYY, then, also ascribes Num 10:35-36 to Eldad and
Medad. The Ezekiel passage, cited as proof that the prophecies of Eldad and
Medad were preserved for posterity, is based upon a midrashic play on words
which appears at b. Sanhedrin 17a. The passage reads in part:

DYIOM PWAT NI IR 1NN INIAINI AN I
TTPIIR 02T DD WIS AT NN PINY RS NN
V9% 9D PO 9P PRIINM 17 15 SpDY 5
PRIIND P I N3 OPDY 9P K BRI 29

ANM2T W NIT TTANA DION /1 BN 1D N
DON23T ORI SRMAI MTIY NI DUMWTP DM

58 AN DY TN 8Y3N5 DY DR DI
DN DI I IR DY KON DY PN

TTON N N LOMN INIE3 TN PI52 I8N
T

BSee A. Berliner, n'9pp hwi%p (Breslau: Schletter, 1872); S. Wertheimer’s first
edition of MW N1 (Jerusalem: Lilienthal, 1893-1897); S. Wertheimer, N19bN #9711
mnnty (Jerusalem: no publ, 1899); A. Marmorstein, “Midrasch der vollen und defektiven
Schreibung,” ZAW 27 (1907) 33-48; A. Marmorstein, n19A1 h1von w1 (London:
Luzac, 1917); and L. Ginzberg, “mnanty maon wym S wIn 1o’ in Spwspwy 113
(New York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1928), 1. 206-9.

®S. Wertheimer, 7”303t 201y 9on w1 (Jerusalem: no publ., 1930).

8. Wertheimer, Mm@ 112 (2 vols.; Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, 1953; re-
issued Jerusalem: Ktab Wasepher, 1968).

#1bid., 2. 274.
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What did Eldad and Medad prophesy? They announced: “Moses will die, and
Joshua will bring Israel into the land.” Abba Hanin said in R. Eliezer’s (ca. 100)
name: They prophesied concerning the quail, saying: “Rise, O quail; rise, O quail.”
R. Nahman (ca. 275) said: They prophesied concerning Gog and Magog, as it is
written: Thus says the Lord God: Are you the ome concerning whom 1 spoke in
former days through my servants the prophbets of Israel, who in those days prophesied
for years that 1 would bring you [Gog] against them (Ezek 38:17)? Do not read
“years” (B13%); read instead “a pair” (B)3%). Which pair of prophets prophesied
the same prophecy at the same time? Surely, none other than Eldad and Medad.

The cumulative weight of these talmudic and medieval midrashic texts has
led not only Lieberman, but more recently Kasher3? and Heschel,3® to conclude
that the Médrash Miflé passage does in fact reflect an ancient Jewish tradition
that Num 10:35-36 was taken into the Hebrew Bible from an apocryphal book
of Eldad and Medad. The book is no longer extant because it was withdrawn
from circulation. Not quite satisfied, Heschel goes one step further, adding that
the tradition that prophecies of Eldad and Medad were reduced to writing may
be biblical in origin.®* He renders Num 11:26 DY2N22 1Y, “their prophecies
are recorded in the writings, ie, in the book of Eldad and Medad.” Heschel
seems little perturbed that no version or commentator has so rendered Num
11:26 and offers the suggestion despite his awareness of the fact that Y3102
in biblical Hebrew never designates “writings” or “books.”

When confronted with an obscure passage, or a series of obscure passages,
it is best to isolate the clear strands from the obscute strands so that the former
may be used to shed light on the latter, and not vice versa. What is clear in the
Midrash Mi5lé passage is that Rabbi is attempting to explain why Num 10:35-36
is marked above and below. From parallel passages elsewhere in talmudic and
midrashic literature,3® we know precisely what Rabbi’s explanation was. The
usual readings are: YOIPD DD MY WIBM and NIB2 NI W HDY 3N
M3Y. Thus, Rabbi explains that Num 10:35-36 forms a book by itself. This
is clearly implied by Mishnah, Yadayim 3:5: WM DMWY 712 2100 7%am
DYTYT NN RDBH PAN8T YDI2 N NwNDD NPNIN “A biblical scroll which
contains eighty-five letters, as in the paragraph which begins: When the ark was
to set omt (Num 10:35), defiles the hands.”

In the light of the aforementioned passages, and in the light of the plain
sense of the Hebrew of the Midrash Miflé passage, the latter cannot be rendered
“these two verses stem from an independent book,” but can only mean “these two
verses were [or, better, are]*® an independent book,” ie., they form a book by
themselves. The seemingly difficult 13231 is not difficult at all when properly
vocalized: read 1333) (miphal participle), not 1333] (niphal perfect). The

# See n. 9 above.

% See n. 8 above.

S pipwn 1B ann, 2. 423.

% See notes 17 and 19 above; cf. Bereshith Rabbah 64:8 and Vayyigra Rabbab 11:3.
* Emendation of the Midrash Mi§lé passage yields the smoother reading: 1353 8171 “bD

118Y; the explanation offered here, however, is not dependent upon this emendation.
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sense is that Num 10:35-36 forms an independent book, one large enough to
qualify for storage. 1333 is a technical term in talmudic law and refers to the
process by which sacred objects which have outlived their usefulness are retired.
Such objects may not willfully be destroyed or discarded. They are to be stored
away or buried in a manner which allows them to decompose naturally.3” For
the form and sense of 1313, see especially b. Megillah 26b: TLNTP SWNOWN
191323, “accessories of sacred objects are stored away.”

Biblical scrolls rank high in the Jewish sacred economy; when worn or
damaged they are to be stored away. In the Midrash Mi5lé passage Rabbi indi-
cated that Num 10:35-36 formed not only an independent book, but one suffi-
ciently large to qualify for, indeed require, gemizah: 9352 NI 9BD ABY 37
13331 MY

It would appear that the two medieval midrashim, the eleventh-century
Adler Ms and the MANY NMDR ¥, both mistead the Midrash Mi5lé passage,
vocalizing 1333] instead of 133). The erroneous vocalization led the medieval
sources to conclude that Num 10:35-36 formed part of a “hidden” book whose
identity was not immediately apparent. Ingeniously, the medieval sources com-
bined their misreading with a talmudic discussion at b. Sanbhedrin 17a— where
the rabbis attempt to identify the content of the prophecy of Eldad and Medad
alluded to at Num 11:26, the upshot of which was the ascription of Num 10:35-
36 to Eldad and Medad. In turn, Lieberman, Kasher, and Heschel were misled
by the medieval sources in their interpretation of the Midrash Mi5lé passage.
While it is true that the rabbis at 4. Sanbedrin 17a disagreed concerning the con-
tent of the prophecy of Eldad and Medad mentioned at Num 11:26, none sus-
pected, nor is there any reason to suspect, that anything so unprophetic as Num
10:35-36 — which, after all, is little more than a descriptive account of what
Moses is supposed to have said whenever the ark was removed from, or returned
to, the camp — formed part of Eldad and Medad’s “prophecy in the camp.”38

In sum, then, the notion that Num 10:35-36 was borrowed from an apocry-
phal or pseudepigraphical book of Eldad and Medad is rooted neither in biblical

¥ Several methods of genszab described in b. Megillah 26b leave no doubt as to what
the process entailed; note especially the citation from Jeremiah: RIMBBY 89BIT 91 MK
n%aw MNN DD K3 MWRY LINTIII RN MEL NS 1131930 1IN ey $9aw orasd
DM 15321 3pYr M3 RAR 37 WY MO AN 19IDXY DN TGN ¥R 1M 1
D139 DY 1YY qpnd wan 1903 Dnndy aeRw, “Mar Zutra (375-425) said: Wrappings
of scrolls which are worn out may be used for making shrouds for an unattended corpse;
and this act constitutes their storing away. Raba (320-350) said: A scroll of the Law
which is worn out may be buried by the side of a rabbinical scholar, even though he be
one who merely repeats the laws. R. Aha b. Jacob (300-330) said: But it should be
placed in an earthenware vessel, as it says: And put them in an earthemware vessel that
they may last many days (Jer 32:14).

® For the prophecies of Eldad and Medad as recorded in midrashic and related litera-
tures, see L. Ginzberg, Legends of the Jews (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society,
1909-38), 3. 251-53; 6. 88-89. Apparently, Ginzberg was unaware of the Adler manu-
script (despite its publication in 1897) and its ascription of Num 10:35-36 to Eldad
and Medad.



LEIMAN: THE INVERTED NUNS AT NUMBERS 10:35-36 355

sources (as Heschel would have it), nor in midrashic sources (as Lieberman
and Kasher would have it), but first appears in medieval sources which no longer
understood the earlier midrashic materials (viz, the Midrash Mi5lé passage),
and which offer no testimony of independent value regarding the history of the
biblical text at Num 10:35-36.
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CRITICAL NOTE

MORE ON THE INVERTED NUNS OF NUM 10:35-36

Sid Z. Leiman’s recent study of traditions on the inverted Nuns at Num 10:35-36 is of obvious
interest to modern students of the Bible.! Medieval exegetical traditions are relevant to critical
scholarship as long as each source is viewed in its proper historical perspective and with an
awareness of its particular idiom and literary form. Leiman’s treatment, however, is open to
question on methodological grounds: (1) In examining exegetical traditions, one has to
distinguish between the original sense of an early statement and the sense attributed to it by a later
writer, who may be paraphrasing it. (2) The interpretation of Hebrew texts must conform to the
requirements of syntax and usage.

The starting-point of our discussion is a rabbinic statement which occurs with minor
variations in several sources datable to the talmudic period, including the Sifreand a Baraitain b.
Shabbath 115b. This statement was discussed in an earlier study on the inverted Nuns by S.
Lieberman, who translated it as follows:

[It is written] “When the ark set forward” etc. These two verses are marked at the
beginning and at the end to show that this is not their proper place. Rabbi said: [They are
marked] to indicate that they form a separate book.2

It is the saying of Rabbi (i.e., Judah the Prince) which interests us primarily. In Hebrew it
reads: mippené Sehii> seper be‘asmd. We will be referring to this saying throughout our discussion.

Lieberman explained the saying of R. Judah the Prince on the basis of comparative evidence
from Greek papyri and grammatical literature. The notion that two brief verses could, in and of
themselves, constitute a book is not as odd as it might seem, and the interpretation given by R.
Judah the Prince emerges as a reasonable one in the light of similar notions known from Greek
sources.? Quite as an aside, Lieberman noted that there is a medieval tradition, attested in an
eleventh-century Ms from Cairo, according to which Num 10:35-36 are identified as an excerpt
from a source known as “the Prophecy of Eldad and Medad.™ In this connection, Lieberman
ventured the further suggestion that such a tradition, or one similar to it, might underlie another
somewhat cryptic statement on Num 10:35-36, an obvious paraphrase of the primary versions of
the saying of R. Judah the Prince, in an earlier source, Midrash Mislé. In Hebrew it reads: séper
hayah bipmé “asmé wenignaz. Lieberman translated this saying as follows: “These two verses
stem from an independent book which existed but was suppressed (i.e., declared apocryphal).”s

Leiman disputes Lieberman’s translation on the grounds that the Hebrew can only mean that

'“The Inverted Nuns at Numbers 10:35-36 and the Book of Eldad and Medad,” JBL 93
(1974) 348-55.

2 Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (2d ed.; New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America,
1962) 38 and notes 1-5.

31bid., 41-43.

41bid., 41 n. 28; cf. p. 40 n. 16. This Ms was published by E. Adler under the title of Ginzé
Misrdaim (Oxford: Private publication by H. Hart; 1897). The author is unknown.

s Hellenism, 41 n. 28.
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these two verses form a separate book, but not that they stem from a separate book. According to
Leiman, the statement in Midrash Mislé means that a scroll on which these two verses were
written was to be stored away in the manner prescribed for sacred books. Consonantal ngnzis to
be taken as a niphal participle, pointed nignaz, and not as a perfect form, pointed nignaz.
Presumably, it would be rendered, “it is stored away” (= it is to be stored away). On this basis,
there would be no reference in Midrash Mislé to a lost source. There was only instruction on the
proper disposition of sacred books.®

The status of Num 10:35-36 as sacred writ is not in question, but given the syntax of medieval
Hebrew, and of rabbinic Hebrew, for that matter, Leiman’s translation cannot be sustained. The
writer of the statement in Midrash Mislé affected the sense of the earlier versions by introducing a
finite verb, hdyah, in place of the pronominal subject hd>, and by adding a second clause,
wenignaz, thus setting up a sequence of tenses: “It was (or had been) a book by itself, but it was
stored away.” This makes it virtually impossible to analyze ngnz as representing anything but a
perfect form of the verb. Equally untenable is the analogy cited by Leiman for taking ngnz as a
participle. He cites a statement from the Mishnah on the proper disposition of articles used
together with sacred objects: rasmisé gediisah nignazin, “accessories of sacred objects are stored
away.”’ But the use of participles to express durative action, or customary, proper action — a
common feature of Hebrew from the early rabbinic period and later — requires a certain syntax.
Thus, in this clause cited by Leiman, the participle nignazin functions as a predicate ina simple
sentence. More precisely, the niphal participle, with passive force, serves as a predicate adjective.
On the other hand, active participles often function as elliptical subjects, with the sense: “One
does, they do,” etc.8 To convey the sense which Leiman is suggesting, the writer of Midrash Misié
would have had to say: wegénezin 616, “and they store it away” (=it is to be stored away). And
even that might have been a bit awkward in view of the perfect verb, hayah, in the first clause.

Lieberman’s translation of the statement in Midrash Mislé conveys exactly what the writer
had in mind. There is a clear reference here to a text that was lost, or declared apocryphal, and that
reference cannot legitimately be disclaimed. Whereas the primary saying of R. Judah the Prince
was unambiguous in referring to a separate book, this secondary paraphrase of it incorporated a
certain twist, or turn of phrase, which affected the precise meaning.?

Leiman calls attention to yet another attestation of the Eldad and Medad tradition relevant to
Num 10:35-36 in a Masoretic treatise known as Midrash (Ta “mé) Heserét Wiytérée.10 That
midrash presents the view that Num 10:35-36 are an excerpt from “the Prophecy of Eldad and
Medad.” It cites a midrash on Ezekiel in this connection and concludes by saying: “This teaches us
that there was an apocryphal book there.” The Hebrew reads: melammeéd Sehayah sam séper
ganiiz.!

6“The Inverted Nuns,” 353-54.

7 1bid., 354, citing b. Megillah 26b.

8 For further examples of niphal participles as predicate adjectives see Mishnah, Megillah
5:10. The active participle is used frequently, in its role as a present tense, to indicate an elliptical
third-person subject in a manner resembling the French “on” or German “man.” The effect is a
kind of stative. Good examples, in English translation, are provided by J. Neusner (/nvitation to
the Talmud [New York: Harper & Row, 1973] 44-45) from Mishnah, Berakoth, ch. 8.

9 In Midrash Mislé there is the nuance of an indefinite antecedent, i.e., “there was a book” (=a
book existed). This is implied in Lieberman’s translation. See n. 4 above.

10S, Wertheim, Baré Midrasér (2 vols.; Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, 1953; reissued,
Jerusalem: Ktav Vasepher, 1968), 2. 203-332.

1'Ibid., 2. 274.
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Now, Leiman views the statement in Midrash Mislé, cited earlier, as standing together with
the earlier traditions of the talmudic period, but assigns the above statement from Midrash
(Ta “mé, Heserér Wivterdr to the same stratum of later interpretation as is represented by the
eleventh-century Cairo Ms. According to him, Midrash Mislé, usually dated to the period between
640-900 c.E., knew the original import of the saying of R. Judah the Prince and intended no
reference to an apocryphal source, whereas these two later sources did not understand this and
misread a niphal participle for a perfect form. This, in turn, led them to make the connection
between Num 10:35-36 and the Eldad and Medad tradition, a connection not made before.

This alinement of literary sources is questionable. There are indications that Midrash
(Ta“mé) Heserdr Wiveerdt is as early as Midrash Misié, if not earlier. Leiman claims that it
contains “numerous editorial additions by later hands.”!2 We assume he means that the statement
in question is not original to that compilation. If it is original, however, we would have an
attestation of the linkage between Num 10:35-36 and the Eldad and Medad tradition
contemporary with Midrash Mislé, if not prior to it. It is tempting to compare the statement in
Midrash Mislé, viz., seper havah. . .wenignaz with Sehayah. . .séper gamiz, which appears in
Midrash (Ta“mé) Hesérét Wivterée. In fact, it is possible that Midrash (Ta “mé) Hesérét
Wiyterér may be the earlier source referred to in the eleventh-century Cairo Ms, which quotes the
Eldad and Medad tradition in the name of “some Midrashim” (b¢migsar midrasor).'?

All of this suggests that Lieberman’s hunch warrants serious study. On the other hand, we
agree with Leiman that A. J. Heschel's views carry Lieberman’s suggestion too far.'4

BARUCH A. LEVINE

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY, NEW YORK, NY 10003

12“The Inverted Nuns,” 352 and n. 28, for literature.

13 From what we have been able to learn, it is the arrangement of the contents according to the
order of the biblical verses commented upon which is the work of later editors, but not the
essential material included in Midrash (Ta “mé) Heserét Wivierdt. For asurvey of current views
on the dating of the various midrashic compilations, see M. D. Herr, “Midrash,” Encyclopaedia
Judaica (16 vols.; New York: Macmillan, 1970), 11. 1507-14, and especially the chronological
table, p. 1511.

14 “The Inverted Nuns,” 353 n. 34. The reference is to A. J. Heschel, Térah min hasSamaim
ha’aspaqlariah sel haddorét (2 vols.; New York: Soncino, 1962), 2. 420-24.

CORRECTION
In the article of R. D. Worden, “Redaction Criticism of Q: A Survey,” JBL 94(1975)
543, a word has been omitted at the end of line 4. The sentence involved should read: “Itis
evident that there were four beatitudes in Q, the first three of which may have been joined
through catchword association with uakdpior.”






