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THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF
TARGUM JONATHAN

The Aramaic rendering of the Prophets belongs to the earliest
translations of the Bible which have come down to us. Its
importance for the textual investigation and early Biblical in-
terpretation cannot be overestimated. While the targumist makes
little display of critical study in rendering intricate passages,
and while he does not pretend to present a minutely literal
translation of the Hebrew text, his reverence for the letter and
transmitted reading of the text must be far have exceeded that
of the Greek and Syriac translators. At the same time his trans-
lation is doubtlessly based on a sounder and exacter understand-
ing of both the etymology and usages of the Hebrew language.
Again, its value may be said to rest in the fact that, forming
a distinct and independent rendering of the text, it presents a
helpful source in establishing the principles pursued in the
early translations. A good many emendations and assumed
violations of the Hebrew text on the sole basis of the transla-
tions, so eagerly sought by the modern Biblical scholar, would
thus be completely done away with. It is also a mine of Agadic
exegesis, to which, in most instances, parallels are preserved in
the extant sources. It cannot fail to be of considerable importance
for the history of that vast literature, giving in this connection
new and vivid emphasis to the religious, national and political
state of mind of that age in Palestine.

The authorship of the Targum to the Prophets has been
the object of protracted and diverse discussion. Tradition ascribes
it to Jonathan b. Uziel, the most prominent disciple of Hillel,
of the first century. This single mention in the Talmud
of the authorship of Jonathan and the mystic manner in which
it is related, can hardly help solve the problem. There is, further-
more, the astounding fact that in the parallel passage in the

9



10 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS

Yerushalmi 1) there is complete silence of this tradition of the
Babli.2) Had this tradition been common, there could have been
no possible reason for the Yerushalmi to ignore the work of
the distinguished and holy Jonathan, who “when he discussed
the law, a bird flying near him would be burned”.3)

The Talmudic tradition mentions Aquila’s translation. Both
Talmudim have set monuments to the Seventy. Is it because
the Targum was originated on Palestinian soil, extensively
used and known in Palestine, forming even a necessary part
in the worship, that they failed to be impressed by it?

So the inference was drawn that the Aramaic version of the
Bible fell in disfavor with the authorities in Palestine who, how-
ever, were distinctly pleased with the Greek translation, particu-
larly the Greek version of Aquila.4) The alleged reasons for

1) Y. Megilla 1, 9.

2) Babli Meg. 3b. Blau's contention (J. Q. R, v. 9, p. 738) has
no foundation. Cases of disagreement in assigning the author of a say-
ing are numerous. It needs no explanation and consequently cannot be
made a basis for a new theory.

3) Suk. 28a; Baba Bathra 134a; Y. Nedarim §, 6.

4) Berliner (Onkelos 108-110) has even the idea of a complete
suppression of the official Targumim in Palestine. Weiss (Dor Dor etc.,
v. 1, 200) even knows exactly the time when this suppression took place
and its author. It was Rabban Gamliel, of whom it is said (Shab. 11%a;
Tosef. 13 (14) and with some changes in Sof. 5, 15; Y. Shab. 16, 1)
that he hid the Targum to Job. So then it was he who put the ban also
on the official Targumim. And it was not until the time of R. Akiba
that the ban was lifted. This conjecture is read by Weiss into the phrase
ok 1339 0D n93 o, It is evident that the whole supposition hinges
on the mere finding that Rabban Gamliel forbade the use of a certain
particular Targum. That the express mention of the Targum should be
taken to indicate that the other Targumim were spared this interdiction
seems to have escaped their observation. Furthermore, their thcory is
exposed to a dangerous contradiction. If the Targum was restored in the
time of R. Akiba, what sense could there have been to the contention
of R. Chalafta with Gamliel the younger, a contemporary of R. Akiba,
with regard to his license with the Targum, and his reminder of R.
Gamliel the Elder? They should not have overlooked the remarkable
coincidence presented in the story of Gamliel the Elder and his grand-
child. In both instances it was the Targum to Job that evoked disfavor.
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such a departure will hardly stand their ground. But aside from
other considerations, this assertion is flatly contradicted by the
very fact that the Aramaic version was not ignored by the
Palestinian authorities. Both Onkelos and Jonathan are quoted
in the Yerushalmi and Midrashim,3) while, on the contrary,
the genuineness of the quotations from Aquila is doubtful.®)

It was, then, clearly this Targum which was hit by Rabban Gamliel the
Elder, and which was still regarded as forbidden.

There is little to be said of Pinn's conjecture (v. 1, 56, p'o'\n1 ¥937)
that the suppression of the Targum to the Pent. was due to the intro-
duction of the Samaritan Targum with its dangerous divergencies from
the Hebrew text. This he attempts to discover in the obscure saying
of Mar Zutra (San. 21b).

It needs only to be mentioned that there is not the faintest hint in
the Talmud of a suspension of the Targum-reading in the worship, as he
would have us believe. Rosenthal (Beth Ha-Midrash 2, 276) takes the
view that the reverence in which Aquila’s translation was held in Pales-
tine was due to the tact that Greek was spoken more than Aramaic in
Palestine. It is pure imagination.

5) The reader is referred to Zunz G. V., p. 67, Notes b, c.
It should be remarked that the list of citations given by Zunz represents
by no means an exhaustive research. It is not my present task to cite
the numerous cases which, for some reason or other, he does not cite.
Suffice it to state that citations from Onkelos alone in Genesis r.
exceed considerably the number of citations from Aquila taken together.
Com. Lerner, An. u. Quellen d. Breishit Raba 63-65. His view that
the respective citations may not represent actual quotations from the
Targum, is open to question. One would be at a loss to explain the
identity of these citations with the rendering in the Targum.
For one of the mind of Geiger, who makes the general assertion that
citations from the Targumim are not to be found except in the latter
Midrashim, it will be of interest the following remark in 2'3'3p» Wma3
to Gen. r. 45,7: Dw3 203 DINN KR NIBIPH ABI3 KIS PO TN
AN B9IP3 PIIY QDML M KN DLINN DPw Dyen DIpB

This is just as true of other cases.

6) Com. Field Hex. XVII. Of all the 12 respective citations, one,
on Is. 5, 6 (Eccl. r. 11, 7) belongs to Jonathan, and yet carries the name
of Aquila. Luria 1. c. would emend Jonathan but admits Jonathan is
never mentioned in the Midrash. Einhorn (ad loc.) would have here
Aquila agree with Jonathan, so Herzfeld (Geschichte 11, 63). Equally,
Weiss" assertion (Dor, v. 2, 123) that this implics Aquila must have
made use of Jonathan needs no refutation. Another Aramaic quotation
referring to Prov. 25, 11 (Gen. r. 93, 3) is partly taken from the
Targum to Prov.
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Yet they are not traced to their respective translators. Such
is also the case in Babli, where this tradition of Jonathan's
authorship is told. In all the many quotations from Targum
Jonathan there is no single reference to Jonathan. These
facts combine to show that both in Babylonia and Palestine
this tradition was otherwise understood, and not until a com-
paratively late period did it succeed in gaining currency.

Aquila’s authority, then, in these cases is a mistake. One other
case, namely that referring to Lev. 19, 20 (Y. Kid. 1, 1 end) deals with
a Halakic exposition. In the first place, it implies in no way a trans-
latory interpretation. Further, the authority of Aquila given in the name
of Jochanan is contested by Chiya who refers it to R. Laser, changing
only the reference for evidence. ~On the other hand, in the Babli
(Krithoth 11b) no authority is cited for the same interpretation. If
the authority of Aquila was correctly quoted, then paan should be in-
terpreted in its general sense as wwin is used in the Babli. His trans
lation was not meant, and all assumptions by De Rossi (Meor Einaim,
Ch. 45) and Krauss (Steinschneider Fest. 153) in this case deserve
little consideration. The case of Dan. 8, 13, where Aquila is cited
(Gen. r. 21, 1; Jalqut Dan. 1. c.) in Hebrew, is instructive. There
can be no question that the words pYpar DN are an interpolation.
It is Rab Huna's interpretation played on a particular form of the word
and the contracted 1315 : it should read: ;v 113p5 ,Avap w3 29
9“mar, It admits of no other explanation.

It is not necessary to enlarge upon these four non-Greek citations.
It is scarcely necessary to state that none of these citations is to be
found in the Hexapla. But of no more valid authenticity are the re-
maining eight Greek citations. The citation of Lev. 23, 40 (Y. Sukka
3, 5 Gem.) is a misquotation. As Field and others remarked, such a
rendering is fundamentally foreign to Aquila. Besides, in Babli (Sukka
35a) this is recorded as said by Ben Azai, and deducted by the 19pn 5»
method. In Yerushalmi, again, R. Tanchuma is citing Aquila /5 “pr
NTA I ppr Davn DIvpak ‘aan wonsn . This is striking. Aquila is
always cited plainly. In the Midrash, however (Lev. r. 30, 8; Jalqut
1. ¢.), the name of R. Tanchuma is omitted. At the same time Ben
Azai is cited in the Midrash as the authority of the saying %30 nt ~In
mwS mawn 1393 while in Babli 1. ¢. R. Abbahu is mentioned as the
author, and in Yerushalmi (l. c¢.) R. Levi is the one who said it. It
appears that Ben Azai's authority was particularly intended for the last
part of the saying, namely the citation from Aquila, as if Ben Azai
were citing Aquila. A reconciliation of the Babli and Yerushalmi on
this point would appear to have been in the view of the compiler. That
might have been the case in the Yerushalmi. According to one report,
R. Tanchuma was the author of this exegetic note, just as Ben Azai is
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Furthermore, Targum Jonathan is quoted in Babli, in many
instances, in the name of Rab Joseph, the president of the
Pumbeditha Academy, who flourished in the fourth century.
Even as late as the author of a commentary on Taharoth, for a
long time ascribed to Hai Gaon (flourished in the 11th Century),
quotations from Targum Jonathan are given in the name of
Rab Joseph, which led Zekaria Frankel, Schurer, Buhl, Winter
u. Wiinsche, Graetz and many others to take Rab Joseph as the

named as its author in the Babli; according to the other, it was Aquila's
(interpretation, not translation). And both reports were united in the
form it reads in the Yerushalmi. Either B. A. or R. T. made use of
the semblance of the respective Hebrew word to the Greek word, a
method pursued extensively by the Agadists (Com. Shab. 63b: Gen. r.
99, 7; com. Shorr pi5nn 12, 6.). It is not Aquila’s translation which is
quoted. Zipper's Theory (Krauss 1. c.) as well as Rappaport’s fine sug-
gestion (3n® 1250 77p) employed by Krauss (1. c. 153) in this case, are
superfluous. Of a similar nature is the interpretation attributed to Aquila
in Lev. r. 33, 6 on Ez. 23:43. This curious explanation could hardly
have found a place in the literal translation of Aquila. It does not
belong to Aquila.

With reference to the allegorical interpretation of Prov. 18:21,
attributed in Lev. r. 33, 1 to Aquila, it was justly characterized by
Field (l. c.) along with Lev. 23:40 as “Omnino absurdae et ridiculae
sunt”. Com. Tanchuma Lev. y313t 4, where practically the same idea is
expressed without resorting to this Greek expression.

Questionable is the quotation from Aquila on Ps. 48, 21, cited
in Y. Meg. 2, 4; Y. M. K. 3, 7. In the first place, Aquila renders
mdy 5y Ps. 46, 1 by édmdveaviotitov . So also in 9:
vaibtyrog . It stands to reason that 48, 21 was similarly rendered
by him and not by the alleged d&davasla . This would agree with the
T. rendering ®3m 9 1113 which is also indicated in the Y. (l. c.),
namely Mmmops . It should also be noticed in passing that one other
interpretation given there mn p%pa 133n3 Rin agrees with the Lxx,
which renders it elg tovg eldvag , which is also im plied in
Cant. r. 1, 22. The Syriac Hex., as well as Jerome (Field XXVI),
would lend support to such a rendering by Aquila. The rendering

Gdavacia cited in Field (l. c.) under column Ed. Prima, ought not
to be take in serious consideration for obvious reasons. To all intents,

this rendering of nin%y is so Midrashic that it would not find its way
even into a less rigorous translation than Aq.

The quotation in Y, Shab. 6, 4 from Aq. on Is. 3:20 is not found
in the Hex. The case of Ez. 16, 10 (Lam. r. 1, 1), containing a double
rendering, may even be a quotation from Jon. The Lxx might as well
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real author of the T. Jonathan.?) But Rashi and Tosaphoth are
unqualifiedly right in their common explanation of this curious
occurrence.®) It should be borne in mind that Rab Joseph him-
self often cites the Targum Jonathan with the introductory phrase
R 'R ®’oUMN ’oMSR, which clearly signifies he had the Tar-
gum before him.?) Furthermore, Rab Joseph also cites Onke-
los.10) On the other hand, we have a citation from the Targum
to Esth. 3, 1, ascribed to Rab Joseph, where it is clear from the
Greek names it contains that we have a Palestinian Targum
before us.11) Again, some of Rab Joseph's interpretations fail to
coincide with those in the Targum Jonathan.l2) In addition,

be meant, which here, as also in Ex. 27:16, agrees with Aq. as recorded
in the Hex., and also disagrees, just as Aq., with its version in the
Midrash. Similarly, the citation from Aq. on Gen. 17:1 in Gen. r. 46, 2;
in this case also there is no telling which Greek translation was meant,
for the Lxx contains also such a rendering (com. Field Hex., 1. ¢.). The
ascription, again, to Aq. of citations from other sources was demonstrated
above. This might have been the case with the quotations from Aq. on
Dan. 5, 5§ (Y. Joma 3, 8 Gem.) and Esth. r. 6. In the former, Aq.
is preserved in the Lxx only.

7) Keilim 29, 30 on Judges 3:16; IS. 3:23, 13:21; Ez. 17.7;
Oholoth 18 on Is. 49:22. It is interesting that the Aruch(2 783 ,2 1923)
cites the Targum from Hai, refraining from mentioning the source, by
the same direct reference to R. Joseph no1y 37 ooy,

Com. Schiirer, Geschichte, VI, 149 (4th German ed); Z.
Frankel, Zu d. T., 10-12; Buhl, Kanon, 173; Winter u. Wiinsche, Jud.
Lit. 1, 65.

Winter u. Wiinsche, ib., would interpret the tradition as pointing
to the authorship of Jonathan of the fragmentary Targum to the
Prophets in Codex Reuch. Com. also Weiss, Dor, 1, 200; 2, 123.

8) Rashi, Kidushin 13a; Tos. Baba Kama 3a pannTs.

9) San. 94b; Moed Katan 28b; Meg. 3a.

10) Shab. 28a; Exod. 25:5, 64; Num. 31, 50; Nazir 39a; Num.
6:9; Sota 48b: Deut. 1:49, the latter ascribed to Rab Shesheth in
another recension.

11) As to the existence of a Targum to Esther at a compara-
tively early date, com. Megilla 17a, Mishna and Gemara 18a; Y. Meg.
2, 1. As to the assumption of Rab Joseph being the author of the
Targum to Hagiog., com. Tosafoth Shab. 115a 1713y and Megilla 21b
n%1am31 pointing out that the Targum to Hag. dates back to the
Tanaitic age, while Rashi Megilla (l. c.) nowypasserts man rxe
B'3Na3 ,

12) Here are some illustrations: Aboda Zara 4a, R. Joseph's in-
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in the instance of the Targumic citation on Is. 33:21 put in the
mouth of R. Joseph in Jomma 77b, it is given in the name of Rab
in Rosh Hashana 23a, and on no authority in Shek. 6, 2, Gem.
It may be further stated that in some instances the authority
of R. Joseph is omitted; these are introduced by the impersonal
‘13'037np7 Again, it should be noticed that Onkelos to Genesis
49:27 and Gen. 30:14 is said in the name of Rab and Levi (Ze-
bachim 54a) paanw W5 ,03n» 37 and San. 99b on Gen. 30:14
without ’3anp , and still this would not constitute sufficient
evidence to place the name of Rab on Targum Onkelos. The
evidence in question presses in the direction of an entirely dif-
ferent conclusion, and that is, that so general was the ignorance
of the authorship of the official Targumim that quotations from
them were permitted or had to be recalled on the authority of
the one citing them.

There is no need to dwell at length on the fanciful hypo-
thesis first formulated by Drusius and later set forth in his
peculiar way by Geiger and supported by Karpeles, connecting
Jonathan with Theodotion.13) According to this theory, the
Targum Jonathan is founded on the Greek translation of Theo-
dotion, while Targum Onkelos is based on Aquila.24) But the
Theodotion version, which is rather a revised version of the Lxx
than an independent rendering, and whose Pharasaic origin is
open to question, and whose author shows a scant knowledge
of Hebrew, could hardly become the groundwork for the Rab-
binic Targum Jonathan. There is not the remotest agreement
between them, either as to the principles employed or as to the
rendering, except in the names of the translators, and only a

terpretation of Ez. 9:6; Shab. 26a on Jerem. 52:16; Shab. 54b;
Kethuboth 6b on IS. 17:8, which involves an Halakic exposition cited
also in Shab. 56a. This is contained in the Toseftoic addition on the
margin of Codex Reuch. That Rab Joseph, however, was also an in-
dependent interpreter appears from his interpretation of Gen. 10, 2
(Joma 10a), in which he disagrees with the extant Targumim, while
Ps. Jonathan agrees with R. Simoi (R. Simon in Gen. r. 37, 1).

13) Geiger, Ursch. 163; Carpeles, History (Heb.) 159.

14) Com. Rapaport pr3yanrd (195t 3; Luzzatto mymaw 214; Adler
135 ns'ns Introduction.
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highly powerful imagination would be taken by its suggestive-
ness.

With the collapse of these theories; with the tradition in
complete silence over the name of the author of the official Tar-
gum to the Prophets, and 1n utter lack of other evidence leading
to the establishment of a tenable hypothesis, there is no use in
further attempts to solve the riddle. There was no single author
to impress tradition, and in so far as the name of the author is
concerned, the discussion should be considered as concluded.
But there is another question closely allied with this problem,
which calls for consideration. Many writers on this subject
speak of a revised redaction of the official Targumim. Some
assert that the revision was stimulated by a missionary desire
to supply the Gentile world, speaking an Aramaic dialect, with
a correct rendering of the Torah, as Luzzato, supported by Rap-
paport, would put it.23) Others would look for its cause in the
careless handling by the early Aramaic translators of the Hebrew
text.16)  Berliner and Geiger adhere to the theory that the
revision was brought about by the necessity of furnishing the
congregations in the Diaspora, particularly in Babylonia, with a
unified and carefully redacted Aramaic version of the Bible.1?)

It should be first borne in mind that these theories
start from the viewpoint that these Targumim were, so
to speak, rejected in Palestine and consequently found eleva-
tion to general reverence in Bablyonia. This theory of Palestinian
disregard for the Targum is already shown to be erroneous.
On the whole, however, this theory will, on full examination,
prove to be perplexing. The question arises, how is it, that the
redactors permitted renderings to remain in the Targum which
unmistakably signify a different reading from the Masoretic
text? 18)

15) Luzzatto, Oheb, VIII; Rapaport I. c.

16) Meor Enaim, Ch. 45.

17) Ur. 164, Nach. Schriften 4, 103; Berliner, On. 108-110.
Com. Rapoport 53w miaae p. 214. Weiss, Dor 11, 123; Deutsch in
Smith's Dictionary of the Bible 3411. Com. also Jost, Geschichte d.
Jud., v. 2, 54, Note 1.

18) Com. chapter on textual variations, group A. As to Onk.,
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It is further assumed that the revision was made
necessary in order to make the Targumic interpretations conform
to current Halakic exposition. If this were the case, we should
expect to find the Targum in complete harmony with current
Halaka. But this is far from being the case. Onkelos presents
a long list of cases where it differs from the formally accepted
Halakic interpretations and decisions. So are the renderings of
Exod. 21, 24 and Lev. 24, 19, 20 against the accepted Halaka,
“transmitted from Moses and so seen at the court of every genera-
tion from Joshua and on™ (Maimonides 1, 6 P 1y 531 M357)
that a monetary and not a corporal retaliation is meant (Baba
Kama 83b, 84a); Lev. 19:32 disregarding Baraitha Kidushin 32;
Deut. 23:18 against Halaka. Sifri 1. c.; San. 54b; Abodah
Zara 36b. (com. Maimonides R“57 ,3 nx'a *Mo'x Apwn 7, and
Magid Mishna 1. ¢.). In all of which the Targum undoubtedly
has preserved an afterwards superseded Halaka.19)

The same may be said, in a certain measure, of the Agada.
Many are the cases both in Jonathan and Onkelos where the
popular interpretations are ignored but which could hardly be
ignored by a later redaction.20) Pseudo-Jonathan and the Frag-

com. Rosenthal in Weiss' Beth Talmud, 2, 284. The adduced evidence,
however, tends rather to contradict his hypothesis of a late single com-
position of T. Jonathan. Com. also Twn 93 1, 220.

19) It is instructive to notice the rendering of the respective
cases in Ps. Jonathan, which conform with the Halaka. This betrays the
hand of a later day editor. The Ps. Jonathan, as is generally known, con-
tains some Halakic interpretations conflicting with the current Halaka,
which led some writers, among them Geiger, to regard it as a mine of

early, Sadducean Halaka. Com. Revel, Karaite Halaka, p. 18.

20) Some examples: Is. 17:8; Kethuboth 9b; Ezek. 1:14;
Hagiga 13b; com. also the singular rendering of vv. 5, 6. Com.
Hag. I. c¢; Kid 72a, referring to 2K 18:11. Both official Targumim
abound with such cases.

Yawetz (5@ M990 v. 9, 254-264) is the author of a novel
theory, namely, that Rab Joseph was the redactor of both Onkelos
and Jonathan, as it is evident from the Targumic citations in the Talmud
which are quoted in his name. These Targumim have originated from
the Greek translation of Aquila, which was translated into Aramaic.
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mentary Targum may serve as instructive illustrations. Finally,
there are many inconsistencies in reference to certain prin-
ciples followed in the Targum (com. groups B and C in the chap-
ter on textual deviations), which would not have occurred had
it proceeded from the hand of a single redactor. Nothing,
again, can account for the silence in the Talmudic sources over
an act of such magnitude and importance. The tradition of the
Babli of the official Targumim can hardly be taken in any
degree to contain the historical kernel of a single authorship. It
might be assumed, on the other hand, that it does not, in sub-
stance, imply that Jonathan was the author of the extant Targum
or of one lost, but points to the fact that this great Rabbi was
preeminently skillful in the interpretation of the Prophets. Tar-
gum would then be used in this case in its acquired and more
general sense. Targum as a quality is counted among the merits
of the fellow student of Jonathan, Rabban Jochanan b. Zakkai.21)

What has been said of Jonathan is true of Onkelos. There
could not have been a revised redaction of the magnitude the
sponsors of this theory maintained. The corruptionist hypothesis
rests on the doubtful foundation that the unofficial Targumim,
as Pseudo-Jonathan, to which unfavorable references are sup-
posedly made in the Talmud, preceded the official Targum. But
just the reverse may be true, namely, that these extra-Targumim
were built upon the official Targum. Suffice it to say that the
existence of “Our” Targum, stated by Tanaitic authorities, im-
plies the fact that the other Targumim existed along with the
official Targum.

Rab Joseph edited and put them in final shape. Hence the name of
Aquila (Onk.) on the Targum of the Pentateuch and also of the
Prophets (namely, the citation in Eccl. r. 11, 3 from Jonathan Is.
5.6, which was considered above) and of Rab Joseph on the Targum
of the Prophets and also of the Pent. (the citation in Sota 48b). It
is the queerest of theories propounded on the question of the author-
ship of the Targumim. Ingenuity must fail when one identifies the
literal Aquila with the interpretative Jonathan.

21)  Soferim 16, 8: nw ® N3N RO T 12 13 129 9P 15y 1om
AITaRY MISOR @ATD DI3INY KDL 105 k5w nnn nnk , which is omit-
ted in the modified version of this saying in Sukka 28a and Baba
Bathra 134a: so also in 19 377 naax . Com. also Sifri Deut. 179:
01390 1O M3 RAPL LRPB 'Y k12D kMNBAY OB ARV WO P8
Aswn 1S Rad DN
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But this does not imply that no change was introduced in
the existing official Targumim. Certain traces in the Targum

carry unmistakable evidence of a Babylonian recast, which was,
however, of a very limited scope.

This will be discussed later. The substance was left un-
touched. Consequently, we may rest assured there was no unified
authorship even to the extent of a thoroughgoing redaction.
But before advancing other views with regard to the authorship,

we might well direct our attention to evidence preserved in
the Targum.

It should be noticed at the outset that tradition assigns an
early origin to the official Targumim. The same tradition which
vaguely ascribed the Targum to late authorities is sponsor of the
statement that they originated far back of the age of these
authorities. Of Jonathan the tradition makes clear that he “said™
the Targum from the mouths of the Prophets Haggai, Zachariah
and Malachi. With regard to Onkelos the tradition explains
that Onkelos only restored the Targum, which originated with
Ezra. The latter was inferred, in the name of Rab, from the
interpretation of Nehemiah 8:8, according to which wmen
carries the meaning of bwn (R. Judan, Nedarim 37a; Gen. r.
36, end). Making all allowance, the Targum Jonathan contains
evidence pointing to a comparatively early date. Evidence of a
general character consists, first, of the textual deviations which
abound in Jonathan as well as in Onkelos. 22)  The
same may be said with reference to the unacceptable Halaka,
found in Onkelos. This fact points to a date when these matters
were still in the Balance. Why, however, they were permitted at
a later age to remain in the Targum can easily be explained.
There was first of all the tradition referring the Targumim to
the last Prophets and Ezra, which cast a halo over them, and
none would venture either to question the propriety of the ren-

22) Rosenfeld's long list of supposed deviations from the M. T.
in Talmud (Mishpachoth Soferim, Vilna, 1883) will be found on closer
examination to present no contradiction to this statement. With minor
exceptions, nearly all the adduced cases are of a Midrashic nature and
should be regarded as such.
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dering or attempt to emend them, just because they appeared
amazingly striking.

There was no cause for general alarm. The Targum was read
verse for verse with the Hebrew Text, which would bring home
to the reflection of the hearer the established reading.23) Still,
precaution was sought to exclude a possible impression that the
Targum represents the right reading. I am persuaded to interpret
the causes for the limitations placed upon the reading of the
Targum in the light of this supposition.24)

The elimination of anthropomorphisms, so persistently
carried through in the official Targumim, goes back to an early
period. It is a tendency which has its roots in the movement
that gave rise to the 18 Tikune Soferim (Mek. Ex. 17, 7) and
to the substitution of descriptive appelations (Adonai, Heaven,
etc.) for the name of God.25) In the later part of the Amoraic
age a reaction set in against this tendency, which did not
reappear until the Arabic Era. This principle would not have
been so singularly stressed in the 4th century in Babylonia, not
to speak of the 7th century. Numerous anthropomorphic sub-
stitutes were eliminated in the official Targumim by the latter
redactors, to whom, it would seem, the anthropomorphic ex-
pression was no longer terrifying and repugnant.

It will be of some interest in this connection to note the
relaxing of this principle in the Targum to Hagiog., which is
certainly later than the Targumim to the Pent. and Prophets.
This targumist does not hesitate to render literally such expres-
sions as God laughs (Ps. 2:4; 37:13), God sees (Ps. 33:13; 35:17,
22 etc), God's eyes and eyelids (Ps. 11:4; 33:18), God's hands

23) Com. Meg. 23b; Tos. Meg. 3; Rosh Hashana 27a.

24) Com. Sota 39b and Y. Meg. 4, 1 Gem. The alleged reason
MIN3 3109 DIAR 1oy k9w becomes more sensible if interpreted to
mean that the public should not suppose the Targum version to corres
pond to the established reading.

25) It was this tendency which influenced both the Aramaic and
the Lxx versions. Com. Z. Frankel, Vorstudien, p. 175; Einfluss, pp.
30, 82, 130; Palaest u. Alex. Shrift., 21 et seq; Zeller, Philosophie
d. Griechen, v. 3, 11; 3, 253.
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(Ps. 119:73).26) This reavels the notions of a later generation,
which would undoubtedly have come to the surface in the
official Targumim, had they been its production.

The term ®ww ., employed in the Targumim to cover
anthropomorphic expressions, strikes me also as of early origin.
It should be noticed at the outset, what a good many have missed
to observe, that there is nothing in it to imply Greek influence.
It represents no identity. It disavows the slightest implication
of an agency. It is merely a term of speech adopted to disguise
anthropomorphic presentations, for the awe-inspiring exaltation
of God, hiding the face, like Moses, for fear “to look up to
God™”. It was intended not so much to interpret or explain as
to remind and evoke a higher reaction. It is fully employed in
the same sense as 937 or vy is used in the Bible, in which
image X' was certainly cast.27) In a later age, under the
influence, it would seem, of the Greek Logos, this term acquired
the meaning of a definite essence, an embodied heavenly power
approaching an intermediary agency.28) The =137 calls to
Moses;29) it wvisits, surrounds and kisses.830) In the Book of
Wisdom, probably of Palestinian origin, the all-powerful word
of God leaps down from heaven, “a stern warrior into the midst

26) L. Ginsburg in the Jewish En. Anthropo. seemingly failed to
take notice of this distinction when he made the unqualified statement
that the earlier Targumim retained in translation such expressions as
the hand, finger, eye etc. of God. This is true of the Targum to the
Hagiog. only. In Jonathan an evasive substitute is always employed in
such cases. As to the hand of God, com. Joshua 22:31; 1§ 5:7; 1K
18:46; Is. §:25, 9:11, 11:11, 15:31, 3; Jer. 1.9 etc. As to finger,
com. Exod. 8:15 with the exceptions of Exod. 31:18 and its parallel
in Deut. 9:10, in which case, it seems, the substitute was eliminated,
as in the creation story, in order to avoid an explanation that the
tablets were given by some inferior power, or to escape the danger of
allegorizing the fact of the tablets. Com. further Exod. 33:12, 13;
1 Kings 8:29; Is. 1:15; 43:4; Jer. 7:30.

27) In Ps. 336, 9; 107:20; 147:15, 18; 148:8 =39 is a descrnip-
tive term for the action of God, while in 119:89 it is descriptive of
the Torah.

28) Com. Gen. r. 4, 2.
29) Lev. r. 1, 4.
30) Cant. r. 1:13.
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of a doomed land™.31) The term xm'», then, could not have
originated in a period when it might be taken to signify a distinct
God-like power. In its use in translation it would have the effect
of investing the ¥w'w with all activity, God being inactive—
and nothing could be more horrible to the non-Hellenistic Jew
than a transcendentalism of the Alexandrian mould. As was
noticed before, the later Bablyonian redactors have limited in
the Targum the use of the X . It is remarkable that in the
creation story all anthropomorphic expressions are, contrary to
principle, literally rendered. In most of the parallel cases in
Ps. Jonathan ®ow is inserted. The reason for that might be
found in the new significance which this term had assumed, so
that the application of this term in the creation story would
carry the implication that some other power, separate from
God, was the author of the act of the creation.32)

The Targum to the Prophets is not wanting in more specific
evidence, although this sort of evidence is admittedly scant. This
T. is far from being Midrashic. It is primarily a translation,
and the chief concern of the translator is to find the right mean-
ing and the interpretation of the word and phrase; it is not
seeking to explain the exigencies of the age, or to propound
the mysteries of the generations. It does, however, in a few
cases make use of allegory. In the allegorical interpretation un-
mistakable allusions were preserved to events which can be
placed. The events extend over many periods, which furnish
us the clue to the historical origination of the Targum.

Direct historical reference is made in the Targum to
Hab. 3:17:  ..n"t apyn @nd Db 5H13° '8 AIBN RS 7IRN
The Targum interprets this to refer to the four Kingdoms y33x
n1*a5n 33) But referring to Rome, the version reads wm1y pyne»

31) Wisdom 18:15. Com. also 16:12; 4 Esd. 6:38.

32) Com. On. Gen. 3:9, 22; 5:2; 6:3. In all these cases Ps.
Jonathan has wam1d inserted. In Gen. 8:1 there is a complete agreement
in the translation between On. and Ps, Jonathan, except that the latter has
. No explanation can plausibly account for that, except the
supposition that a later redactor, out of fear for a possible misleading in-
ference, and who would not feel irritated over an anthropomorphic
expression, eliminated ®p'p in the respective cases.

33) The reading of the extant editions Mm%y 013313 321 93N
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D51 RDWD 133 8YY . This emphasis on the tribute by the tar-
gumist is remarkable. None of the barbarities committed by
the Romans inflamed his rage as did the tribute. This reference
then, must have been coined at a time when the chief agitation
of the people gathered around the problem of the tribute. The
targumist meant the census instituted by the second Procurator
Quirinius (6-7 C. E.), which aroused rebellion, being regarded
by the people as bondage. Had the destruction of the Temple
taken place at the time of this reference to Rome, this act would
have certainly been recorded instead of the census.3¢)

IS. 28:1: ...0™BR MDY NI NLY M0 translating allegorically:
RIS RNBIYD 20N SR 13T XEDL RIMMS RIND 37 M N
MnnRan 2o N3 . In the same way also vv. 3, 4. Allusions are
here made to the deplorable state of the High Priesthood. The
reference may go to the Sadducean Hasmonean rulers, particularly
to Alexander Jannaeus, who incurred the deadliest hatred of the
people. This hatred of the “sinners who rose against us™; who
“laid waste the throne of David in tumultous arrogance™ (Ps.
of Sol. 17, 4-8); who “utterly polluted the holy things of the
Lord (1, 8) and had profaned with iniquities the offerings of
God™ (2, 3).83%) Reference to John Hyrcanus is made in Ps.
Jonathan to Deut. 33:11, according to Geiger (Ur. 479), which,
however, may also be equally applicable to the father of Mattath-
ias, John, whom later authorities, mistakenly, took for a High
Priest. The failure, however, of the targumist to allude to the
Kingship of the sinful High Priest, speaks against this supposi-
tion. It is a safer supposition that the Herodian High Priests
or the state of the High Priesthood under the Roman Procurators,
when this most sacred dignity became a salable article, is here

is a later emendation, probably to escape the rigors of the censor. It
should read with Lagarde, 11 a3,

34) Com. Ant. XVIL 21. As to the date of the Census, com.
Schiirer, Geschichte, 4th German ed. VI, erste Anhang. Com. also
Hausrath N. T. Times (Eng. ed.) v. 2, pp. 74-83. It was this state
of mind from which emanated the curious rendering of  nbwaom
(Is. 3:6) wrn 231y, taxation, against the Agadic interpretation to mean
the Law (Chag. 14b; Gittin 43b). Com also Is. 55:5.

35) Com. also 8:10, 13, 26. Com. Buchanan, Charles, Apocrypha,
II, 628.
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meant.38) I am persuaded to believe that the targumist had
in mind particularly the appointment by Herod of Annanel to
the High Priesthood, which by right and general expectation
was to belong to Aristobul II1.37)

IS. 64:11: poxnn 158 5yn is so rendered as to give vent to
the general excitement of the time. It runs: n®y joRNN Y58 Syn
RDSY Y RI3 PIAYODT XPwIS R3W 3 likewise Hab. 3:1.
The wicked are the rulers over the people. They are not the
Gentiles, Romans, whom the T. would call either by name or
by the general appelation b3 xwmy ; xpwmis applied to the
wicked of Israel only. I am inclined to think the allusion 1s
made to the Herodian rulers rather than to the later Hasmo-
nean rulers. The expression 827 2'7* nX could hardly have
been intended for Alexander Jannaeus, whose rule was not too
long, being then followed by the just rule of Alexandra. The
targumist would, at the same time, place the beginning of the
Herodian rule in the early days of the Antipater's political as-
cendency. There are other references to the Herodian rulers.

Hos. 4:13 p3'nua nvn 19 5 is rendered pam 13 Sy
RUWMDY 1D 112°33% 1NADIT NONSI XY NI 195 ARNT Ponaa
1D,

36) Com. Ant. XX, 8, 8; Pesachim 57a; Tos. Menachoth end.
Laneinds 05 ke 1on nrap 09 e onSks 'S ik pana niap O e
1R TIRD 13 Srpnwy nran 15 ik c o0IdSIpn 15 Nk 01D oA S
oyLaIn BRIy Dr'53q0R DRYIAMY DAY D913 RIS DA aDIRL 9
Mmdpnpa oy nr
Also Lev. r. 21, 5; Y. Yoma 1, 1:
1P PIDH 01N A 12 1rnw NNBKRI Iwdrr 1T Spr 1wk wIpn KOk .,
‘B YptP DIDWI3 AT AR AT 1A AP R IO ANIK 1O 1A 9y
DIBTI IMIR 1INOED NNAO 1NAY (1S M ‘D PiTen pnw 1A 00D
o[-} ] S mTd DN 133 T3 ndwr TRl awyn  MNpnd [mhue
L1000 AR D Abs e ant Sw M w133 T3 ndwy Tne hi~)al
Com. Yoma 9a.

37) Ant. XV, 2, 4. This reference might also be applicable to
the High Priest Simon the son of Boethus, whose daughter Herod loved
and married, and, in order to augment the dignity of the family, con-
ferred upon him this high honor (Ant. XV, 9, 3). Although a priest
of note, his elevation to office in this manner and the overthrow of
Jesus the son of Phabet, his predecessor, brought upon him the indigna-
tion of the people and the hatred they entertained for the Herodian

dynasty.
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This is certainly an early T.; v. 14 is interpreted literally.
Had it been the intention of the T. to soften some harsh ex-
pression flung against the morality of the Jewish daughters, it
would have been followed in the other v. But the former deals
a rebuke to the Herodians, who have intermarried with Gentile

"rulers. Herod married a Samaritan woman (Ant. 12, 2, 19);
his son Alexander—Glaphira, daughter of Archelaus, King of
Cappadocia (Ant. 16, 1, 2); Drusilla, the sister of Agrippa II,
was prevailed upon to transgress the laws of her forebears and
to marry Felix, the procurator (Ant. 20, 7, 2), while her former
husband, the heathen King of Emesa and the second husband
of her sister Berenice, the King of Cilicia, though circumcised, -
would hardly be regarded as a proselyte. The latter renounced his
conversion as soon as Berenice left him (Ant. ib.). The cohabi-
tation of Berenice with Titus (Dio Cassius 66, 15) is a further
instance. It was the general reaction towards this open violation
of the Law which the Rabbi would express in the only safe
way through the exposition of some Prophetic utterance.

Of a more pronounced nature is the reference contained in
the T. to Is. 65:4 %35 D ¥ D™M3P3 DUAYH — X'N33 12NN
17 RPIR V33 D DI X3P DY» 1337 . Itis a valuable historical
statement of the erection of Tiberias. Herod Antipas built it
on a site strewn with sepulchres. This was resented by the ortho-
dox Jews, who would not, on account of uncleanliness, settle
there, even after the sepulchres had been removed. Herod was on
that account impelled to bring pressure to bear on the first
settlers, a great many of whom were strangers, poor people and
slaves. (Com. Ant. 18, 2, 3; Gen. r. 23, 1). The whole incident
was soon to be forgotten, as the city came to assume great emi-
nence in the Great Rebellion, although the more scrupulous
would still hesitate, until the time of R. Simon Ben Jochai (com.
Shab. 34a) to settle in certain parts of it. So that this indignation
of the targumist must emanate from the very time of the act
of Herod. This T. belongs to 28 C. E.

I am inclined to think that the T. to Am. 6:1 nwr1 *3p)
DM — BEY 33 DD N3 D o b refers to the Herodians
and their followers, who would give themselves foreign names,
and were not known, like the Hasmoneans, by the Hebrew
double. As it is well known, Jews during the Hasmonean rule
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would unhesitatingly give themselves Greek names. But this
practice grew abominable in the sentiment of the people in the
days of the Herodian rulers. There are many references to
this effect in the Agada (Exod. r. 1, 30; Lev. r. 32, 3; Tan.
Balak 25, etc.), all of which, I suppose, emanated from that
period. Com. also Hos. 8:12.

The reference in T. to Ez. 39:16 to the destruction of Rome
is interesting. It suggests that the T. took Rome as 311. As Gog
is the Messianic foe of Israel, one feels that in the time of
either the Great or the Bar-Kochba Rebellion, the revolutio-
naries, in their pious and Messianic mood, would take Rome as
the prophetic a1, so that its overthrow is sure to come. Hence
the source of the targumic interpretation. I am also led to be-
lieve that this was the reason why the T. turns the gloomy and
miserable description of the *“Servant™ (Is. ch. 53) into a most
glorious presentation. The targumist, living in a time when the
Messiah stood at the head of warring armies, could hardly have
conceived those objectionable features in a literal sense. V. §
points clearly to Bar Kochba.

Mi. 5:9, 10, 12 ..7°N359® ‘HATIRM T3PD TOW M
13D TN DB NI L. TIIRIAD 5D N0 TR W NIOM
The T. changes the simple meaning of the words and renders
them this way:

RUOOY P R .(9) 1INDTNT TN 13030 RMONY MDD LR
PNNBPY R'BY MY R (10) RBWN DT 53 IR YIND
(12) 7'om.

This is a curious rendering. The second half of v. 12 is ren-
dered literally. All other references in the Prophets to the
idolatry of Israel are rendered literally by the T. But the T. in
these verses is construed to give expression to the popular re-
sentment of the act of Herod to construct heathen cities in
Palestine, and the erection in them of temples and statues.

Another allusion to a contemporary situation is found in
the Targum to Judges 5:11. The interpretation reads: Y77 InKD
1D NINMY PPBOS NNIM N3 13T Ao pad 1ok . There
is here the twofold reference to the robber and to the publican.
In both aspects the hint is to the last days of Jerusalem. The ab-
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horrence for the publican, who was considered an outlaw,38)
was general among the people in those troublesome days. Re-
garding the former, the implication seems to be of the activities
of the Sicarii under the Procuratorship of Felix or Festus, par-
ticularly the latter, of whom Josephus says that upon his coming
Judea was afflicted by robbers while all the villas were set on
fire and plundered by them.3®) The targumist is setting the
mark on the facts against which his generation most vehemently
reacted.

The interpretation of the T. of n'wSva oppn (Is. 15:4)
RNDB MR MM is also suggestive of an event preceding the
destruction of the Temple which is told in the Talmud of
Agrippa I, that wishing to know the number of the people
while avoiding its prohibition, he asked the High Priest to count
the Paschal sacrifices.#®) I would not, however, stress this
evidence. A later targumist might as well have used for exe-
getical purpose a current Agada.

Of more historical suggestiveness is the Targum to Ze. 11, 1
'n%1 11235 nne interpreted to refer to the heathen peoples and
the destruction of their cities. This verse was interpreted by
Rabban Jochanan b. Zakkai to imply the pending destruction
of the Temple, which was generally accepted. 41’ Why a tar-
gumist living in a generation inpressed by the destruction of
the Temple should select so strange an allegorical interpretation
is hardly conceivable. It would seem that he did not know of
the destruction of the Temple and was imbued with the political
Messianism, which was an important factor in the Rebellions.

The Targum, however, also contains evidence pointing to
a period subsequent to the destruction of Jerusalem. Is. 54:1

38) Com. B. Kama 113a, Mish.; Shab. 39a; San. 25b.

39) Ant. XX, 9, 10. The distinction should be drawn between
the patriots and the sicarii who, to all intents, were robbers of the
vilest sort and employed by Felix for the purpose of inflaming unrest
to screen his outrages.

40) Pesachim 64b; Tosefta 4. Com. Wars 6, 9, 3. There are
strong reasons for assuming that it was a historical reality.

41) mopd 520 93 219 TwR RST 13 1A 130 02 Waw W
13 M3 TYY KNI 9331 395 TINY IO 9 YISO Npas Aok
0491 1039 e w17y Yoma 39b, and in Yerushalmi in a somewhat
modified version, 6, 3 end.
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153 233n Aopw? 233 037 '3 the Targum interprets Y YD MR
RNINY DY AD RNNY DY 23

In the same sense Is. 2:5 n55mR 033 Nam nyaw A5 nwy W
is rendered in the Targum AT'NY RPY RANXRD MAT DS 1D
NBIDY RMWBY D RYONHT WIN RAMSI DY R*S1NANT . Jerusalem is
here seen to be desolate. Rome is in its bloom. There is still
the thirst for revenge from Rome, which also found expression
in the Targum to Is. 25:12 meaning by 495 Rome, and E:.
39:16. Com. also Targum Is. 32:14. The targumist lived in
a period following the destruction but not too far away. Mi. 7:11
is interpreted in the T. to refer to the cessation of the persecu-
tions of the nations: RwwpY N3'13 15van k0N RITYa . The refer-
ence is to the situation which arose in Palestine after the rebellion
of Bar Kochba. The targumist had in mind the persecutions of
Hadrian. It is hardly appropriate to the political repressions of
the Roman Procurators. It might be well applied to the per-
secutions of the Byzantine rulers which, however, could hardly
have found room in the Palestinian Targum, known and used
in Babylonia in the third century.

A less pronounced indication of a post-Destruction age is
suggested in the T* to Malachi 1:11 '»w5 van “vpp DIPB 532
rendering: OIS ...1OMI5E 53DR RIN NI PIIY PINRT IV 50
LD 37 13MP3

The conception implied here that the prayer replaced the
sacrifice is an outgrowth of the age following the destruction
of the Temple, after the cessation of sacrifice. The sacrifice was
regarded with so much holy reverence by the Rabbis, that such
a conception would be considered an attempt at the divinity of
the sacrifice.42)

Finally, the Targum to Is. 21:9 may also be of historical
contents. Here the Targum reads 533 $pn% R1'ny ok n5p3 . The
wish is here expressed for the downfall of Babylonia. This sug-
gests an age of persecution in Babylonia against the Jews.

42) This conception has its origin in the saying of R. Jochanan
B. Zakkai: nnins x'nw nar naed 139 @ (Aboth of R. N. 4, 5). Com.
saying of R. Shmuel b. Nachmani on this verse mnson nSon 'mr (Jal
qut |. ¢.). So saying of R. Eliezer misaapnn any nden n%11a (Berak.
32b). Com. Jalqut Eliezer 24p : DI po“naw 101 p“wzn ke 1ooe
90D KOR 12073 1R 1Sy YBSNDY 129D RY3AD
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Babylonia in an earlier period was looked upon with admiration
by the Jews. It was only after the fanatical Sassanides had estab-
lished themselves on the throne of Persia that the large Jewish
population of Babylonia began to experience the same tribulation
which their brethren in Palestine were undergoing under the
Roman rule.43) After the new departure in the ruling dynasty,
Babylonia, like Rome, incurred the bitter resentment of the
Jews. Before the Chebarin (Magii) came to Babylonia, we
are told in Gittin 17a, the saying of R. Chiya: “God knew that
Israel could not bear the persecution of the Edomites,
so he led them to Babylonia™ was true, but after their
arrival Rabbi Bar Bar Chana was right in his utterance: w x3mnn
WY 137 853 Pk 717 85wa. This period is implied in the
Targum to Is. 28:20 D3NN N7¥ NIDBM — PYH RO NN
N1 DY

On the other hand, the fall of Babylonia is with the author
still a desire, a fervent expectation. The overthrow of Babylonia
by the Arabians is not yet in sight. There is no other allusion
in the Targum to the Arabs. So that this allusion to Babylonia
affords us a terminus ad quem.

To check up the findings, the scant evidence preserved in
the Targum to the Prophets falls apart in different groups. Some

43) Com. Saying of Rab. 1013 722 Senw ove n1'ny Yoma 17a;
also Pesachim 54a: 098 N125B1 ...07% 1321 D101OB BT AYAP 1330 10
51on 'no, There is a striking parallel interpretation in Ps. Jonathan
Gen. 15:12 referring nbps to Persia: , jonmy kpipr A% M9y Spnd w1nyy
or in the version of the Frag. #9 %8n% n1'np7 %0987 kN1258 ke w1
1105y w5p5 nvipn % 'nan . It should be remarked that Ps. Jonathan
introduces here the Messianic conception of the Four Kingdoms of the
Exile, the Fourth being Edom or Rome. The targumist in this instance
dismisses Rome, placing in its stead Persia-Babylonia. In the Midrash
(Gen. r. 44, 2), on which this interpretation is based, nbpy is referred
to BEdom with the parenthetic note: 933 1t 115p noevs 1 ednoe
433 nops ndps ma nma'net . It is clear that both in the Midrash and
the Ps. Jon. Babylonia (or Persia) had come to be regarded as worse
than Rome, as fully expressed in the saying of Rab. At the same time,
it is made clear in the Midrash that the interpretation of nbp3 as refer-
ring to Bablyonia is based upon Is. 21:9, consequently the Targum
to Is. 21:9 was either known to them and used by the Ps. targumist
or that the interpretation in the respective cases was simultanously origin-
ated. The former assumption, however, is the more plausible one.
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are pointing to a pre-Destruction date, some to a period im-
mediately following the Destruction, some, again, to a still later
period. But they do not lead to contradicting results. The evi-
dence demonstrates in a most excellent manner the progressive
composition of the Targum until it assumed its present form.
During this long time, the Targum was submitted to changes
of different natures, when finally, before the Arabic invasion
of Babylonia, it was indorsed in the shape in which it has come
down to us.

We shall now devote our attention to a study of
* the relation between the official Targumim. There is a con-
spicuous affinity between Onkelos and Jonathan. Most of the
early writers on this subject were struck by it but failed to
realize its extent, which consequently lead them to different con-
clusions. So, while De Rossi and Herzfeld were certain that
Onkelos knew the Targum to the Prophets, Zunz took the view
that Jonathan had Onkelos before him, whom he quoted in
Judges 5:26; 2 Kings 14:6; Jerem. 48:46.14) Herzfeld would
consider all these citations as later interpolations.43) But on
closer study of the official Targumim the cases of agreements
between them will be found to be so numerous and of such a
nature that they can be explained neither on the hypothesis of in-
terpolation nor on the assumption of one having made use of
the other. The reader will first be referred to the chapter on gen-
eral peculiarities of Jonathan. The peculiar treatment by this T.
of certain expressions, to distinguish between the holy and pro-
fane; Isracl and other peoples; the belief in a second death for the
wicked, all are found in Onk. Besides, there are numerous other
cases in which both Targumim agree. I will cite here the Ps.
Jonathan only to show that there could be a different render-
ing in the respective cases.

Josh. 1:6 yoxy pn Targum p*5%y wpn. So Onkelos Deut.
31:7. Ps. Jon. $vnny Spin .,

ib. 1:9 pnn 8 Targum 93nn . So Onk. Deut. 31:8.
Ps. Jon. y2'nn .

44) De Ros'si Meor Enaim I. c.; Herzfeld, Geschichte 1. c.; Zunz,
G V. Le

45) L. ec



THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 31

ib. 3:13 .93 vy Targum ®apyn. So Onk. of o non
(Gen. 21:14, 15, 19). Ps. Jon xw3 1pn. In Exod. 15:8
93 w3 1383 Onk. 9> wp . Ps. Jon. #pyt. The Targum to
Psalms 33:7; 78:13 is wp"n

ib. 7:21 =y nat Targum 5337 *Spy¥r . So Onk. Gen.
14:1. Ps. Jon. owp . ’

ib. 10:26 o'y nwon 5y o5nn Targum xnN2'$¥. So Onk.
Lev. 40:19; Deut. 21:22, 23. Ps. Jon. rRowp.

ib. 12:5; 13:13 *noywm Targum pyp*exy. So Onk. Deut.
3:14. Ps. Jon. Dy1'pian 49).

ib. 13:3 R\ S ISR MY N9 ARD 1Ny RS WS pawdh
on5n3 Targum  \RRIDAR SKI2Y SR 1INS 3 1 o . Also
Ezek. 44:28 pnminx i Seagra ond wnn RS oy Targum
1NRNIOAR IR RS Nany o . This is the rendering by Onk.
of Deut. 18:2 n5ny & #n. But Ps. Jon. ®niamin yaawy ovey
RN

ib. 14:4 prwwy Targum pvmm. Also Ezek. 45:2; 48:17.
So Onk. Lev. 25:34; Num. 35:2, 3, 4. Ps. Jon. ovp.

ib. 20:1 v5pp vy Targum xkmMare " p. So Onk. Num.
35:6, 11, 13. Ps. Jon. 15007 .

ib. 20:5, 9 o0 S8y Targum x»7 58). So Onk. Num.
35:19, 21, 24, 25; Deut. 19:6. But Ps. Jon. xp3 yan.

ib. 20:5 nys *%33 > Targum nwww 853 k. So Onk.
Deut. 19:4. Ps. Jon. manp x5a.

ib. 23:16 ..nvm onTary Targum xyaR Syn p@pa 2
Rnav. So Onk. Deut. 11:17. Ps. Jon. "9wn ®0337903 11am
RO2D RYIR

Judges 5:8 pwn pnSR 1% ana Targum 33 Wweann 19
PNINN3AR 103 PDYNIR RST RTMAY 39P0T (NIN RMYDS N5B05 SR,
Onk. to Deut. 32:17 ..383 2vpp D@0 DWW RS 01158 Render-
ing: ]PININ PONNAR N2 WOYNIR RS YAYNR 2MPHT 1NN 1509
Fragmentary 11ohnanr pna 1o &% pmank 199 . Com.
Sifri . c. and Friedmann On. and Ak., p. 65.

1S. 13:12 pprn®y Targum nvonn®y. So Onk. Gen. 45,1.
Ps. Jon. ®721015.

46) Kohut's suggestion on these renderings (Aruch py91pER)
will only serve the point in question.
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ib. 15:7 9w Targum &un. So Onk. Gen. 25:18. Ps. Jon.
avon 47

ib. 23:22 om0 Targum 1pnxt. So Onk. Exod. 16:4.
Ps. Jon. 1umm .R“5—1nann. 47

1K. 18:28; 5:16 vymnn Targum wnnn®y. Also  Jerem.
47:15. So Onk. Deut. 14:1. Ps. Jon. povea pan 85,

2K. 5:16 1 7¥pm Targum '3 ApnRy. So Onk. Gen. 19:3.
Ps. Jon. p»B.

ib. 5:19 paxr na3> Targum 8par 313, So Onk. Gen.
35:16; 48:7. Ps. Jon in former: paama RN55Y jnen 0
in latter: xya® 3.

ib. 6:18 owpa b3 Targum K1awa. So Onk. Gen.
19:11. Ps. Jon. avvvmna. Frag. awaama.

ib. 16:6 523y Targum 7M. So Onk. Deut. 7:22. Ps. Jon.
W,

ib. 18:32 wam n't AR Targum Rnwn P3P RONTT RPN
v37 873y ®'M . So Onk. Deut. 8:8. Ps. Jon 13y ®nvmin oY
237

ib. 21:6 puym 2w N wnn Py Targum 33pn wnn pan
1o P13 . So Onk. Lev. 19:26; 20:6; Deut. 18:10, 14.
Ps. Jon. pawy »nr.

ib. 23:25 vy %33y Targum "mb33 5331. So Onk. Deut.
6:5. Ps. Jon. ponmm 533.

IS. 3:20 nywygn Targum 2931 2. So Onk. Num. 31:50
e . Ps. Jon. pavamw m xwep.

Jerem. 7:24 etc. pa% M3 Targum 3% wnana. So Onk.
Deut. 29:18. Ps. Jon. @ %9 mnna.

Ezek. 12:7, 8, 12 npSy Targum ®53p. So Onk. Gen. 15:17.
Ps. Jon. nomin. Gen. r. 45, 9 xnhpoR.

47) Ps. Jon. agrees with On. ard Jon. in Gen. 16:7; 20:1.
Onkelos renders 172 112y wap 103 (ibid 16:14) xan 12y opy 12
presumably influenced by 20:1 =ww 12y wap 1'2. Cases of this sort
are numerous in Onkelos. Similar cases in Jonathan are cited
in the chapter on textual deviations. But as to Ps. Jon. the render-
ing also of =myvw in 16:7; 20:1 was n39n as in 28:18, in which the
Fragmentary concurs. Evidence for this is presented in Gen. r. 45, 9:
ARoM nYks ,own 1y 9y . Also Ps. Jon. to Exod. 15:22. Grone-
mann’s (Pent. Uber., p. 20) argument on this is thus a miscalculation.
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ib. 20:39 =T 55nn RS wp b Ny Targum ponn 85,
So Onk. Exod. 20:22; Lev. 21:6, 12, 15; 22:32. Ps. Jon. pobn

But 155m om0 ol (Jer. 31:4) 5wy, So Onk. Deut. 20:6.
Ps. Jon. npib.

ib. 28:13 neYM o @wan oS e ok Targum
1390 1R PRI RONDY XD BYID B513ADY 1P 1pwo . So Onk.
Exod. 28:17, 18, 19, 20. But not so Ps. Jon. and F.

Joel 2:13 =pon 27y o'BR I8 Targum 9ayn5 30D 139 PRW
1av . So Onk. Exod. 34:6. Ps. Jon. 7pR ..M 7K.

These cases are of special interest also for determining the
nature of the relation between Onkelos and the non-official Tar-
gumim. But of equal importance are the cases of agreement
between the official Targumim in which the non-official Targumim
concur. They also belong to Onkelos. I do not intend to raise
the question of the origin and history of the non-official Tar-
gumim to the Pentateuch. I have my own view of them, differ-
ing appreciably from those offered. But whether we assume
with Bacher that in the Fragmentary is preserved a relic of the
ancient and original Palestinian Targum on which were based
both Onkelos and Ps. Jonathan which form stages of the same
Targum,4®) or whether we choose the simpler view enunciated
by Traub u. Seligson, that Ps. Jon. and the Fragmentary are
to some extent a critical revision of Onkelos,30) there is the
general recognition of the common ground of these Targumim
and Onkelos. The fact, therefore, that they agree with Onkelos

cannot be construed to impart to the cases in question a different
character.

Josh. 10:11; 14:6, 7 p373 wipw Targum 8% pp7 So Onk.
and Ps. Jon. Num. 32:8 etc.

ib. 12:2 pawn 9 Targum ®pav . So Onk. and Ps. Jon. Gen.
32:23; Num. 21:24 etc.

48) This is true only when it is spoken of profanation of God
(Is. 48:11; Ez. 20:9, 14: 22:36; 27:33); profanation of the Sabbath
(Is. 56:2, 6; Ez. 20:16, 21, 24, 38). But when it is spoken of pro-
fanation of the land and temple xppx is employed.

49) Z.D.M. G, v. 28, 60-63.

50) Frankel's Monatschrift, 1857, 101 et seq. Gronemann (Pent.
Ubersetz., p. 8, note) also thinks that the Fragmentary and Ps. Jon,,
especially the latter, have expanded Onkelos.
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ib. 11:2; 12:3 ny3 Targum 701 . So Onk. and Ps. Jon.
Num. 34:11 etc.

ib. 12:8; 10:13, 20 mywx Targum xno o pen. So Onk.
and Ps. Jon. Deut. 4:49.

Judges 1:6 13'p %33y Targum nxwd2 1331, So Onk. and
Ps. Jon. Gen. 15:19 and Frag. Num. 24:21, 22.

ib. 3:8 oy 39k Targum noe % 7 ok, So Onk. and
r’s Jon. Gen. 24:10.

ib 17:5, 12 50 nx x%n Targum (39 n* 391, So Onk.
and Ps. Jon. Exod. 28:41.

1S 19:13, 16 p*pn Targum RINSY  So Onk. and Ps Jou.
Gen. 31: 19, 34, 35.

2S 1:19 Sxw 'ayn Targum jynynr. So On. Exod. 33:21
nagn — anynm. Ps. Jon. anpn 'nim . Also Deut. 29:9.

1K 11:36; 15:4 33 nvi o5 Targum 19% . So Onk. and
Ps. Jon. Num. 21:30 .

2K 3:13 .58 S 1505 nonn Targum waa. So Onk. and
Ps. Jon. Gen. 19:7, 18.

ib. 5:21 naswwon Syn %o Targum oy So Onk. and
Ps. Jon. Gen. 24:64.

ib. 19:37 7Rk R Targum 1P RYIRS. So Onk. and Ps.
Jon. Gen. 8:4. (Ps. Jon. pvp) 5.

There is also agreement between them with regard to the
belief in a second death for the wicked in the Messianic Age.
So Jon. Is. 65:6; Jerem. 51:39. Both Onk. and Frag. render
Deut. 33:6 np* SRY 12187 MY — R33N RMDY ROSY 1A (IR MY
oY RS ; Frag.: N3 X3un sonwa Mo 85 jodya jams w
RPN, SNorn o indicating direction (Is. 9:19; Ezek.
21:21; Zech. 12:6) are rendered by k¥ #vy7. So Onk. and
Ps. Jon. Gen. 13:9. Is. 14:9 p'wpy Targum jm33. So Onk.
and Ps. Jon. Gen. 15:20. Chayjoth in n7p3 n7aR 32 has brought
to notice the remarkable change in the rendering of Bay
by Onk. Everywhere in Gen. it is rendered '&7ap but beginning
with Exod. '®1\! is the rendering. The motive for that might
be the exegetical saying of R. Simeon b. Jochai on Gen. 49:8:

51) Cited also in Gen. r. 33, 2.
57) Page 8.
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WX DI PR IOP S PRI AR 53 1 WM 13 YD 1 mR
LUR I RSN RIR YO LRIN VIR

In that Ps. Jon., with a single exception, agrees. (Gen.
43:32). But Exod. 21:2 2y 72y nipn ' and Deut. 15:20; 13:12
M2pR W Mayn AR 79 10p 9 both Onk. and Ps. Jon. have
S8 13 in order, it would appear, to avoid the misinterpreta-
tion: the slave of an Israelite (com. Mechilta 1. c.). Jonathan as
a rule renders p»ay — 'm0 1S 13:3, 17; 14:11, 21; Jonah
1, 9. But Jerem. 34:9 (also 14) \nnpw NR '8 193 DR 2R RS
mapm mayn . The T. follows Onk. and Ps. Jon. rendering
SR NI SR 3 RASYS.

Zech. 12:8 p'd8d 9113 nvay Targum 1'37373. So Onk. and
Ps. Jon. Gen. 6:4 o580 133 — K370,

This comparative list could be extended appreciably. But
the number of cases presented are sufficient to show the real
nature of the problem. There could be found sound ex-
planation for the similarity between Onk. and the Frag. and
Ps. Jon. even were we not to proceed along the lines of the
theories offered, for they are exploiting the same field, the Penta-
teuch. Why, however, should an author of a Targum to the
Prophets seek harmony with Onkelos in many comparatively un-
important details of rendering, will hardly be possible to explain.
Could not the Targum to the Prophets have its own way of
rendering in the respective cases? Neither could it be the way of
a redactor. But this Targum, like the Mishna, Tosefta, Talmudim
and Midrashim, had no single author: there was no single re-
vision. The inference will yield the only possible conclusion
that there was a common source for the official Targumim. They
were originated in one and the same time; in one and the same
way, under one and the same circumstances and share a com
mon history.

They were the product of the Aramaic rendering of the
portion from the Law and the Prophets read in public worship.
The Lxx had a similar origination, although later genera-
tions, actuated by propaganda motives, formed a different notion
of the act.53) The official Targumim are the work of genera

53) This view is held by most scholars. *Sie verdanken nicht
der Wissenschaft sondern dem Relig. Bediirfnisse™ (Frankel, Vorstudien,
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tions. They were formed and reformed through many centuries,
gradually, invisibly. They were not a new attempt, supplanted
none, but are the continuation of the Targumim used in the
service.

Hence also the remarkable balance between the paraphrastic
and literal so skillfully maintained in the official Targumim.
That formed a necessary condition with the regulations of the
reading in early as in later ages.

The Lxx assumed the same course. There was sought an
exact rendering, a simple and ground understanding, as close
to the original as possible. Literalness was insisted upon and
expository rendering would only be tolerated in difficult or
poetical passages, or where the danger of a misinterpretation
had to be averted. I completely disagree with Zunz, Geiger,
Bacher 34) and others, who insist on the priority of the Mid-
rashic Targum to the literal. Their theory is wrong. It is built
upon, it would seem, the doubtful foundation that the poetical
and difficult passages were first to be rendered.38) But as they
can furnish no evidence it is just as safe to assert that the simpler
passages involving a literal rendering were rendered either first
or at one time with the poetical ones. Invoking again the Lxx,
the literalness is the conspicuous feature in them and not the
paraphrastic. The exposition of the Law and the Prophets held
on the Sabbaths in the synagogue in Alexandria left little trace
in the Lxx. Nothing approaching the Philonian exposition has

20). Com. Tischendorf, V. T. G. XIII; Geiger, Urschrift, 160; Konig,
Einleitung, 103.

54) Zunz, G. V., 344; Geiger, Ur., 425. Com. Frankel, Uber
d. Zeit etc., Ver. Deut. Orient, 1845, 13. Bacher ib. 64, after assert-
ing that the literalness of Onkelos was a later and Babylonian tendency,
is not in the least disturbed when, following this assertion, he
draws a list of cases in which Onkelos is expository while the Frag.,
the original and oldest, according to his view, is literal. Com. also Ps.
Jon. Deut. 33:26 rendering the v. literally, while Onk. and Frag. are
exegetical.

55) Com. Steinschneider, Jewish Lit. (Heb.) 20. He also takes
the view that the Targum in essence was not different from the Midrash,
assuming that the Targum originated from single translation of difficult
words. Like Geiger and Bacher, he asserts (ib. 190) that from these
(Midrashic) Targumim resulted the simpler and exacter understanding
of the Bible. It is certainly a curious and queer process.
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found room in the translation. It was the knowledge and not the
exposition of the Bible which formed the prime necessity for
instituting the reading of the translation. These writers have
exaggerated innocent sayings in the Mishna reproaching ren-
derings of certain targumists, which are found in Ps. Jonathan.
Because they are cited in the Mishna and because they were re-
jected, they came at once to be regarded not only as belonging
to an early Targum but to the earliest. Consequently, the ex-
position preceded in point of time the literal which marked a
new departure and had been accomplished in Babylonia. But
these citations could as well belong to a later Targum. On the
contrary, the way they arer quoted }'w3anpT ('8 58 clearly
signifies the existence of another Targum upon which these new
Targumim had attempted to encroach.37)

Again, it should be borne in mind that the Agada had been
the product of a generation subsequent to the simple exposition
of the Soferim and the Zugoth. The exegetical element in the
Targumim was influenced, and on occasion determined, by the
Halaka, which also had a progressive history. But the Targum
existed before the new tendencies made their appearance.

The official Targumim thus represent the early as well
as the later recognized Targumim used in public worship.
Through common use there had been a continuous interchange
of influence between them. It is customary to consider the T.
to the Pentateuch as older than the T. to the Prophets.38) This
opinion rests on a questionable argument. There can be no
doubt that the introduction of the Targum in public service
dates back to a comparatively early period. But in my judgment
it had not originated before the Maccabean age.39) There is suf-
ficient evidence in support of the view that Hebrew had not

56) Y. Berakoth 5,3: 1amT npd Skawy 1337 woy pro:nnT Py
wpw3 1Ny . The other citation in Megilla 25a reads: (nn 89 P WwIkn
7905 which carries the same implication.

57) Com. Z. Chajoth on Megilla 25a.

58) It is interesting to note that later tradition also assigns to the
Targum to Pent. an earlier date. Com. Sifri beginning novan nwty,
Com. Maimonidas 21 ,n%0n /51 : Dy 1030 o ke 3pn AR MIoD
ANN3 ’kNp #npnw no ; of the T. to the Prophets he proceeds only to
repeat the regulations appearing in the Mishna.

59) Com. Kautzsch Gram. d. Biblisch-Aram., p. 4.
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only been well understood in Palestine in the time of Ezra and
Nehemaia, but that it had been the vernacular tongue.89) There
is, on the contrary, no positive evidence either that Aramaic had
been in those early days the vernacular among the Jews in
Palestine or even that the general ignorance of the Jews of the
Aramaic tongue of the period of the Kings had entirely passed.
What use would that generation have for an Aramaic version
of the Law ? i

But whether it had been introduced in the period immediately
preceding the Maccabean uprising or in the early days of Mac-
cabean rule, it is certain that when the need of the Targum
arose there had already been established the custom of reading in
public service from the Prophets as a supplement to the reading
from the Law. As the reading from the Law goes back to
Ezra,81) and because of the greater interest in the knowledge

60) Prankel, Palist. Ex., 208, 280, consistent with his literal
interpretation of the tradition that the Targum originated with Ezra, ac-
cepts the genial but useless theory put forward by De Rossi (l. c.) that
Onkelos was consulted by the Greek translators. But unlike De Rossi,
Frankel would not consider the Aramaic version—a corrupted rendering
of the original. Rapaport, 01319nK5 1190t Let. 3, takes the same view,
and it should be followed by all others of the same mind as regards the
date of the origin of the Targum. To overlook the difficulty arising
from an assumption that either the Targum had not been carried to
Egypt, or, being in use, that it exercised no influence on the Lxx, would
certainly be unforgiveable.

61) The Karaites ascribe the reading of the Haftora to Ezra (com.
Neubauer, Aus Petersburger Bibliothek, p. 14); Abudraham placed its
origin in the persecutions of Antiochus. But whatever cause one may
unearth (com. Bichler J. Q. R. v, p. 6 et seq.), one outstanding
cause was the institution of the reading of the Law in public service.
The reading from the Prophets served the purpose of administering an
admonition as to the holiness and observance of the Law. I completely
agree with Biichler that the introduction of the reading of the Penta-
teuch had its origin in the festivals (J. Q. R, v. 5§, p. 442). Thus the
Sifra to Lev. 23:43; Sifri to Deut. 16:1; Meg. 4a, 32a. The Law was
read by Ezra on the festivals of the New Year and Tabernacles (Neh.
8:2, 8, 18; 9:3). The reading on Saturday appears to have arisen later,
when synagogues arose outside Jerusalem. Hence the supposition that
the selection of definite portions for each festival preceded the definite
apportioning of the Sabbatical reading. I disagree, however, with the
motive to which Bichler attributes the origin of both the Pentateuchal
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of the Law, the necessity of an Aramaic translation of the Law
might have been earlier appreciated than that of the Prophets.
But no sooner was the reading from the Prophets instituted than
the necessity of an Aramaic rendering became apparent. Although
the Greek translation of the Pentateuch leads all other books
of the Bible in point of time, not even a century passed before
the Prophets “‘and the other writings™ were to be found in the
Greek tongue.

As far as the general ordinance is concerned, no distinction
is made between the Targum to the Law and the Targum to
the Prophets. Accordingly, it is said in Soferim 18:4 ™1 1
JINNN NRYMP MRS N3P 52 K331 77D 53 NPT DI VS BaNS
In the Mishna Meg. 21a, 23b; Yerushalmi 4, 1, 5, the Tar-
gum to the Prophets is discussed alongside with the Targum
to the Law, the limitations on the reading of the former being
less rigid than the latter for other reasons nXmN 7'3™ XPHI 85T .
Again in Mishna 25a; Tosefta 4 (3); Y. Meg. 4, 11 a list of
passages both from the Law and the Prophets is given which
were not to be translated. Both were not considered obligatory, so
that their omission in the service would not call for repetition,
as it is made clear in Y. Meg. 4, 6 27 oW %aoyn DuInm

and Prophetical readings, which would place their institution at nearly
the same date. One should not resort to the magical Samaritan influence
in order to find the cause for such an ordinance when it is readily
presented in Nehemia: “And on the second day there gathered themselves
together unto Ezra, the expounder, to obtain again intelligence of the
words of the Law. And they found written in the Law that the children
of Israel should dwell in booths during the feast in the seventh month.
And (they ordered) that they should publish... throughout all their cities
and through Jerusalem saying, go forth unto the mountain and fetch
leaves to make booths, as it is written (13-15)." It was the ignorance
of the people of the ordinances of the festivals which formed the cause
of the reading from the book of the Law. These passages present suf-
ficient ground for ascribing the ordinance of the reading from the Law to
Ezra. This might also be implied in the tradition ascribing it to Moses.
Com. B. Kama 82a. The Haftora is much later, and dates to the
end of the third century or the beginning of the second century B. C.
Direct and positive evidence cannot be furnished. Early tradition is
silent over it. But what has been said above and the fact that a Greek
translation of the Prophets had already been made at that time, and also
the mention of the Prophets in Ben Sira in a manner suggesting general
acquaintance with them by the people, lend support to this view.
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S0 POND RS PRIPY RNIYNS PR3 1337 1UBR PR A0 o Aoy
20y Dwnn ke AR . This is in substance implied in the
saying of R. Chalafta b. Saul, Meg. 24a, as interpreted in To-
safoth 1. c.

But the reading from the Law and from the Prophets in
the Sabbath service had not been definitely set as late as in the
time of the composition of the Mishna. The selection was left
to the discretion of the individual community. Any portion
from the Prophets, as from the Law, would be read.62) The
readings were translated. Hence the rise of a Targum to all the
Prophetical books. The author of the official Targumim was
the congregation. The Targum in its first stages had no definite
shape. The reader framed the translation at the reading of the
original. Every reader had his own choice of words and his
own way of rendering. He was only conditioned to present a
close and exact rendering.

But with the persistence of the Targum and its growing
significance the free translation progressed by various degrees
to a definite and unchangeable form. Anything which endures

62) Com. Maimonides 30,31 ,n%pn /90 ,nswn B3 tn adw e
103p mED WA AR 53 KoK DI 12IBD MPIIP ML (BT MK ond
neapS omnn kinw 19 newe . The same may be applied to the reading
of the Law. Only the reading on the festivals, including the New
Moon, Purim and Chanuka, the Four Shabbaths, Maamodoth and days
of fasting, are indicated (Babli, Meg. Mish. 30b; Y. Mish. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7).
There is no hint of a definite Sabbatical reading. The words  19103% '
(Y. Meg. 3, 5, 7; Babli 29a, 31a) should not be taken literally. The
interpretation of R. Ami and Jeremia Meg. 30b refers to a time when
there was a definite reading both from the Law and P. Had there been
definite portions for the Sabbatical readings from the Law, there would
certainly be also a definite selection of parallel Prophetical readings.
There could be no reason why there should be a discrimination against
the Prophetical reading. I am fully convinced that there existed a definite
Prophetical reading for each festival enumerated in the Mishna. It is
true, that in both Y. and B. the reading from the Law is given while no
mention is made of the Prophetical readings. But the Tosefto, while
registering for the festival only the readings from the Law, is, however,
indicating for the Four Sabbaths the Prophetical readings side by side
with the reading from the Law. If there had existed definite Prophetical
readings for the Pour Sabbaths, there had certainly been definite Pro-
phetical readings for the more important festivals, and yet no mention
of them is made in the Tosefto. The reason may be simple: it mentions
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in humanity, as in the universe, tends to shape. It had become
necessary to lay down certain rules to regulate the translation.
How is the verb or adjective of a collective noun to be rendered:
in singular, as in original, or in the plural? Is the literal sense to
be considered or the implied meaning? How about the anthropo-
morphic expressions, shall they be rendered literally to the an-
noyance of the worshippers or explained away, and how? There
are passages involving a Halakic interpretation of great import-
ance, or a controversial point between the parties; shall such
passages be left over to the intelligence of the reader, who
might not be trained in the Halaka? A way of rendering had
to be early devised, which the reader was to follow. The first
attempts at uniformity were directed towards single phrases or
words. Gradually they spread to include the less dangerous
regions. The Rabbis, by concerted authority at each time, were
responsible for the change. An excellent illustration is furnished
us in Y. Meg. 4, 1 and Bik. 3, 4. In one case it is the rendering of
#3v (Deut. 26:2). The targumist rendered ®p, but R. Jona,
holding it to be improper to present the first fruits in any other
receptacle than a basket, objected to this rendering and insisted
upon the rendering of ®&5p, as the Targumim to the Pent. have
it. Another case was o™ myp (Exod. 12:8), which the
targumist rendered [3'p7 DY "0 ; the rendering 1307 being

the more important, the Pentateuchal reading. The same may be said
of the Mishna also.

But we know that there were no definite Prophetical readings
for the Sabbath. The Mishna points out certain portions from the
Prophets which are not to be read. Y. Meg. 4, 11 1001 117 : n33Ww
Y. Meg. 4, 12; Babli 25a, while according to R. Eliezermwin nr p1im
(Ez. 16) should not be read.

Had the passages represented a definite Sabbatical reading, a sub-
stitute reading would be indicated which should be read instead of the
interdicted ones.

It should be borne in mind that all these portions from the Prophets
cited in the Tosefta (ibid), with the exception of Ezek. 1, have not
found a place on the calendar of the Haftora. The attempt of Bichler
to discover the early divisions of the readings from the Law and the
accompanied readings from the Prophets is highly hypothetical. Again,
the definite mention of the Targum in the Mishna and Tosefta shows
that the Targum was introduced before a definite order of the Sab-
batical readings had been introduced.
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misleading as to the proper kind, Jeremiah would force the tar-
gumist to retranslate it in a different way. The third case con-
cerned the rendering of 3% *33y o*1n (Lev. 5:7), and R. Pineas
would not allow to render p*™n by pw'we. These cases demon-
strate the peculiar manner in which the composition of the T.
was accomplished.

Although the official Targumim were in a definite shape in
the time of R. Akiba,83) the process of transformation had been
still going on to a comparatively late date. It affected both the
literal and exegetical rendering. Some older exegetical render-
ings were rejected and replaced by others. Of the rejected, some
have been preserved in the Ps. Jonathan, which in itself is an
Aramaic Jalqut comprising also later Agadic material. Rejected
paraphrases of the Targum to the Prophets might be those which
appear on the margin in the Codex Reuch. and in some early
editions. Although the notes prefaced /& N contain Agadic
material of a later date, they contain elements which might have
been first incorporated in the Targum but rejected later as not to
be read in the service. The same may be said of those ascribed to
'R 9pD although being on the whole an attempt to simplify and
to supplement the extant T. Again, the duplicate renderings
which are found both in Jonathan and Onk. can be explained by
the fact that one formed the older explanation while the other
represents a more recent one but which for some reason had
not succeeded in dispossessing the older one. This explains also
the curious renderings of certain verses, one half retaining one
rendering while the other half contains a remnant of a dif-
ferent rendering. As rejected paraphrases may be considered the
Targum to Micah 7:3, quoted in Rashi, and another quoted in
the name of Jehuda of Paris on 2§ 6:11.64)

63) Com. R. Akiba's homily on Zek. 12:1 (Moed Katan 28a),
whcih shows that R. Akiba knew the Targum to this verse. Com. R.
Jehuda's saying referred to above; also Beraitha Baba Kama 17a
o nwwy Diwdw 11305 Wy AT TR NP AT 1ML 1% ey T
19 1wy aknk 3e9 ®5m mons 5k i ‘3 0931 800 13ibn

64) Com. Zunz, G. V. 80: rpp wpd AT owd nOHr 39 k3D
1IB1pY 11T ‘@100 /90 937001, Com. also Rashi, Bzek. 27:17: pawn 1h
DYN RIPDI RIBWY ARYD JIPBP /Y DD L PIN 0T BRI 220 DD own
RB5D1 ROPINT b
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The same can be said of the selection of words in the ren-
dering. It should be noticed at the outset that the remarkable
unity exhibited in the official Targumim is strongly emphasised
also in the wording of the translation. Once the Aramaic word
was set for a Hebrew word, you are certain to find it in each
case where this Hebrew word occurs. An illustration of this
amazing fact is presented in the rendering of the names of
peoples, countries and cities. Other instances can be picked up
at random. It demonstrates in a most emphatic way the scrupu-
lous rigor with which the work of the Aramaic rendering had
been accomplished. If, therefore, a word is rendered in one place
one way and another way somewhere else, we are certain to
have two different Targumim of the word in question. But
apart from cases of this sort which are contained in the official
Targumim, variations have come down to us from different
sources. Concerning Onkelos variations are contained in Ps.
Jonathan. In some cases in which Ps. Jonathan has a different
Aramaic word for the Hebrew from that contained in Onk., the
Fragmentary will be found to correct it, replacing it by the one
used in Onkelos. There is, however, no means enabling us to dis-
cover which of the two represents the earlier form. They might
have had their origin in the same time. Two communities might
have coined them at the same time. Instructive instances are pres-
ented in the different renderings given by Rav and Levi of
Gen. 49:27 (Zebachim 54a); ib. 30:14 (San. 99a), Onkelos
agreeing with that of the former; R. Jehuda and Nehemia—of
Gen. 18:1 (Gen. r. 42, 6). Variations of this kind are not wanting
also in the Targum to the Prophets. Some have been preserved
in Jonathan. A good many others are contained in Talmud and
Midrashim and in the marginal notes in the Codex Reuch., under
the names of ‘LINBT N 39D 8“5 ,xk“D x“N. In a few cases
of the latter the variant will be seen to agree with Ps. Jonathan
and Fragmentary. This fact lends new support to the view of
the common source of all Targumim. The former cases shall
be considered first.

Joshua 19:8 983 nSya Targum ..nSya ;R“5—wm. So is
the T. of 73 5ya(ib. 11:17; 12:7) ’van Sya (Jud. 3:3) =wn noy2
(Jud. 20:33) etc.

Judges 6:38 Sopn  Targum R3p5  Aexdwm; 01K 58D
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(ib. 5:25) Targum x'm23 *5'p3. The latter is the rendering of
nyap (Is. 51:17, 22). So is rendered ®p3 nayp (Num. 7:13)
in Ps. Jon.; Onk. xnowm.

Judges 8:21 pwmnwn Targum Rp3y ; in Is. 3:18 it is ren-
dered by n'23p. The latter is given to Judges by ®“S in Cod.
Reuch.

1S. 19:13, 16; Ez. 21:26; Za. 10:2 pban Targum X005y .

Judges 18:17, 18, 20 pxw1 while 8“5 has xpay.

ib. 16 pupn 933 Targum x'ny7 81 . But X“S has
8221 This is the rendering of 23303 (2K 8:15) connected with
5'33. Com. Kimchi . c.

1K 22:49 wwnn Targum xp™pR. So Jer. 10:9; Jonah 1:3.
But Is. 2:16; 23:1, 14; Ezek. 27:12 x»o.

2K 5:23 p'vn Targum pw%p. Is. 3:22 xwono .

Jerem. 31:28 pmdy npw x> Targum nawna imd;
in the second half 7pwx 159 Targum " vn* 9. The same
was certainly the rendering of *n7pw "wR> which is found in ®“D-
Here is a case of a rejected Anthropomorphism of a latter time.

Ezek. 27:6 n'ny Targum x9ER or R'Su'R. Everywhere
else it is rendered 'xn3 (Is. 23:1 etc.).

Ezek. 27: 219vp Targum »33. Otherwise waqy (Is. 21:16, 17;
42:11; 60:7. So T. to Ps. 120:5.).

Ezek. 27:23 11y Targum amn . This is the rendering of
130w (Jerem. 51:27).

Ezek. 40:19 nnnnnn Targum ARy ; wInR — ORYIR
So is the rendering of nynnnn in v. 18.

Ezek. 45:2; 48:17 pnwramv—pnmm . Ib. 27:28 T. wnme
As Ps. Jon. and F. Lev. 25:34. On. n» Spm.

Am. 2:7; Is. 47:6 55n5 Targum xpbpR5. So Ps. Jon. Exod.
20:25: Is. 48:41; Ezek. 20:39 Targum nSnn. But 'wannnT nR
Am. | c. ®5nNS .

Com. further Kimchi Ezek. 40:16.

To these cases may be added the following cases, which
Cod. Reuch. is at variance with the extant Targum, the latter
being supported by x“5.

Jerem. 17:7 \npay Targum nvypa ; 8“5 — nwsm. So in
extant T.

Ez. 9:10 p>v7 Targum ''awm; R“S — PA'AmR; in the
extant T. npmIR nwye.
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Micah 3:11 wywr Targum p¥nn; 8“9 — pownon. So in
the extant T.

Cases in which the marginal variations follow the Ps. Jon.:

Jud. 8:11 wa%p Targum mnn% ;8“5 — 1'npo'dY. So Ps.
Jon. Gen. 22:24, Onk. agreeing with Jon.

1K 4:6 nan Targum 8n'a; ®“S — Twp. So Ps. Jon.
Num. 22:18; 24:13. On. follows Jon.

Other cases of variants:

Joshua 9:5 pmp3 Targum (wp'd ; ®“Y — penpw.

Jud. 3:19 p¥>'bp Targum Nxwaynn ; RS — R™Mw2.

1S 24:8 ymwy Targumproy; RYS — S,

1S 30:16 pwb3 Targum perpn; R“S — DB,

2S5 18:14 pwaw Targum DD yatsovi ;  R/'S— vand

IS. 3:23 pavdan Targum RnNMD  R“S — RMSPEDN.
the Greek omexAdgiov Lat.specularia. Here is presented a case,
where seemingly a Greek word was replaced by its Aramaic
equivalent. The same was the case with Onkelos. Bacher (ib.)
has made this point clear by a comparison between Onk. and
Ps. Jon. and the Frag. That is true to some extent also of Jon.,
which is demonstrated in the Greek and its Aramaic substitute of
pieamy cited above. Still, Jonathan appears to have been more
immune to such an attempt than even Ps. Jonathan. Here is
an instructive case: 5p» (Ez. 4:10) is rendered by the Greek
p5'0 @éAig while all—Onk., Ps. Jon. and Frag.—render it by
50 (Num. 7:13 etc.).

IS. 51:17 nwy» Targum N™MyR; XD — no.

Ez. 44:20 oot s Targum ppp' X0D ; R“D — NoDD
3= -=AI :
Two cases, one in R“D , the other in 8“5 , vary with Jon.
in anthropomorphisms: 'o& (Jerem. 31:38) T.'m5 ; R“D—w5
MR (ib. 16:11) T. smv; 8“5 — andp5. These cases and the
case of Jerem. 31:27 cited above reinforce the view set forth
above that later usage eliminated some anthropomorphic sub-
stitutes from the T.

The following are cases of variations found in the Talmud
and Midrash.
 Joshua 16:8 nSw nirn Targum n%w nivn . Y. Meg. 1, 12
N5 NPNDW .
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IS. 25:6 'n5 > onxy Targum 705 193, Y. San. 2, 4
®p1p5. So Onk. and Ps. Jon. Deut. 4:4.

IS. 21:13 3qya xen Targum 51 by 5w, Y. Taanith 4, §
37ya 21 S,

IS. 21:5 npyn noy nSwn 7w Targum wwpr PIND VD
xnow . Gen. r. 63, 9 ®nWH W XN W and in Cant. r.
MIaYR BYnI D RV NPSIR LRAIMD NDWR LRMND N0
81250 153p — 1w, They agree with Jon. only in the rendering of
in5wn 7 .The citation from Cant. r. contains two recensions.
The rendering ®3'$13 np5In agrees with Cod. Reuch. and is
identical with the marginal note headed ¥ ‘a1n.

Psichta Lamentation r. on Is. 22:1, 2 m335 953 n'dy 5 —
— P%Y AP ; RNIIWH RN — DN VY ;1IN DD KRN
,SN3T DY L237MYD DY — O51amY OD1ImY A RN WD
X027 DY

But T. .5wp1 ®eanxy w20 0y R AR RO ,RNNAwn RND
ib. IS. 22:8 pmn qom %3 — R8DIT &9y Targum nvdn
nMoyn .

ib. on Ez. 24:6 pna anxdn R D DM Y MR —
;T D NPRI RS ANWARDMY AN DT 1IBRT RNIPT RoP D IR
®Np %y v Targumnamm NRYY RS ANRSAY — M3 AnwewenT.
S1ID DPRI RS AL 103 MDY R KT LORIT DT MRS

Cant. r. 1:1 on Am. 8:3 $3°71 N1 ¥9'5M — RSN mnaw
Targum R 850,

Y. Shabbath 6, 4 on IS. 29:1 58X 5R™MKR M7—R123 RMIR RN
Targum &R0 8030

Cant. r. '‘n73yw vymd on IS. 47:2 Saw 've'n — RN%31D 215
X119 ; Targum 7awdw »Mank.

Koheleth r. iman naw on 2K 18:16 niymn Ny — &1 oo
RTIPITIOR 1337 R MR M5 '3 ¢ pnumwet Targum R0

Lev. r. 4:1 on Is. 1:21 pny=m anyy — Ro5wp pay . Jon.
1p3 v5wp . Shochar Tob 32, 2 (com. Y. San. 10, 1) on Mi. 7:8
ywn Sy — pawn owrT. Jon. paw Sy napmy.

Similar cases are: Lev. r. 5, 2; Num. r. 10, 5 on Am. 6:4
and Lev. r. 6,2 on Zech. 5:1, all of which represent, undoubtedly,
a different and rejected Targumic rendering. The following case
is to my mind an interesting relic of a rejected rendering. This
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is in Frag. Deut. 32:1: 12wy xwed 1510 mx1 pabn X 199
253N R3S RYINY DD RIIND RWDY MR PISH RYIRS 153nDR)
The rendering in Jon. is as follows: 155008 2wy XpwdS Bt
R'537 RNIDDD RYINY 1YY 1D MIYT RIND RMP W YIS RPN
*5an 19 The rendering in the F. is literal. We cannot determine
which is the earlier rendering.

The process of alteration had been going on until a com-
paratively late date but not so late as the final redaction of the
Babylonian Talmud. That was made especially possible by the
fact that the T. was recited in the worship by heart. Reading
the Targum from a written copy was prohibited. This inter-
diction is indicated in Tanchuma Gen. 18:17:

23n52 53ND'W R OB AVNI RVPS DIND RN B 13137 I
B 12 AT /7 MR L3002 53NDNS DR DAND MY WY 7D
5V '3 RIWHA M — ASKRN D3I DR TP 3N R RSD R
1B 53 1N DUINA M — N9NT DM B

This passage is quoted in the Pesiqta (ed. Friedmann), p.
28. Does it imply an interdiction to put the Targum into writing?

This question was the cause of much contention. Rashi
inclined to an extreme interpretation of the prohibition to write
down all belonging to traditional exposition. 8o with regard
to the Mishna which, he insists, was not written down
by Rabi (Ketuboth 19b). Com. Rashi Erubin 62a, beginning
N9 DD N3ND 1957 27 AN RSP nuyn nfap bpl om
;RPN N5mp Yin nnk Mk %R also Taanith 12a. He takes
the view that the Targum had not been allowed to be written
down. Commenting on the Mishna Shabbath 115a he says:
WRYT LPRMIR KRS ORP PPIINOR DRPT WS 553 87T WD MM
13 [NV ASDY 1UBD IR ADYIDY O3 DAL 1wd 933 pawnow
TR DR DN AR WX IR LTI PPIED 10 QRON DR SRy
DRI NPT D% ‘Dra whpn M LaNond N3 RS 13N RS tnae
DR 503

According to Rashi’s teachers, with whom he disagrees, not
only was the T. to the Prophets written down, but also allowed
to be read in the service in written form; for, as Rashi him-
self remarks, one is dependent upon the other. For this reason
it was seemingly his teachers who would interpret the contention
between Rab Huna and Rab Chisda as referring only to the
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Hagiographa, as according to the interpretation of the Gemarah
they only differ on the wview of those who prohibit the
reading from a written Targum. Rashi, however, makes capital
of the expression in the Babli Meg. 3a 1K 70 pn® as does
Luzzatto (O. G. IX). But as the saying of R. Jeremia is also
quoted in the Yerushalmi, it is just as well to take oK as an
innocent substitute for n3n of the Yerushalmi version, which
does not carry this implication. The main source of Rashi’s con-
tention is the prohibition contained in the saying of Rabban
Simon b. Gamliel, Y. M. 1, 9; Babli 8b yv'nn &5 o™sda an
Ny ®5% yan>w. But there are the p'wan (ib. and Shab.
115b) who differ with him, and as it is said in Soferim 15,2
3N25 11NN RS 0MBDI ARY SRYO®3 i3 NYDY 137 TBRY B Sy ax
R (58913 139) 23003 AYYD 1IBRY DPON 15 VN RS NI R5R
‘B %Y ARY WTIPT AND 5O 1IODRY DAMIAT IBY QMO0 ARY LT
132 DOWB 5 532 oo

Furthermore, there is no implication in R. Simon b. Gamliel's
saying of a prohibtion to write down the T. He only meant
to say that the reading from a written T. in service does not
fulfil the required Aramaic rendering. Consequently, as Rab
Porath, quoted in Tosafoth (Shab. ib. &%) rightly put it, be-
cause it is not allowed to read it, is equivalent to reading the
Torah by heart and nESya ©IBXS 8w INR R 3N33w DMIT.
The question raised there against it is thus well answered. Com.
also Tos. Sota 33a 53. There is certainly not the slightest ground
for an inference that no written T. to the Prophets existed.
Witness the interpretation (in Babli ib.) of R. Jehuda 13':nmam
TBD2 ROR VAT RS IMAR MNP AR AN T DR DOy 1nRn
7N, But we well know that at that time all the books of the
Bible existed in the Greek translation. There is the same base-
lesness for the reason ascribed by Luzzatto (l. c.), Zunz (G. V.
65) and others to the prohibition, namely, that the T. contain-
ing some Halaka, was regarded on one plane with B“yaw nn
which was not to be written down (Temura 14b, Gittin 60b).
Had this been the reason, how was the Lxx sanctioned by all
the Rabbis, containing as it does so many Halakic interpretations?
(Com. Z. Frankel nsewn 377 10 and Uber d. Einfluss 1. c).
It should also be noticed that the reason given for R. Simon b.
Gamliel’s interdiction of other than the Greek translation is
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N27% 53 03NS 0513 ANA PR and not because it belongs to the
B “Yaw o»mav.

On the other hand, it is well known that in spite of the
interdiction on the written Halaka, the Rabbis did not hesitate
to write down for private use Halakic decisions and intercourses.
It will also be remembered that in the time of Rabban Gamliel
the Elder there was already in existence a Targum to Job. That
the interdiction passed by him on this Targum was not
due to the fact of its being written was shown above. Again,
Esther had also been translated, as it appears from the Mishna
Meg. 17a: n3my RS .LRYY RS 29 933 DRIN R 7507 DR 81PN
2N Y awan 2'not . The reason is pointed out, for it
is written D53y Dand> . But there could be no more reason

for considering the T. to the Prophets 8“yaw o371 than the T.
to Esther.

It is clear then that the prohibition against the written T.
had only been instituted against the public reading in the service.
The reason for that was mainly to avert sharing by the T. the
same sanctity with the original. This is in essence the very
reason given for R. Simon b. Gamliel's view. And this pro-
hibition, it would seem, was enforced even at a date when the
Mishna was already written down and allowances were made
for the written Agada (com. Gittin 60b). Rapoport (jviot
letter 3) well expounded the case of the written Halaka when he
said that the prohibition was directed mainly against the public
discussion and was not intended to exclude it from private use.
Berliner (On. 89) rightly applied this view to the T. This view
might be substantiated by Tanchuma (ib.) £'373 n3nn5 dR
77112 53non5 , which Friedmann (Pesigta ib.) is inclined to emend
an3a %onon5 . The implied indication is that a written T.
may be permitted for private use.

There certainly were in existence written copies of the
Targum, which were restricted to personal use. One such copy
a targumist would employ in public worship and was hindered
by R. Samuel b. Isaac telling him 23 — fn22 vmrse £137
393 — 3093 e pa (Y. Meg. 4, 5). What he meant
amounted to saying that the T. should be read by heart, just
as the original is to be read from the written only.
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Targum Jonathan was used by later targumists. It was
pointed out above that Targum Ps. 18 is a copy with minor
modifications, notice of which will be taken in the chapter on
Other Targumim, of the Targum to Samuel 22. T. Jonathan
was used by the targumist of Chronicles.

The T. to Chronicles exhibits pronounced and independent
characteristics. It pursues, on the whole, its own way of ex-
position and translation. It is more Midrashic than the official
Targumim. He will not, in most cases, let himself be influenced
by the official Targumim. In some instances he will neither fol-
low Onkelos nor Ps. Jonathan. Yet, even this targumist made
definite and considerable use of the Targum Jonathan. The cases
in question are of a typical nature, which do not admit of an
incidental agreement. I will quote them in order of Chronicles.

1 Chronicles 11:11 792y ¥y Targum 702y 73" . Jon.
28 5:1.

1 Ch. 13:7 par ng 129 Targum wnonwy. Jon. 28 6:3.

1 Ch. 13:9 py1*3 179 Targum jpnw anR . Jon. 2§ 6:6.

ib. ymaw Targum joww. Jon. ib.

1 Ch. 14:1 39p »eamy Targum R®571D 12325 1I0IRT 193N
Jon. 28 5:11.

1 Ch. 14:9 p'&p1 ppya wwb Targum R130 202 wIdInn
Jon. 28 5:18 reading wwin.

1 Ch. 14:11 p'y9p Sy3 Targum Bo'¥e ww. Jon. 25 §5:20.

ib. o' pap3 Targum }»» *5v7 N3 X 3R . Jon. ib. 28.

1 Ch. 14:15 nwpnS 7385 owswn 8y '3 Targum pps DN
SupprS BT RASERS v DI 1 NI, Jon.2§ 5:24.

1 Ch. 16:3 =pwxr Targum 1n58. Jon. 2S 6:19.

1 Ch. 17:1 p'rar n'33 Targum  RR ™02 S5vms. Jon.
28 7:2, 7.

ib. my» nnn gy Targum maa Roowpa v RIW
wny''. Jon. 28 7:2.

1Ch. 17:7 9233 nvnd yn =nx o 7onpd ux Targum
NI5H NALS RIY INAD XV B N3 Rk, Jon. 25 7:8. The
usual rendering of 9w3 in the T. to Chronicles is nIan
(1 Ch. 11:2) po7p (1 Ch. 13:1).
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1Ch. 17:9 own snoey Targum (pnp ank. Jon. 2S 7:10.

1 Ch. 17:16 w58 * wr m Targum npwd Xr NYS. Jon.
2§ 7:18.

1 Ch. 17:17 pinn 73m Targum ‘N7 8odY5. Jon. 28 7:19.

1 Ch. 17:20 vuma wyne wn 595 Targum Xoyne ™7 503
NP oY, Jon. 2S 7:22.

1 Ch. 17:21 paxa anR "3 Targum XpaR3 902) R0 8XOY
Jon. 28 7:23 ..ana 0 Roy.

1 Ch. 17:25 n'a % nwad Targum 95 owr 1% . Jon. 28
7:27.

1 Ch. 18:2 nmo w3 Targum bop *Svy3. Jon. 2S5 8:2, 6.

1 Ch. 18:3 1 3305 Targum 0N ARIwRS . Jon. 25 8:3
Y o2wnd.

1 Ch. 20:3 pmama wm Targum pane aomy. Jon. 2S 12:13
DN

2 Ch. 1:14 9507 oyy 2997 my2 onvan Targum vwapa 1wy
..0Y 9T v w3 vonn. So Jon. 1K 10:26.

2Ch. 2:9 n1op pwon Targum pwad p'vr. Jon. 1K 5:25
n%om own.



TEXTUAL VARIATIONS IN JONATHAN

Jonathan, like Onkelos, deviates in many cases from the
Masoretic reading to which allusion was already made in the
previous chapter. There is a way to differentiate the paraphrastic
from the literal sense. Qut of the obscurity of the exegetical ex-
pansion there comes forth the simple, written phrase on which
it rests. The Targum Jonathan, although, on the whole, far
from literal adhesion to the text, is unmistakably careful to
transmit both the sense and version of the text. The literal pre-
dominates in the historical portions of the Prophets. Any render-
ing ,then, not in accord with the Masoretic reading constitutes
a deviation from the reading.

This fact was noticed by the rabbinical authorities. Rashi,
while for the most part overlooking them and even following
them in evident belief that they were merely of an
exegetical nature, could not escape the impression that Jonathan
had a different reading. Kimchi and Minchat Shai did
not hesitate to point out in the plainest language some of these
deviations. They have engaged the attention of later rabbinical
writers as well as the modern biblical student.1)

On close examination the deviations will be found to con-

1) However, Abrahm Ibn Ezra, critic as he was, would not ac
cept such a possibility. Thus he remarks in Safa Berura (9, 11, ed.
Lippmann): B3R f &85 13,07 13931 LSy 13 19 pane 1M
RIAY L3RI IVIAND NG NP Pran K9 ML IRDY 13 (a0 /9 ANk
w2 ,Byw HIDING w1 TIT whNR 0137 MBpLa 1M BN N man
P71 ..IDh Mok B3 e pED 1R 13 (2,3 PIpan) my pvhn Mok
23 W3 N3 LLADII AR 3 D AL ph waed opa 50N
TP LAPR I RIAP 12 @37 DPABY TP KN 37P 23NN R AP 5
YIBDY  ...BM3PR DY 190 29p3 wdym e 0% ndea My ssow
L0 L/ D135B) aapn 035m 95 3 M D pI M O3 (3 80 mywn)
5%137) D3I AR DD D 13 BT (7,7 19I51) 00 N3 Bhody
BRMY3Y #0230 1R kO NMaYa 100 waTy (7 ,20). It is an unsuccessful
attempt on his part to explain ‘away renderings that represent a differ-
ent reading.

52



TEXTUAL VARIATIONS 63

sist of three distinct categories. Some of them represent an un-
questionably different reading. With minor exceptions, they do
not admit of being explained away. The preponderate number
of these deviations consists of a difference in the pointing. Dif-
ferences of this kind are found in great numbers in MSS. claim-
ing the Masoretic sanction. They emanate from a period when
doubts still existed, as to the reading of certain words. Even
the scrupulously literal Aquila version contains variations from
the text. The Talmud presents abundant testimony to them.2)
On the other hand, many of these deviations are either followed
by the Lxx and P. or they appear in them in a different form. De-
viations of this description are here classed under heading “A™.
There is another class of deviations of a mere grammatical char-
acter. There is a noticeable tendency on the part of the translator
to eliminate the more striking discrepancies either in the number
or in the person of the substantive in the sentence. So the tran-
lator renders them in either one or the other way. Sometimes he
subordinates all the forms of the sentences to the last in order.*)
In some cases the reverse is true 3) and in some instances all
follow the one in the middle.8) This principle is observed by
the Lxx and P. to some extent. But it does not appear to have
been consistently followed by the targumist. The number of ex-
ceptions by far exceeds the number of the cases where this
principle is enforced. Thus it is impossible to determine the
basic rule of this principle. It takes the appearance
of an arbitrary and haphazard device. At any rate, this group
of variations does not involve a dfferent reading. They appear
under heading “B". .

There is another body of deviations which are very instruct-
ive for the biblical student. The targumist made it a rule to
render sentences which resemble one another, but differ in some

2)  TITIT 02IM 1D RMP NAR PRA AR Oxpowr g /9 0) oR
Mm% 15y edn 1an e 10 M2 Pk YUk Mt Yk 2T
Tspw Mish. Aboda Zara 29b. Com. also Gen. r. 94, 4: 5S¢ nminz
DI 1T 1) 210D IRSD NKRD /9

3) Com. More Nebuchim 3, 43.

4) Jerem. 9:5; 11:12.
5) Ezek. 11:19
6) Is. 26:8.
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particulars occuring in different parts, in one and the same way.
A similar process had been pursued by the Rabbis.
It is the wp'n1 and the mw n9'1a of Hillel and R. Ishmael b.Jose,??
which forms the seventh Mida 8) of the 32 Midoth enunci-
ated by R. Eliezer. But while in the Halaka and Agada the con-
formation is sought mainly in the circumstances or in the legal
conditions of the cases involved, the targumist is interested in
the wording. The Samaritan text, as it is well known, will often
change a phrase to agree with a similar phrase somewhere else.®)
The Lxx in some instances and the P. to a larger extent follow
the same rule. (Com. Frankel, Pal. Ex., p. 166.). There can
be little doubt that the author had been actuated by re-
flection. Rendering a phrase, the recollection of the other similar
phrase flashed through the mind of the translator to leave its
stamp upon his rendering. Mental activity of this sort accounts
for many misquotations from the Bible found in the Talmud.1®)
But this practice could not have originated from a mere un-
conscious play of recollection. The translator must have been
moved by something which he considered an imperative neces-
sity. It will be observed that in most instances treated this
way the author was concerned in eliminating an outstanding di-
vergence in the version of the narrative of one and the same
fact.11) Whether or not the translator pursued a definite rule
in applying this principle is difficult to determine. For the most
part the author is seen to make the passage second in order to
conform the one preceding it.

This kind of variation is placed under heading C. They
are of an interpretative nature. They do not point to a different
reading, as they were taken by many biblical students. I have

7) Tos. San. 7, Pirkei Aboth of R. Nathan 35, and introduction
of Sifra.

8) Com. R:ifm~ ., Meshib Dabor (Wien, 1866).

9) Com. Kircheim (i1nww 133 p. 37 et seq.

10) Com. Aboda Zara 24b, citing IS 15:15 pyn Son awwe
opn SBA R D301 (N3N 22D 2 DYMY DIwHAY IpAM (N3N dwn S
1837 93 91 according to v. 9, and San. 49a, citing 2§ 3:27 ow s
wnnn — wona 95k according to 20:10.

11) Com. Judges 7:7 and 20; 1S 4:21 and 19; 2§ 12:21 and 22;

1K 139 and 17; 2K 9:19 and 18.
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omitted all deviations of a doubtful character or consisting of
an unrendered or added Waw or change of the preposition,
which might be due to the distraction of a copyist or the
Aramaic idiom.

GROUP A
M. T. Targ. R.
Joshua 2:7 nvMayon oy W qy
] pMawn Y nMANT W 2onavn Ty
94 IOWI DA DIWYN W AR AN Vac.135m
TIBYN 129 TR RO
*11:17; 1227 ponin nn v 379D XD D (3p5n
o 13:16 R3TD Sy R3O W (¢9y
Judges 3:2 DT RS YT Nn RS (5 9y0
* 99 YT DR NS LD DY
1] WR 1'D3bND N (643
*11:34 UYL 19 PR nw (7ThoD

*14:15 0 15 DnRTD BPST PNMP RNIDDHBSN

1) So in many MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi. Com. Kimchi. But
Onk. Gen. 49:13 has it literally.

2) So P. and in marg. Syro-Hex. Com. Field Hex. and also
Arab. Kimchi’s explanation lacks force. Dillmann’s contention (Hand-
buch), *“dass blosse Vervolgen passt zu dieser Wirkung nicht™, missed
the order of the narrative—as did Herrheimer's objection that *‘der
Verlust von 36 Mann ist keine Zertrimerung™. The same could be
said with much greater force of Joshua's overpowering fright (vv. 6-9).
But the current interpretation that the defeat at the descent is identical
with the loss of the 36 in killed told in the beginning of the v., is
not at all impressive. It is rather to be assumed, which the reading
of the T. unquestionably implies, that the loss of the 36 gave cause
to the ensuing defeat at the descent, where the loss, it would appear,
was sufficient to cause anxiety. I am inclined to believe that the reading
of the T. was 0vawn . Com. ) 193, The form in itself wouldn't
appear strange to the targumist, as cases of this nature are numerous.

3) So P. A. Com. Field Hex, 1 c.

4) So Sebirin. Many MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi and extant
editions follow the reading of the T.

5) So P. Lxx read ny7 .

6) Probably influenced by v. 13.

7) Felt by Kimchi. So Sebirin.
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M.T. Targ. R.
E¥h RI57 RN (1p%n
* 199 LI IR LD N3 1Yo 2 (Chih
DY nun 19 ¥0V TInS

*20:34 Ya% T2 RNy225 ovvw 3 3p

* 0 21:10  9nR baw DO P YIinnw 4 yma3

1S 2:31 ™ DR YN Tt RPN S

32 EShh iR Eh Al X1 RN W3 I
Nawn 6 R

*6:33 0 MNRDIMSYD DR MG NN AR DRSwH DR
(7ann

*12:21 MAR YD 1NDN R NaD woN RS (8 Vac. v
nnn 1nSen RS nunse
NS 13987 RNYHS

*15:32 BN M D DR TMID ’I37 WA 0
RMp

*22:14 TNYpYn 5K DY Jnymen Sy am (10 9

'28. 1:21 D3 mwn %1 RAWwHITD ent (A Vac. 93

1) Com. Kimchi. Lxx %501 vacaat. In one of the MSS. of De
Rossi the Keri 1s 051 and Ketib 81 and in two others 05n is the Ketib.
Ginsburg: p 51 2'n3 K971 1S ap w57 2N YR mvIdS

2) So Lxx Lag., otherwise nB 'S b1'n N3N are vacant. P.
B NIsn en ApS vacant. The T. does not render mudm,

3) Minchat Shai: 2335 213 Nwes mkpd 'Awa. So in many
MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi.

4) Com. Onk. Exod. 21:10. Com. Minchat Shai. This reading
is found in many MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi.

5) The second 28 N3 19t NR is rendered y1 mpn. If the
targumist followed here the Masoretic reading there is hardly any reason
why it occured to him a different reading in 9t nr. Lxx read in both
yt while P. follows in both the Mesoretic reading.

6) So P. Probably influenced by v. 1.

7) So Lxx, P. and many MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi.

8) So Lxx and P. Com. end of verse mwvn wn »=  Targum
JIk wpd

9) So P. Lxx 99 vacant.

10) So Lxx. Com. P.

1) So P. and Arab. The suggestion that T. read 153, as in
Kenn. MSS. 30, is hardly tenable. It would seem that the T. con-
sidered this phrase to refer to ©'9%n @1 . Com. Ehrlich Randglossen
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M.T. Targ. R.
o512 NIBD RWI DY NSO ROVID NI (2 ARYI-RE
* 14:14 1DDRY RS WR 115 wer &S
1BDINM (3 1ppne
*15:23 nR 77 Up Y NN DR Sy
phgish] ksl 4 Vac. n&
*22:44 DM RS apwn '39mnN (5 yywn
*23:13 QWD ISP RNMWH 7 Mk (6 pwdw
1K. 1:18 =500 IR NN IR 7 anRy
1220 151 IR NN )] o
0 6:31 nwmnn mnm SRh 1'Dpvn (8 mpmn
1K. 7:3 1IR3 1DDY 1193 8DMY ® 1pDy
* 8:26 727 R IOR' R'DIND (YD OYPNY 9370
*8:30  DWOORIYDPNANRY TR N2 NRD D ..0PDD
DM SR Thaw RDY D (10 pypyn
o 8:31 7oR R MImI . (AR5 Ry
* 13:6 "y3 55pnm TP B W (12 oy

and Thenius Sarn., to which the expression ®nwn31> points. On the
other hand, it is possible that the T. took 152 to mean annointing,
from root %53 PS. 92:11. Ehrlich's assumption (ibid) that the T. read
instead of MM 1w — 17 89 is founded on a misunderstanding
of the T.

2) So P. Probably influenced by 1 CH. 14:2.

3) Exod. 5:7. But Com. T. to PS. 104:22.

4) So Lxx. P.

Nk is omitted in many MSS.

§) This is the reading in PS. 18:44. As the T. to PS. renders
this word in accordance with the reading here, it is obvious that he
intended to correct the rendering of Jonathan. The rendering of the
T. is supported by P. and Lxx Lag.

6) Com. T. to vv. 23, 24 and Rashi and Kimchi. Onk. Exod.
14:7 felt by Kimchi. Com. Field Hex. Note 26. So Lag. Lxx.

7) So Lxx, P. and 250 MSS. Kimchi: nxt3 1y» praponn 139
19 158R RI MN Sak L1repd 2p M 0pd RSk ANy 1ans don
DI3IBY ROXI MNKY INT ANIODA TBBY BYP1IIEA D1LD IEM 113 AN KA
31PN pspaw S 1ripa 13

8) But com. T. to v. 33; 7:5. Felt by Kimchi:

DiwIdn DD 1opED AV,

9) So Lxx P.

10) So P., in accordance with 2 Chronicles 6:21.

11) So Lxx P.

12) Lxx omit the whole phrase.
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M. T. Targ. R.
*13:12 T DR 1033 WM RNAR @ 189
* 16:9 5y TR R¥IR N3 ®n23 M (2 nvaay

nwan

*16:24 W NN DR PN 8o90 N Ian (3 73
s

*20:33 VBB WSIN D ’RMBLM 4 ypp
*21:8 Y3 WR RnNvan (5 w3
*21:13 phniAl] TIDRY (6 yqpmy
*22:30 R wBAND  SRY UNYR KRIN wbnnn

: (7 Ray
2K. 2:14 WOR WIOR Y R LMY 503p (Ehhi]
325 TUAR VTRYA W NIRNYR RS Y PR Y
nwan pa ¥NIP3 RIIAR 9npaa P2

Map 8’

*o17: DY ™37 WM YMBIP 1IN (10 y53vp3
*17:13  ;ip %2 w0a3 5 va 9bD %9 I3 (11 Ry

1) So Lxx P. Kimchi: 1'321 T1'n1 nRpa k7Y 103 eenry 1“0
Syon

2) Com. Lxx. P.

3) So he renders ann nw 13vy (ib), but W MR 1IN is ren-
dered literally. It might, however, be interpretative suggested by the
text, for the city—not the mountain—was called by this name. Why should
the T. to Am. 3:9 render 19p® 131 literally while 11912 7 — kav3
(Am. 4:1; 6:1), although we find 11w vy (1K 13:32) as well,
would admit of no such explanation. Cases, however, of this sort are
found in the T. Kimchi (followed by Gersonide) infers from the T.
that there really was a city there and Omri just strengthened it.

4) So P, according to the Maarabai this reading is the Keri
while the Masoretic reading is the Ketib.

5) Com. P. Lxx omit 17133 wx.

6) So P.

7)  So Lxx P. Felt by Kimchi. Probably interpretative suggested
by what follows in the verse.

8) Or mm (Com. 2K 20:3). Probably for anthropomorphic
reasons.

9) So Lxx P. Having read o301 and taking it to refer to m1sw
the targumist changed the number.

10) Probably interpretative.

11) P. has both in plural, so that the T. might have been in-

fluenced by mmn 53 .
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M. T. Targ. R.
* 218 TS DR R SBSLS DR RHY Vac. 501
SR o0 SR
*23:13 nwmwnn NS R s RhP)
Q 5nwnn
IS. 3:12 13 5 DWW RN WM Zpw)
513 YT NN 1733 RIDI M PPN 3 iy
o 8:14 1985 wpnd Y 1103 1w
na w5 Wwpnd
*8:21 PISR3Y 10503 5P MOND D 1an
My, (44550
*10:15 v NR DAY 7N NI RO

Y RS vy D™D RO RS MMS var RN
mHT PR ML S nr

bk Vac.
* 10:34 51933 0 30 APN "33 Srpn
M0 N
851732 51M25
* 11:16 .1 DMnm wan annn
* 172 SV MY MAw 1390 DA v WAy Y
*21:13 13'50 37Y3 Ty RypI3 Xena (6 39pa
*23:3 9N ¥ D37 DAY RAD RPHDL MY (790D

1) Com. Rashi and Kimchi. It is so quoted by the R. Josi,
Shab. 56b. This reading is found in one MS. Kenn.

2) Felt by Rashi, Kimchi. So Lxx. A. Com. Esther r. 2, 2:
A Spas pmby 1rspIp R YR 13 Yo o

3) So Lxx P. Rashi and Karo follow the T. without taking
notice of the deviation. Kimchi noticed it in the T. Hitzig, Bhrlich
and Krauss would read here 't , (Com. Onk. Deut. 32, 34), which
would, however, not agree with this rendering.

4) Kimchi seems to have noticed it. Though the absolute 75n
is always rendered literally by the T. Com. Gray Is. In. Com. As to
11715821 see Dill P. Ehrlich IS.

5) Lxx P. omit v o> and have part of RN,

6) So Lxx P. In general the T. is apt to such an interchange, as
will appear in the sequel.

7) So Lxx P. V. Kimchi also noticed it in the T. This reading
of the T. was adopted by Hitz., Cheyne, Guthe and Kn.
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M. T. Targ. R.
1S. 29:13 2R 2939NRT "SR (23}
*30:6 DD Y9 KU Pana 93 N7 R (3Vac. b

nDWD 7Y NYDR 1R

* 30:8 Ay Y Wo i =} 3 ps5
o 30:27 IR 72 RIDSD WPY  IRPD T3
*38:13 e NN RINIR ne
* 40:6 Ion SM mePIn 90 A Blaly]

0 40:17 Y1 RO oM 99 NSy NmBY 5
15 92N WINY DEXD  R1MWI NN

NI RSN ..DBR

ILIP 1'2wen (¢ Vac. 123

434 TARN DIR NN NppYy nMom Ny

@Bl NN DR RMO5MY NN Sy

Jwb3 won

' 48:7 pnynw RS DY D% nnpa 8’ (8 pypw

*49:17 T3 10D PRI A ey (7923

537 MY R Al wa (8 pa)

* 549 W Rt NI MY N o "
*56:11  war RS D oM

1'an PYRID 1IN (Opyy

1) So in many MSS. Com. Kimchi and Seder Eliahu r. 2, 24

2) Cort would have ow so Krauss, which would have the sup-
port of the T.; still, it is not improbable that the rendering is ex-
planatory.

3) So P. V.
4) Lxx also omit 1123 ; Lxx and P. read bpw5. There is no
reason to supposc that 1733 was omitted for anthropomorphical reasons.

5) This is suggester by the parallel; but it may also be ex-
planatory. Graetz and Klost. amend 0% which would have the sup-
port of the T.

6) Com. Lxx P. V.

7) So Lxx. (Com. San. 64b: 71332 #58 7033 ®ph 58 7133 521),

8) So P. Sym. V. (See Dil. P. T. 2) and in many old Hebrew
MSS. Com. Chayoth, Mebo Hatalmud, 25. Com. Berachoth 7b, 14a.

9) So Lxx P. and S. Kimchi remarks: n3y ‘3ane xoonn s
Bl C--R-Dal
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M. T. Targ. R.
*58:3 PN D3%Y SN 13pp hinR Anwain
*59:18 S Sy miSwa Sya Ry Mp CmSoa Sya
*61:3 nnn ndnn nvye
hiaERa k! non jnagm ma G ashn M
*65:1  pwa xp RS M SR DY S¥H R 4 R
Jer. 6:14 wy 13w nR WpM [an N DN 3 N8
WY KRNI Sy na
*10:24 vBEYHI N D T BpNY RS .0
ML 1B [AR)ARNN P BE A ! (6 yppmy
* O 11:12 pMan M3 DR Wwow Xpand Nt Wap
0 PR SR DN (TN3°55mm (8 oA

*11:14  9y3 SR DR Nya W0O8m NRT Ya WOR NP
bnya NP3 YA PNSY  (Ppnys nya

*o15:14 TR DR NP oy praynem (10 spapm
*23:26 %3 wwm o Ny 'R MR W

DRI 1Ma%3 Alpvap ey
* 278 17°2 BNR BN Y NNy omRY Y A2spngy

1) So Lxx. Kimchi: 1ian%n %21 nsn ymr pane nopn oy
w3 1B paan 1IapD

2) But Is. 63:7 =wr 53 %3 literally.

3) It is possible to explain the rendering of the T. as suggested

by the parallel nna M9, and would smoothen the difficulties felt by the
commentators on this point.

4) So Lxx P.

5) They might, however, have been infiuenced by 8:11.

6) So Lxx. Com., however, chapter General Peculiarities.

7) So Lagarde. The same MS. was also before Kimchi, but in
the copy of the Minchath Shai and many others the reading is71%%nn3

8) So Lxx. Com. P.

9) Lxx P. A. and many Hebrew MSS. Otherwise the T.
might have been influenced by v. 12: mnya nya ond wren &5 peam

10) So Lxx P. Kimchi noticed it in the T. and remarks that he
found this reading in many MSS. See also Kittel: Guesebrecht. Still,
it is not impossible that the T. was influenced here by 17:4 T'n1apmy
qa¢ nr and hence the reading of the Lxx P.

11) So Lxx P.

12) So P.; also noticed by Giesbrecht and Cor., but it may
also be interpretative.
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M. T. Targ. R.
29:12 pnaSm NX DRRTIPY 23PRY WP oYM MR DARIDY
WR BNSSBNM D NYam oMy (13 oR nynen
DIOR NYBRY  NOMYI SapRY ™I

..

*31:39 noIwn 9 RNMIR SN (2 mpatn 50
*49:3  mTaa vvwnm 103 ROANK 3 mya
513 Symy Y LTI SR RSY Lnnmy RO T oy
Ez. 1:7 RI5 D9 RIY 192530 19939 nbaLd (5 53y
Sy o
*o5:1 PUIR UR DN RPN ABDR NIR AR (6 yan
"N
*TS Y7 NAR Y% RN N3 jnea (7 9nn
* 10:6 D25 NN WR N9% nany 8pad
*10:29 ow D'RAN DNR W IR PINRT DNR WK
(9 D'R3
*12:12 ROWR I ADINIMID RS RWTANT MO RS R
R N\ PYS AR Ry noane HYS Ry
PINRD (10 pann NN

1) Probably bns%1 was omitted in the text of the T. P. also
omits it. Lxx omits the entire portion and begins with onsbnnm
Giesb. conjecture w3y by the T. is not justified.

2) Lxx has here the Ketib. P. omits it entirely. The reading
mnar by the T. is the only plausible explanation of the peculiar ren-
dering of this word. 17w is usually rendered by the T. byrons s
(1K 23:4; IS. 16:1). Com. Aruch xnar and mnR,

3) PFelt by Kimchi. Com. P.

4) So Lxx codd. 88, 106, P. In some MSS. &% is the Keri.
Felt by Minchat Shai and Kimchi.

5) So A. Rashi follows it.

6) So P. Sym. Vulg. This is the Ketib to Madnechai, but this
reading is to be found in many MSS. So in M'turgom of Eliahu
Halevy under root mmp. He cites this verse reading pIan.

7) Noticed by Kimchi.
8) So P., so Toy. was probably influenced by V. 15.
9) So Lxx P.

10) So P. Probabiy both of them read 1'% (Com. Is. 18:9 etc.).
On the other hand, we find this case 1'p Ketib <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>