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Cieniza Frasment from the Taylor-Schechter Collcction, Exod 39-39-40 17 with Babylonian masora
and ziresora on targuny Onkcelos (Cambridge University Library, MST S B4.12 verso).
1 Kable, Masoreten Jes Qstens 0, 106, According to A. Dicz Macho ¢ Estudios btblicos 16, 1957,

219y the frapment dates from the 9th-10th century.

Chapter Seven

Tewish Aramaic Translations of Hebrew
Scriptures

Plilip S. Alexander

Th Extaat Rabbinic Texts

TUE PENTATEUCH ONKELOS

Targum Onkelos (== Onk) was the officialtargum of Babylonia: the Babylonian
Talmud refers to it as ‘our targum’ (8.7, Kiddushin 49a), and introduces
quotations from it with the phrase s we transtate’ (.. B. T Sanhedrin 106b).
On hadak hic matters Onk is in close agroenient with the Mishna, at least as the
Mishna wasundei stood in the Babyloninu academices, and the Bavli citesitasan
authority cven on halakha (seec.g. B.7". Nazir 492, quoting Onk to Num 6:4).
Onk offers a simple, non-expansive version. 1t doees contain some aggada, but
this, where it occs, is presented in highly aflusive, abridged form.!

The traditional attril ution © Onkcler is based on asingle passage in the
Bavli; the parallel in the Yerushalmi, however, speaks of sigilus:

Bavli Megillu sa Yerushalmi Megilla T
R, Yirmeyahu -or son-e say R Hivya b Abiba- 1. Y ieme vahu said in U e name of R Hiyva bin
Also said: “Fhe torgum of the Pentateuch was (= Abba): Agilas -he prosclyte transtated

“composed by Onkclos the proselvte wder the the Pentateud b before 2. Bliezet and R Yeho-

Shuer, and they pmisc&l sim aned said: Yopovdaped
mihhné tadam (P 45:2).

auidance of R, Elwzar and R, Ychoshua

Two pointsare cbar. First, the form Orkel s is simply a cortaption of Aqiles:
the corruption is vund clsewlere in rahbinic icrature (cle.g. 1. Demai 6:13
with P. T. Demai -'5d). Second, the Yerushelmi s referring 1 the Greek version
of the Pentatucl known as Aquila, vhich it ites on a number of occasions
(c.g. P.T. Sukka 3d). This i dear fronsthe context whishisconcerned with the
dictum of R. Shizion ben Gamliel tht it is permissible o wvrite the Sacred
Book: only in Greek, and from tie recherché pun ot yopyvapitid mibbné ‘adam.
which is t= ken Lo mean. not 'you are fairer than the sons of men’, but ‘you have
used the fanguag - of Jephet better than the sons of men’. the ‘language of

U far exancples of apooadain Onkoses Vennaes, Covpadah in the Onkelos - argum’, and Bowker,

Hagy wab o the P nme Onbelos’
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Japhet® being Greek: see Gen 10:2, where Javan (= Gre xce) is put among the
sons of Japhiet, and compare B.T. Megilla 9b (parallel: Cenesis Rabba 30:8, p.
342), where ‘the words of Japhet” mean Greek. If this interpretation of P.7T.
Megilla 71c is correct, then the Bavli parallel becomes problematic, for it is
cbvious in context that it refers to an Aramaic version. ) e simplest solution is
to supposc that the Babylonians misunderstood the logror of R. Yirmeyahu,
and took it as conveying information about their own aronymous Aramaic
translation of the Tora 2

Compirred to the Palestinian arguminy, Onk his come down to us as o highty
unified. stable tradition. It even has its own masora, which includes a list of
ieadings where the tradition of Nehardea differs from that of Sura. All the
evidence points Lo some sort of official recension of the text in Babylonia in the
talmudic period. Already among the Geonim On« was ¢ scived as being of the
highest sanctity. There arc, nonetheless, significant diveigences between its

“uss. The aim of the text-critic must be to recover the Bbylonian form of the
targum. This may be possible through Yemenite Mss which prescrve strongly
fe Babylonian tradition. Of these mss 131 (EMc 952), 133:: (ENA 1705). 152 (£NA
§0), and 153 (une 48) of the Jewish Theological Semin:uy of America, New
Vork, and Ms. Ebr. 448 of the Vatican Library arc particularly important.

FLE PENTATEUCHT PALEST lNl/\N"l‘AR(il INTEN

nEorT 1. In 1956 A Dicz Macho discovered a copy of the Palestinian Targum
of the Pentateuch (Codex Neofiti 1 {= Neof]) inthe Vatican Library, where it
had lain largely unanoticed because it had been miscatalogued as Targum
Onkelos.? The text, written by three main hands, is virtually completc. A
calophon states that it was copied at Rome in (5264 A.m. = 1504 ¢.E. for Giles

of Viterbo. Tt is possible to trace this recension back much carlier forit has been

shown to agree significantly with the Palestiniar Targun: yuotations in-carlier
Jewish writings (c.g. the Arukh of Nathan bea Yehicl of Iome, d. 1106), where
these cannot be paralleled in other extant texts ¢f the Patestinian Torgum.* On
the whole the translation is restrained and sober, the ag-ada being less exten-
sive than that in cither the Fragmentary Targum or Pseido-Yonatan. Neol is
richly supplicd with glosscs, both marginal and interlines 1, in about ten differ-
ent hands. These are, in the main, allernative Palestin’:n Targum readings.

Different sources were drawn upon. Note, e.g. Gen 10: ~where there are two '

variants, the sccond of which is introduced by L' = loshon ’aler, ‘another

? The rabbinic traditions are discussed by Fricdmann. Onkelos und Aky s, and Silverstone, Aquilu
and Onkelos, bul see especially Barthélemy, Les devancivrs, 148-56.

Vo Dics Macho, “The Recently Discovered Palestinian Tasguny’.

4 Sce Speier, ‘Relatioaship”.
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reading’. The glo ses sometimes agree with Pseudo-Yonatai, sometimes with
the Fragmeatary Targrm, sometines with the Cairo Genirza fragments, and
sometimes with Onk. A number oi them are textually unigue.

PSEUDO-YONATAN The titie of this work found in the editio princeps, Viz.

“Targum of Yongtan ben Uzziel is a misnomer which came about through a

false resotution of the abbreviation TY as Targum Yehonatan instead of
Targum Yersha'mi, The mistaken ascription of this targum to the supposed
author of the Baliylonian Targnm to the Prophets may po back to Menahem b.
Benjamin Kecanati in the htheentury. The work is, in fact, a recension of the
Palestinian Targum ol the Fentateuch, which, save for a fow verses, is
complete.

Pscudn-Youatan (= Ps-Y) is the most paraphrastic of all the Pentateuchal
targrmin: it is cetimated (o be about twice the length of the original Hebrew
text. 1t is a highly mixed tradition, an amalgam of interpretations from widely
different periods. Tthas been argned that it contains at onee some of the carliest
and some of the Intest dateabletargumicmaterial. Some ofits aggadic traditions
are not attested chiewherc in rabbinic literature. Jn its final state the collection
has been worked over with some care, and in many ways Ps-Y is the most
literary of the Palestinian targumim. That its final redaction cannot have been
carlier than the 7th cent. ¢ may be dedieed from its rendering of Gen 21:21:

Hebrew text I'sens’o-Yonatan

And he (Jshmael) dwelt in the wilderness of And hie dwelt in the widerness of Paran, and he

Paran: his mother tock for him a wifcout of the  took as wile *Adisha [+.1. Hadislv: Ginsburger

land of Egyp'. proposes *Aycshal anc he divore-d lier; and his
mother took for him Fatima as wilc from the
land of Egypt.

The same agg wla it found in more expane ted form in Pirkei de-Rabbi Iliczer 30,
The names of the two wives of Ishmacel (the supposcd progenitor of the Arabs)
correspond te those of a wile and daughter of Muhammad: Fatima was the
daughter of Mubamuyad by his first wife Khadijah; *Adisha/ETadisha may be
Khadijah,or, il we read ‘Ayesha with Pirkci de-Rabbi Ldie.er 20 (as Ginsburger
suggested) . the relerence could be to another wife. ‘Avisha. Counterbalancing
such late elements. however, are carly oncs, and there is sufficient evidence of
inteinal contradiction, reworking and glossing in this targum forustosce thatin
its prescat state it is the culmination of a very lony, process of evolution. There
are (wo witnesses 1o the text: (1) the edtio princeps in Ha.nishah humshe Torah
published by Asher Forins, Venice 1590-91 (on which see M. Steinschneider,
Caialogus libroiim hebracorum i Bibliotheca Bodleiana, Berlin 1852-60, no.
295); and (2) s, Add. 27.031, British Library, 1 ondon, which bears the
signature of the censor Dominico Gicrosolomitana amd the date 1598, The
disagrecments b tween these two textsestablish their independence: theirlarge

219



JEWISH ARAMAIC TRANSLATIONS

measure of agreement . indicates that they are derived from a common
archetype.

CAIRO GENIZA FRAGMENTS. 7 Mss recovered from the Cairo Geniza containing
extensive passages from the Palestinian Targum appear (o b remnants of once
complete targumim to whole books of the Pentateuch, or cven to the whole
Pentatench. One ms (Kahle D) stll preserves parts of SGenesis, Exodus and
Derteronomy. Some mss give the full text of the original, Hebrew and targum
alternating,., verse by verse. Others present only abbreviaied Hebrew femmata.
The significance of this difference (which extends to oth o largum Mss) is not
oh -ious. The Cairo Geniza fragments (= ¢G) are the carlicstextant witnesses 1o
the text of the Palestizian Targum, the oldest of them (Kahle A) datingfrom the
8ih/9th cent.., at the latest. The texts show all the characteristic features of the
Palestinian Targum, aggadic passages alternating with sc:tions of more or less
literal translation. The mMss do not agree preciscly with any of the other recen-
sions of the Pal. Targ., nor even with cach other, inthe fev instances where they
overlap. This is eloquent testimony to the extreme fluidity of the text of the Pal.
Targ.

FRAGMENTARY TarGUM. The editio princeps of the Fragmentary Targum (= F1)
was published nnder the title “Targum Yerushalmi® i the first edition of
Bomberg's Biblia Rabbinica. Venice 1516-17 [= Boml: f}. Five mss closely
related to the Homberg text are now known:

(1) V = Ebr. 140, fols 198-227, Vatican Library (13th cent.);

(2) N = Solger 2,2, fols 119-47, Stadtbibliothek, Niirnberg (1291 ¢..);

(3) L= . foi. L. Universititsbibliothek, Leipzig (131/14th cent);

(4) ™M = Ms 3 of tle Giinzburg Collection, Moscow (1¢th cent.);

(5) 5= Ms 264 of ihe Sassoon Collection (17th cent.).

Klein has demonstrated the inter-relationship of these various textwitnesses.
womb 1 and M arce both transcriptions of N. § is copizd from Bomb I, or
possibly from the sccond edition of the Biblia Rabbini-a. Venice 1524-5 |=
Bomb 2]. V and L are both independent of N, and of each other. V contains 908
verses of the Pentateuch (taken from all five books), N 833 verses, and 1. 293
verses. Though Vo N and L differ in fength, it appears from their overlaps that
they constitute a single recension of ¥rand, presumably, vltimately go back toa
common archetype. FT as represented by these Mss has threc distinguishing
features: first, itis a Palestinian Targum, in western Arainaic; second it covers
only sclected verses of the Pentateuch (hence its nam.); third, although it
contains numerous aggadic expansiens, it also contains a significant number of
verses where the translation is literal.

ein, tExiant Soviees’.
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There are fou other mss, which cannot be related stemmatically to the
Bomberg group, thouph they show all the: characteristics of the pr. These should
be regarded as four further recensions of Fr. The mss arc:

(1) P == 1cbr. 110, fols 1-10, Eibliotheque Nationale, Paris (15th/16th cent.):
589 verses of “he Pentateuch;

(2) 1= Ms505 (viva 2587), fols 6-7. Jewish Theological Seminary ol America,
New York (#4th/15th cent): Exod 1,43, 14, 29-3): 15:1-2; 17:15-16;
19:1-8;

(3) 1= Or. 10774 (Gaster collection), fol 8, British Library, London (?
12th/13th cent): Deat B -5:9;

(4) C =TS AS72.75.76,77, Univessity Library, Cambridge (9th/10th - mid
11th cent.): Deut 23:15 - 28:5; 32:35 - 33:9.

There are, taen. in all some five different recensions of the targum-type known

as the Fragmentary "Targuin.

Why did the vr text-form evolve? Why should anvonce make such a collection
of Palestinien T um fragmenis? 1 is ard to say. some have seen Fras aset of
variant readings intended to supplement a complete text of the Palestinian

CTarpum. Insupport of this ideait should be noted that if the marginal glosses of

Neoliti | were coll=cted and published separately they would constitute a kind
of Fr. On the other hand, it is argual:le that, like the targumic Toseftot (on
which see below). the collection was made to supplement Onk. Both the
Toscltot and the v may have arisen ot a time when Onk was becoming, the
dominant targuni in the west. Since Onk is, ou the whole, a non-aggadic
targum, the necd was felt to prescrve the aggadic material of the Palestinian
Targnm. The Toseftot may be rather random Palestinian traditions known to
scribes who copicd Onk. 1T, however, looks like something more systematic: it
has probably no* arisen through collecting traditions from difercnt sources. but
by deliberate alidpement of complete recensions of the Palestinian Tarpunt.
Complete Palesiinian tgumim were collared against Onk, 1nd the non-aggad-
ic passages remoeved, This view pains support from the fact that the verses which
are not represertd by-any of the recensions ol Frare usually rendered more or
less literally in ot lcast one of the complete recensions of the Palestinian
Targum,

TARGUMIC TOSEFTCT. Here and ihese in the mss of Onk aggadic passages arc to be
found under the rubric “Toseita’ or “loscfta Yerushalmi'. Thesc patsages are
clearly interpolstions, derived from the Palestinian Targum, which were meant
to embellish the literal version of Onk. The Toscftot may be inserted into the
text of Onk at the appropriate place, or written in the margin, or gathercd
together at the end of the main text. Separate collectio is of Toseftot arc alsc
attested. The Tocefltot differ lrom FT in two respects:

(1) theyv are alwvays expansive, whereas vr contains a significint number of

versss which are translated literally; and
(2) whileFi’s viestern Aramaic diafect has been preserved more or less intact,
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the dialect of the Toseftot has been deliberately corrected (with varying
degrecs of consislency and success) o conform to the dialect of Onk. This
linguistic recasting is a feature not only of the Toscltot inserted into the
Onk mss, but also of the separate collections of Toseftot as well, thus
showing that the latter too were intended to supplenr:n: Onk. Where the
Toscltot overlap with other Pal. Targ. texts they often prove to represent
independent recensions of the Pal. Targ.

FESTIVAL COLLECHIONS, Some Ms$ contain collections of tarrumim covering the
Tora lections for the festivals and special Sabbaths. The notare of this type of
text is well illustrated by Bodleian Ms Heb. e 43, [ols 57-07 (= Kahlc F), the
colophon of which states: “This is the notebook (diftar) of Jacob, son of
Scmah . . . It contains the targum of the additional readings (rnusafim) for all
the Festivals, and the targum for Hanukka’ (fol 571). The r:lationship between
these Festival Colicetions and the complete Palestinian tar wmim such as Neof
is analogous to the relationship between the homiletic midrashim (c.g. Pesikta
de-Rav Kahana) and the straightforward exgeticel midrahim (e.g. Mekhilta
de-R. Yishmael). The Festival Collections differ [rom ca :h other both as to
content and as to testual reading. There s nothing to sugg: st that they go back
tc & common archetype, or archetypes, or that there 'vas any atlempt to
produce a standard collection. “

TARGUMIC PotMs. The character of these Aramaic composi‘ions is well illustrat-
cd by the porm “Fzel Moshe, which gives, in the form of an alphabeticacrostic,
4 dramatic version of Moses” encounter with the Red Se: during the Exodus
from Egypt. Though not strictly a targum, there is evid-nce connecting the
poem o the tarpum of the Tora reading for the 7th dav of Passover (Exod
14-15). 11 is inserted into the targum after Exod 14:29 ia ms Paris 110, and
inteiwoven with tHie verses of the targum in ms 335 of the University Library,
Hambure. The poem represents, in ratier extreme form. Lhe sort of aggadic
cmbellishment of the biblical narrative which is common in the Palestinian
tirgumim. The different ways in which itis p1 esented in the Paris and Hamburg
MSS in relation to the targum, may reflect different ways of reciting the poem in
synagoguc. The antquity of the "Ezel Moshie is confirmed by the fact that a
4h/5th cent. papyrus fragment of it is extont.¢ A number of other Aramaic
poems relating to the 7th day of Passover are known, as wcll as to Shavuot. to
Shabbar ha-Hodesh. and to the story of the death of Mos«s (Decut 34).7 These
pocems throw light on the aggada of the targum, and on its liturgical prescntation
n synagogue.

¢ Yahalem, CEzel Moshe’, cdits the papyrus and compres it with the nedicval versions of the
P(\L‘IH.

©Phe most estensive lising of these poems is still Zonz, Literaturgeschic tie, 18-22,14-80, 150-51.
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F1i PROPHETS: YONATAN

Tarpum Yonatan | = Yonlis the counterpart of Onk on the Pentateuch itis the
official Babylonian targum to the second division of the canon. The attribution
to Yonatan ben Uszicl is based on B.T. Megilla 3a: ‘R. Yirmayabu - or some
say R. Hiyya bar 2.bba - saicl: . .. The targum of the Prophets was composcd
by Yonatan ten U-zicl from the moeuth of {= under the guidance of] Haggai,
Zechariah ard Malachi’., Yonaian is a shadowy ligure. According to B.T.
Sukka 28a (¢l 3.1 Bava Batra {340 PU Nedarin 39, Avot de-Rabbi Natan
Al4,290) hewas U ¢ most distinguished of HilleP's pupils; buthere heis made a
conteruporary of agpai, Zechariah and Malachi, the last ol the prophets.®
Barthélemy has ary ued that in fact the referene in B.7. Megilla 3ais not to an
Aramaic version, but to the Greek version o Theodotion (= Yonatan). He
points out that on » number of occasions elsev here in the Talmud the Targum
ofthe Prophets is, by implication, atiriluted to Rav Yosef bar iliyya (¢c. 270-333
¢.£.). the head of the Academy of Pumbceditha - a scholar reputed to have
madc a special stu-ly of targum. Thus Targ. Isa 5:17 is cited in 3.7. Pesahim
68a, and Targ. Oi-ad 6 in 3.1, Bava Kernma 3b, under the rubric, ‘as Rav
Yosel translates’. (See also Hai Gaon's cainmentary on Toharot quoted in the
Arukh, ed. Kohut, T pp. 293a, 3084.)" The tradition is cited in the name of R.
Yirmeyahu and R. Hiyya b. Abba (both third century Palestinian authoritics),
50 it could well have referred originally to Theodotion. There can be no doubt,
however, that in Babylonia it was taken asreferring to an Aramaic version. The
mistake would be analogous to the transferto the Targum of the Pentatcuch of a
tradition orviginally about the Greek version of Aquila.

Yon was held! in high estcen in Babylonia and is cited as authoritative in the
Bavli. On :everal cccasions guatations from it are introduced by the forinula:
“Were it not for the targum of this verse we should not know what it means’
(B.T. Meg Ila Za; y arallels: BT Muoed Katan 28b; B.1. Sanhedrin ©4b; BT
Berakitot 7%9). 1t has close alfinitics with Onk botly in Tanpaage and in the
characier of its trarslation, thowgh it is rather more appadic than Onk, and m
poetic passages can be quite cipaasiv - (sece.p Judg S and FSam 2:1-10). It has
all the mark sof thos ough editing, its r-nderings being, on the whole, consistent.
Yon was probably 1 2dacted in Babylenia about the same time as Onk. Thoeugh,
like Onk, i'stestis very stable there are significant textual variants in the Mss.
The major text-critical problem is the relationship of the Yemenite Mss with
supralinear vocalisation (c.g. Mss Or. 2210 0nd Or. 2211 of the British Library,
Londca) to western rss with Tiberian vocalisation (e.g. Codex Reuchlinianus).
There appear to be two slightly diffeient recensions of the targum —a western
ar da “emenite. 1tis generally essumed that the Yemenite mss talic us closer to
the Babylonian forn of the targum.

t Ananalysis of the rabbinic traditions regarding Yonatar may be found in Neuwner, Developme nt,
%) and Kabbinic Tradiions 1, 198 200,206 7, 393,
’ Barthelemy, Les devaacicrs, 90,
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JEWISH ARAMAIC TRANSLATIONS

o Neofl has, ‘like the'taste of pancakes with honey . The psychological
mechanism of associative translation is not always clea . In some cases the
irfluence of the parallel text seems to be subconscious: there 18 no dc}lbcratc
harmonisation; the parallel simply echoes at the back of the lr:msl.alor s mind.
In oiher cases the association may be more calculated, perhaps triggered by a
linguistic problem. In the example just gi\{en the mcturgeman may ha've been
puzzied by the expression ISad hasSemnen i Num llzé.i, :1fx(l simply for conve-
nicnee re-used the translation of the parallel passage 1 lixod 16:31.

(5) Complemenary translation

Thisis a variant of associative translation. However, instcadof an element from
taxt A displacing the parallel element in text B, th? 1:'flmllcl (':lcmcms dlL
combined and a composite translation worked out w.hlcl' is us'ed in l_)oth texts.
E.g. Cain is described in Gen 4:2 as ‘a tiller of the soil” [*bcd “(lqnm]; Noah is
called 4 man of thesoil’ ['is *damal in Gen 9:20. Ps-Y trenslates in both cases,
4 man tilling the sail’.

(6) Converse translation

(n converse translation™ the targum appears to give asent > 9pposite to t}le plain
meaning of Seripture. This frequently involves the inse tion or dclcno_n of a
negative. E.g. Gen4:14, ‘Behold, you have driven me th <d‘ay fromthe !ac? of
the ground; and 1 shall be hidden from your face’; .N‘er f, Behgld. yonAl have
banished me this day from the face of the carth, and itis 1ot possible for me to
be hidden from before you’. In some of these cascs the ta: gum.hns rcv'erscd the
sense of Scripture by treating positive staicments. as '];Jesnons)\wtk’lout an
interrogative particle, to which the implicd answer is ‘noy’. Note Ps-Y’s trans-
lotion of Gen 4: 14, *Behold, you have banished me this (hj{ from th'c‘facc of the
carth: yet is it possible that 1 should be hidden from before you? _Convmsc
translation in this instance is motivated by doctrinal coner s the plain sensce of
Scripiure appears to call into qucstion the omniscience ! God.

DIFFERENT TYPES OF TARGUM

Analysis of the transtation-techniques of the targum is :n inq.)ort:mt subjcc.t.
but its limitations should be clearly recognized. It ve y rnpld'ly cnds. up‘ in
- subjectivity: we find oarsclves trying 1o guess what was guing on in the m{ln.ds of
lhc'mctul'gcm:mir‘l. (1 lotc, particulary the problemof a: f()&lzlnuvc tra.nsl.mOlT.)
Morcover a definition of targumism in terms of trans:mon-tcchm.qL.lcs c(n:
hardly be adequate because it fails to discriminate b.etwc«:n te?(ts, z'md it lgnorc:
rundamental questions of literary form. There are. in fact, quite different types

1 Klein. Converse Transkation”.

TEWIST ARAMAIC TRANSLATIONS

of translition found within the confines of the targuinic corpus. A distinction is
ccommonty drawn between *paraphrastic’ and ‘literal’ targumim, by mecasuring
the relative lengths of the targumim against the original. That is not a very
meaninglul approach, for it obscures the fact that paraphrastic translations may
differ fundamentally from ecaca other, and that a paraphrastic and a literal
targum may. formaily speaking, have more in common than two paraphrastic
targumini. ~Micre are more important cassifications to be made. Two basic
types of targam — type A and type BB = should be distinguished. To illustrate
their characler wo will presentan extensive sample of cach.

Type A Targum

TARGUM PSEUDO-YONATAN, GENESIS 4:3-1()

43, v It camie to pass in process of time, that Cain brought of the fruit of the
cround an offering to the Lord.
TARGUM: It come to pass in process of time, on the fourteenth of Nisan, that Cain

hrought of the produce of the s round. ol the seed of flux, an offering of
tiest-truits bfore the Lord.

Ad,omre Al Abel, he alzo braught of the firstlings of the fiock and of the [at
thercof, and the Lord favoured Abel and lis offering.

tARGUM: Anid Abcl. e aiso Droughi of tie firstlings of his flock and of the [at
thercof, andit was pleasing b fere the Lord. and the Lord favoured Abel and his

offering.

1:5, M1 But Cain and his offering lie did not favour. And Cain was very angry
and his countenance fell.

TARGUM: Brit Cain and Tus offering e did not fuvour. And Cain was very angry
and the expression of us co mtenance fell.

L6, M1 The Lord soid 1o Cuin: Wiy are you angry, and why has your counte-
nance falleit?

iarGum: The Lord suid to Cain: Why are you angry, and why has the expression
of vour conntenance fallen?

EToM1: If vowdo well, is there notlifting vp [§9°64? Butif yoirde not do well, sin
crouches at ihe door; to you is its desire, but you shall rule over it.

rarGuUt i [f you will ainend your deeds, shall not your guilt be forgiven you? But
if you will not amend your deeds in this world, your sinis kept till the great day
of judgement. Siv crouches at the doors o” your heart, but into your hard 1 have
given authority over the evil inclination; to you shall be its desire, but you shall
rule over it, whether to act justly or to sin.

8. MT: And Cairr said 10 Abel his brother . . . And it canic to pass, wien they
were in the ficld, ilar Cain rose up against Abel his brother, and hilled him.

&)
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earcun: Cain soid 10 Abel his brother: Come., let us both o ot into the ficld.
Aund it cane 1o pass, when they had gone ont, both of them. info the field, that
Cain answered and said to Abel: I'sce that the world has bezn created through
meiey, but it is not ordered according to the fruit of good deeds; and that there
js partiality in judpement. Otherwise why was your offering accepted with
[avour, whercas my offering was not accepted from mc with favour? Abel
answered and said to Cain: The world has been created throngh merey, and itis
ordered according to the fruit of good deeds, and therc is no partiality in
jndgement. 1t is because the fruit of my deeds was betfer than yours and
preferable to yours that my offering was accepled with favour. Cain answered
and said to Abel: There is no judgement, 10 judge, no other world; there is no
fair reward given to the righteous nor punishment exacte! from the wicked.
Alel answered and said to Cain: Therc is judgeuient, there is a judge, and
another world; there is a fair reward given to the rightecas and punishment
exacted from the wicked. On account of these matters ther were quarrcling in
the open ficld, and Cait rose up against Abel his Dbrother, diove a stone into his
forchead, and killed Lim.
4:9, wmr: The Lord said to Cain: Where is Abel your brothe ? He said: I do not
krow; am [ my brother's keeper?
rarGunt: The 1ord said to Cain: Where is Abel your brothe-? e said: I do not
know: am [ my brother's keeper?

4:10: mT: He said: YWhat have yott done? The voice of the blceds ¢fyour brother
cries to me from the ground.

earGUR THe said: W liat iave you done? e voice of the blceds of the killing of
your brother that were swallowed up in the clay ¢ry before e from the ground.

211 w1 And now cursed are you from the ground, whicl lics opened its moitth
10 receive the bloods of vour brother from your hand.

iArGUM: And now. because you have killed him, cursed are you from the
sround, which has opened its mouth (o receive the bloods «f your brother from
your hand. ’

o112, mr: When you cultivate the ground. it shall not henceforth yield iis strength
o you; a fugitnve and a wanderer shall you be in ihe earth.

TARGUM: When you cultivate the carth, itshall not Lencefortlryield the sti ength of
s {ruits o you; a fugitive and a wanderer shall you be in the carth.

4:13. M2 Cain said to the Lord: My sin is too great to bear.
tarGUM: Cuin said before the Lord: My rebellion is far too s reat to beborne, yet

before you is the power to forgive it.

4:14. T2 Belold, you have driven me this day from the fac. of the ground; and |
shall be hidden from your face. [ shall be a fugitive and a vanderer in the carth;
and it shall come to pass, that anyone jinding me will kill ne.

230
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‘F"\RGU{VI: Behaold, yeu have banished me this day from the face of the earth; yet is
i possible lh{ztl,'vho: Jd be hidden from before you? And if 1 shallbe a fugitive and
a wanderer inthe earth, any just man who will find me will kiil me.

4:15, M1: The Lord said to lim: Therefore, whocver kills Cain, sevenfold shall
vengeance be exacted from him. And the Lord sct for Cain a sign, lest "
finding him should «trile him. Bt anyone
T{\I(-GLI s The Lord : aid to him: Therefore, whoever, for seven generations. kills
Cain, prnishment soall be exacted from hine. And the Lord inscribed Il/);)‘ll lh.c
fn‘ce of Cain alerter from the greatand glorious Name, so that anyone who found
him, when hesaw 1, should not kill him.

4."16, MT: 411(160117 went oit fi i the presence of the Lord. and dwelt in the land
of wandering, before [qidmat Eden.
TARGUM: And Caint vent out from before the Lord, and dwelt in the land of the

" l’ld(l”“ ()[hlS CeXile h th I3 mjro (]'.
s . ) 8] f 0 NOfo 1 € K]l“”
W ld CChtie (lC ( I hl )/l n\l” 1/,
11 K& thC lerd noijien. f [ /

Iiven a cursory reacing of this pussare from Pscudo-Yonatan will show that it
does not offera translation of the Hebrew, in any normal senscof that term: itis
aparaphrase. Two important points aboutthe nature of this paraphrasc s'h;mltll
be noted. First, whor expansions oceur they are presented insuch a w;ly that
Ih«:ypm be bracketed out, feaving behind a viable onc-to-onc rendering of ll;c
orisinal. Thisis the distinguishing characteristic of type A tarpume: it consists of
a base translation 4 detachable glosses. In the targum translation ab(;vé ‘lhc
base translation is indicated by the use ol italics. Second, the cxpansions are
un-venly distributed. Scctions of the text are rendered more or less lilcr\'\llv'
others are expe nded meany times over, The most striking expansion ls at vcr;c Z\',
The e'ﬂccl of this within the targumic retelling of the story is to ('()ct;s '|tl01;ti()x;
on Ih.lS point of the narrative, The metwpeman save the events uI’lv‘crk'.c 8 as
m:\r.k.n-g a crisis in the unfolding drama, asholding the key toits nlczmiI{g (lh«v
:X"ldltl(‘lls in Ps-Y to Cienesis 22:10 and 14 perform a similar literary functi.on mn
the targuniic version of the Akeda. )

l‘hc. additions 1t Cien 48 have been gencrated by a lacuna in the biblical
narrative: the Biltle fails 15 tell us what happencd in the ficld which led to C'\;n
murdering Abel. The targun supplics the omission: Cain and Abecl h;ld"m
ar;zm.m.‘,m — a prefourd theological argument :bout the relationship bclwe‘cn
?hv divine attributes of mercy (raliamim) and ju tice (din). The narrative lacuna
in the Bible provides the meturgeman with the chance to read into Scr; ture
some of his own theclogical concepts. Abel takes the classic rabbinic ;/iC\\[/)tl\'\t
in his governance of ihe world God holds justice and micrey in balance. If Ah"l
has been favouredd, it is because God is rewarding his proad decds ("'\i.n on HL
other hand denics that justice operates: there it on‘ly meiey \thlh in ll:Z
absence of the connterweight of justice, becomies perverted inl;) pat (iz\,lily and
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fwouritism. God has accepted Abels sacrifice on an whitrary whim. By
introducing this debate the meturgeman universalizes the story: Abel becones
the prototype of the martyr who dics for the profession of his faith; Cain the
prototype of the Lieretic who persecutes the faithful. Some have detected an
anti-Sadducean polemic here. S This is speculative. There isonly one clement in
Cain’s position which is arguably distinctively Sadducean. viz. the denial of the
world to come. But it should be noted that there is no stre ss on this: itcomes in
incidentally. in the context of the denial of divine justice

At a number of other points the targum fitls in narrative lacunac.

(1) The Bible fails to give a satisfactory reason why Abel's offering was
accepted, and Cain's rejected, thus leaving dangerously open the possibility
{1t God acted arbitrarily. Two small additions in the twaum of verse 1 arc
addressed to this preblem. The targum asserts that the events took place on the
14l of Nisan, i.c. atthe time of Passover, and tha: the of fering brought by Cain
was ‘the seed of flax’. The implication is that Cain and Alcl were celebrating a
primitive Passover: Abel’s offering was appropriate (‘the firstlings of the
flock’), but Cain’s was not (‘produce of the pround’).

(2) At the beginning of verse 8 the masoretic text states that ‘Cain said to
Abel his brother’, but does not tell us what he said. The targum renders: ‘Cain
saidd to Abel his brother: Come, let us soth go out into the field”. Itis possible
that the meturgenman actually had a Hebrew text which read the additional
words (cf. 1xx and Peshitta); the Mt may simply be defective. In this case we
would have a textual rather than a marrative lacuna. However, itis cqually
possible that the meturgeman had the M1 before him and deduced the missing
words {rom the context. 3

(3) Atthc end of verse 8 the targum supplements the Bibly by suggesting iow
Cain killed Abcl: ‘he drove astone into his forchead’. Thistradition, which may
have been influeneed by a memory of Exod 21:18 (4if 1en contend, and one
amites the other with astonc . . ), is a8 old asJub 4:31.

(D) The targuin ientilics the ‘sign’ which the Lord set jor Cain (verse 15) asa
Jetter from the ‘great and glorious Name' (= the Vetragrammaton), which God
inscribed on his face (i.c. presumably on his forchead). The letter of the divine
name acted hike an amulet to shicid lim from harm.

In cach of these instances the meturgeman has supplred the sort of circum-
stantial detail which an audience would demand from @ retetling of the Bible
story. though at the same time he never misses an opjoriunity to impose his
own theology on the text. At other points he cxpands the lexttocope with more
immediate excgetical problems. Verse 7 is a case in point. The mcturgeman
produces a coherent, and in its way couvindng, resotution of this crux in-
terpretur. e takes the ambiguous §'éf as = et ‘awon . ‘removal of guilt’, i.e.
forgiveness (cf. Psalm 85:3). So the s-nse of the first partof the verse becomes:
I you amend yonr ways - in cffcct, if you repent —yo will be forgiven. The

1 senberg. ‘An A Sadducer Polemic’.
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converse is then added: TEyouda nof repent, your sins will be judged on the day
of judgenient. “Sin crourhing al the doer” iz read as an image of (;)llllil:lli()ll — s
an allusion to the evil inclinaton yeser ha-1a). The ‘doors' are the doors of the
heart. Sin desire s Lo enter and dominate, but it lies entirely within man’s power
whether iz does sood erevil. Onee again the meturgeman has skilfully worked
¥1is own ideas into the t2xt. In this case it is the doctrine of the two inciinulions,
in particular the notion that man can subdue the cvil inclination and choosc to
do good.

Repentne: i, amajor motil in the largum's reading of the story. Cain is it
notable example of repentance, as wellas of heresy. At verse 13 Cain acknowl-
cdpes the heinousness of his crime: 7 1y rebellion is far too great to be borne’.
The sensc appe:us to be thatit is inte lerable to God, as the translation ‘rebei-
liow (mmernda) fo1 the ebrew ‘@van ndicates. Yet God'spower of forgiveness
Fr;msccnds cven Cain's sin. Verse 13 isread as a prayer for pardon. In effect it
involves o double rendering of the Tebrew n'sd’ - as ‘hear/tolerate” and as
forgive’. Crin’s repentance explaing the suspeasion of divine punishment *for
seven generations’ (perhaps 1o allow him to prove the sincerity of his change of
heart), and the protection of the divine name —a privilege which would not have
been granted Lo an impenitent scoundrel (cf. Canticles Rabba 4:12, 2: “The
weapons which were given to them at Horeb had the inctiable Name inscribed
on them, and when they sinned it was taken away from them®). The Hebrew
Sib‘atavim (‘sevenfold’) in verse 15 has been intcrpreted as ‘for scven gener-
ations’, andl, contrary to the masorctic accentuation, has been joined with the
preceeding phrase (‘whoever killsh), rather than with the ((wllov\;ing verb (‘pun-
ishment shall b exacted’). That this is the intention of the targum becomes
clear from Ps-Y to Gen 4:24: “If for Cain who sinned and returned in repent-
ance, (judgement) was suspended for seven generations, for Lamech, the son of
his son. who di¢l not sin, it is right that (judgement) should remain in suspense
for seventy scven gencrations.”

It is not possible to po into detail here as to Ps-¥'s 1elationship to the other
targuniin ol th s passapc. Twa bricel notes must suffice.

(1) Atvers1sthe sense of theTargum is not immediately clear. The meaning
is probably riot (hat the landof Cain’s exile was one of thespecial things, lile the
Garden of Jiden, ereated atthe heginning ol the world. ' Rather the icea s that
before Cain's si 1 the carth was like the Garden of Eden. Hissinhad a disastrous
effect on nature. God’s curse on the earth (Gen 3:17-18) was suspended, and
only became cperative after the murder of Abel. The meturgeman saw a
parallel Yetwee1 Cain’s exilz and Adai’s expulsion from Paradise, between the
curse of Gen 3: 17-18 and the curse of Gen 4:12. The sense of the targum then is:
Cain dwelt in the land of his exile. which had been to him formerly like the
Gardenof liden. Some of the other targumim are more € plicit: ‘Cain wentout

15 As avoacd by Bewher, "Hagpac anin the Targem Onkelos®, 54-55. The porallel with Ps-Y Gen 2:8
is not compelling, ’
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from hefore the Lord and dwelt as an exile and a wandererin the land east of the
Garden of Lden. Untit he kifled Abel the carth had borne him fruit like the (ruit
of the Garden of Liden, but after he sinned and killed Abel, it changed and bore
him thorns and thistles” (Neof). Ps-Y’s interpretation is allusive. The obscurity
of its transtation has come about because it is abbreviating a fuller tradition.

(2) At verse 10 Ps-Y surprisingly does not exploit the plaral ‘bloods’
idamim). There was an old and widespread tradition (found in M. Sanhedrin
4:5. and in the ofher targumim to this verse) that the plural alludes to Abel’s
rightcous progeny whom Cain aborted hy murdcring his hrother. The omission
is surcly significant, even though the precise reasan forit 5 unclear. Perhaps the
meturgeman did not want to blacken Cain too much, and so make his repent-
ance and forgiveness less plausible.”

Type B Targum

Type B targum, like type A, is paraphrastic, but it displays a fundamental
diffsrence in form. In type A a viable one-to-one translation of the Hebrew can
be extracted from the paraphrase by, bracketing out the additions. Intvpe B a
base translition cannot be recovered: the translation i dissolved in the par-
aphrase. Type B targum may be illustrated from the des-ription of the body of
the beloved in Canticles 5:10-16. )

TARGUM CANTICLES 5:10-1 0

5:10, av: dodi sal wddéom dagil mérbaha.

My heloved is white and ruddy, pre-eminent above ien thousand.
TarGUM: Then bepan the Assembly of Isracl to speak of U1 ¢ praise of the Lord of
the Universe. and thus she said: That God do I desire to: erve who in the day is
wrapped in a robe white as snow, and is occupied with the Twenty Four Books -~
the words of the Taw., and the words of the Prophets and the Writings: and by
nipht he is occupicd with the six Orders of the Mishna. The splendour of the
glory of his fiwce shines like fire, onaceount of (his) great wisdom and powcers of
argument. for he promulgates new decisions every day, and he will disclose
them to hispeopleon the Great Day. And bis banner ltigse] is over ten thousand
myriads of angels who minister before him.

5:11, M1 ré'$6 ketem paz gowvussotayw taltallim shorot 1 a'éréb.

[is head is as the most fine gold, his locks are curled  and black as a raven.
TarGUM: His Iiead is the Law, which is more precious th i pure gold; and | his
locks are] the interpretation of the Words (of the Law), ist which are heaped up

7 The best discussion of this passage is Vermes, “Targumic Versions'. tor an carlier ticatment sce
Grelot, ‘Les Targums du Pentatcuque’
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reasons and proecepts. To thase who keep them, they are white as snow, but to
those wha do not keep them. they are hlack like the face of the raven.

512, nE Sndayiv kfyonin ‘al-piqé mayim roh"yor behalal yoscbot ‘al-mille't.

His eyes are like doves beside the water-brooks; washed with milk, and

[fitly set.
TARGUM: His eyes look constantly upon Jernsalem, to do good to her and to bless
her, from the beginning of the vearto its « nd (like doves that stand an<look @t
fountains of water) - through the me it of those sitting in the Sanbedrin, who
busy themselves with the Law, and make justice shine/flow {manhaiin], so that
itis smoo-he like milk, and (through the merit) of those sitting in the 1ouses of
Study, who are circumspect in judgement. tili they reach adecision to acquit or
to condemn.
S0, M Fhaycw ka*rigat habbosert migd 1og merydl-im Sip‘todyw sosannim
notrndt mor ‘ober.

Hix cheelis are as a bed of spices, as banks of sweet herbs; his lips are as

lilies, drcjping witlt flowing myrrfi.
rarGUM: The nee tablets [lihie] of stone which he gave to his people are written
in ten lines. similar to the lines in a spice-garden, and produce [merabbinf
aubtletics just as the garden produces spices. And the lips of his sages, who busy
themselves with the Law . drip reasons on every side, ind the.utterance of their
mouths is as clieice myrih. :
S:14, mr: yidavw gelilé zahab nemudla i battarsis me'ayw ‘ofet §én mcullepet
sappirio.

[lis hands are as ods of gold set with beryl: his body is as polished ivory

overtaid vith sapphires.
TarGuit The neelve tribes o his scrvast 1icob were enroiled [gelilun] upon the
breast plate, thie golden ornament of haliness - enpraved upon twelve gems,
atong with the three Patviarchs of the woild, Abeaham, Isaae and Jacob.
Reuben wirs engraved on carnelinn; Simeon was crnraved on topaz: Levi was
engrav 2d on so-aragd: Judah was engraved on carbunet s Dan was engravedon
s phi ¢y Iisachar was cngraved on emerald; Gac was engraved on jacinth;
A her was engraved on agate; Maphthali was engraved on amethyst: Zebulun
was engraved on Bery/l; Joseph was cograved on onyx: Benjamin was cnpraved
onjasper. (These weie) like the twelve signs of the zodiac, shining like a fantern
[asasit], respiendent in their workmanship as clephaut’s tusk, and shining like
supphires.

S0, mrs §oqaivw ‘arinmiidd $6§ mevissadion ‘al-'adné-paz mar'éhit kall’'banon
belupr k@™ razini. ’
His legs cre as pillars of rarble, st «pon sockets of fine gold; his aspect is
like Lebenion, earellent as tlie codas.
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raraun: The righicous are the pillars of the world, resting on supports of fine
gold, that is to say, on the words of the Law with which ey busy themselves,
and by means of which they admonish the people of the Haouse of Israclto do bis
will. Comely i - he. and filled with compassion towards them as an Ancient One,
and he nakes the guilt of the Housc of Isract white as snov. He is rcady to wage
triumphant war agairst the nations who transgress his word, like a young man,
mighty and strong as cedars.

S:10, Mt hikko manttaqgim wokallo mah®maddim zelt d6di vzeh ré't brnaot
yorusalayim.
His mouth is most sweet; yea he is altogether lovely . This is my beloved,
and this is my riend, Q daughters of Jerusalem.
rarcus: The wards of his palate are sweet as houey. anl afl his procepts are
more desirable to bis sages than gold or sitver. This is the praisc ol God, my
Deloved , and this is the strength of the might of the Losd, my friend, O you
prophets, who prophesy in Jersualent.

The targum'’s reading of the original is highly coherent. Following the general
lines of rabbinic excgesis of Canticles, the speaker is taken as the Assembly of
Isracl, the Beloved as God. The emphasis in the targum i notably unmystical:
the relationship between God and Israelis defined in clas icfashion in terms of
“Tora and commandments. Like much of targum Canticles - this whole passage is
presented as a pacan of praise to the study of the Oral ard Written Law. God
himself sets an cxample: he spends the day studying Seiipiure, and the night
sudying Mishna!

At first sight the targum appears untrammcled. Closes nalysis suggaests that
behind it lies a disciplined and exact exepesis of the biblic 1l text. Each clement
indhe original is taken as a symbol or cypher to be decod »d and arranped ina
eoherent story, within the broad hermencutical perspect-ve that thetext is an
alleporical statcmentabout God's retationship to Isracel through Tora. Canticles
S:13 iHustrates the method. *Cheeks™ (Fhdyavim) m the 11 :biew is interpreted,
cn the basis of similarity of sound, as aliuding to the ‘two tablets (luhot) of the
Law’. But how can the tablets of the Law be like ‘a bed of spices’? The
comparison must be between the ordesly rows of plants in ihe herb-garden, and
the tines of writing on the tablets. The meturgeman’s interpretation of the next
word scems 10 tnrs on a repointing: for the masoretic migdilot he rcads
nigaddior, ‘prodicing’. Merqahim is then given a twolold sense: literally as
Spices’, and allegorically as ‘the subiletics of the Law’. Hence: ‘The Law
produces subtletics, just as a herb-garden produaces spices’. God’s dips’ are
taken naturally as referring to his spokesmen, the Sages, and the ‘mynh’ which
flows from the lips as the pronouncements of the Sages on matters of Law.

The exegesis underlying the targun is not always obvious. Sometimes it
appears io ignore clements in the original. At other tim2s, where the corre-
spondence betwe: nthe tarpum and the Hebrew is fairly cerlain, the basis of the
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correspondence s notelear, Fop o Fargum Canticles 5:143 what has happened
to the biblical *lilies (§0sunniny™? One suspects it is represented by ‘the Law’ in
the phrase ‘who busy themselves with the Law’. But on what grounds has this
equation been made? Canticles Rabba 5:13, | comments: *His lips are as lilics:
This is the scholar who is fluent in his Mishna’. This clearly implics a corre-
spondence between Sosanna and misne. Perhaps a similar idea lies behind
Targum Canticles, but we cannot be sure. Itis similarly unclear why in verse 11,
‘head” is equated with ‘Law’, and *Jocks™ with ‘the interpretation” of the Law, or
why in verse 14, ‘the twelve tribes of his servant Jacol’ should stand against ‘his
hands’. FPhe  sason Tor these uncertaintics is simple. The meturgeman has not
made clear | is exegetical reasoning, and he has not done so because he re-
mained conscious that, despite the large element of paraphrase which he wirs
introducing, he was producing a text in the form of a franslaton, notin the forin
of a midrash. Sornctimes he sails close to midrashic form, asat the beginning of
verse 11, but his discipline ard restraint are quite remarkable. There are a
sufficient number of clear correspondences between the targum and the origi-
nal {shown in italics in the targuin translation above) to 1eveal the basic pattern:
cach element of the original is taken in its proper order and expounded, and all
clements of the original i:re - eprosented. In those cases where clements appear
to be ‘lost’, we may give the meturgeman the benefit of the doubt. It is simply
duc to our ignorance of the underlying exegetical processes. So then, type B
tarpum, as o pencral method, tirns out to be similar to type At both types aim
to cxegete every clement in the biblical text in proper, serial order. The
difference comes down in the end to one of Torm. From type A a straight-
{forward, one-to-one rendering can be extracted: fron type Bt cannot: the
original is dissolved in the paraphrase.

The ingenuity nd learning of the meturgeman in Targum Canticles should
not be vnderestinated. To sustain this sart of paraphrase over the whole book is
Atour de force. Tarpnm Canticles is not ‘Tolk™ litevature: itis a highly learned
bool:, dispiaying a degree of coherence which sapgests that the basic scheme
must have been worked out by asingle aathor. Who he was, or where and when
lic lived it is impossible (o say. His originality is shown when we compare his
targum with the great compendium of rabbinic interpretation on Canticles,
Canticles Rabbu. There arce overlaps hetween the two works: that is hardly
surprising. More significant are the numerous cases where Targum Canticles
offers an interpretation not found in Canticles Rabba. Vg, Canticles Rabba is
totally unaware of the targum’s view that Canticles 5:14 atludes to the high
pncst s breast-plate, engraved with the names of the twelve tribes. Though

Fargum Canticles and Canticles Rabba drew at certain points on a common
tradition o] exepesis, it is unlikely that cither work is direetly dependent on the
ather.
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Sitz im Leben

in what circumstances did these Aramaic versions of the Sible vriginate, and

how were they used? These questions bring us 10 the Sitz im Leben of the

targuin.

The targum was a lourishing institution in the period of the Talmud. and a
large number of statcments scattered through classic rabbinic literature reveal
soni:thing of its character, use and purposc. These statements must be treated
with'caution: thev are often prescriptive, i.c. they indicat> what the rabbinic
authoritics thought onght to happen rather than what was in actual fact the case,
and they come from different periods anddiverse regions. Fut they arc our only
real evidence on the Sitz im Leben of the targum, ané they must be the
starting-point of any discussion on this subject. Rabbinic lit- rature points to the
usz of the targum in three distinct settings: (a) synagogue; (b) private devotion;
(¢) school.™

The printary sctiing for the targum was the synzgogue. Fhe majority of the
rabbinic references telate to its use in this context. 1t “ormed part of the
institution of the public reading of the Tora. As the biblic:1lessons were read
out (both Tora and Haftara) they were simultancously ren:lered into Aramaic.
The rabbinic rules for the delivery of the targum express s« me very clear ideas
as o the targuny’s nature and function. Targum belonge:t to the category of
Oral 1Law (Tora she he'al pe)y and the way in which it was te: be delivered neatly
illustrates the rabbinic view of the relationship between Oral and Written Tora
(Tora she-bikhtav). Every cffort had to te made to avoid confusing the targum
with the written text of Seripture. The Scripture rcades and the translator
(meturgeman, lurgemar, ha-metargem) must be two different people. The
Seripture reader had to be clearly seen to be reading from the scrolly the
tanslator had to recte the targum from memory: he was not allowed tousc a
written text in synagogue, nor was he permitted to glance at the Tora scroll -
“lest the people shou'd say that the translation is written in the Tora’ " Nor was
the reader allowed to prompt him if he faltered. Franslationwas simultancous,
but targum was not allowed to overlay Seripture: Scripture aund targum were
delivered alternately; in the case of the Pentatcuch, cach verse of Scripture was
followed by the corresponding verse of targum, in the case ¢ the Propactsup to
three verses could be read before the targum was given.

The underlying purposc of these rules is obviously to teep Scripture and
targum apart. At the same time a contrary tendency can be observed - to bring
Scripture and targum closcly together. The reader and translator stood side by

W See Alexander, *Rablinic Rules’, and York, ‘The Targumin the Syna; oguc and in the School”.
The major rabbinic references on the use of the targum in synagoguc arc: M. Mcgilla 4:4, 6;
T Megilla 4(3):20. 21 P.T. Megilla 74d,75a; B.T. Megilla21b, 23a/b, 3202 B. T. Berakhot 45a; B.T.
Sota 9b: Pesilkita Rabbati 5 (p. 14w/b) = Tanhuina Buber (1, 87-88 (1tayera 6). The rules are
cimmarized by Maimonides in Hilkhot Tefitla, 12:10-14. 'The locus classici: for the targnm in'school
W Sifrei Deut, 161, pL 21

Rl Megalla A
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side. Ouly suall portions of the nriginal were read against the translation, and
while translvion and original were not allowed to overlap, jdeally there should
be no pause betwesn Scripture and targum: Scripture and targum were in-
tended to form one continuous, reamfess texts they interlocked to make asingle
nait. The rabbinic view of the function of the farsum docs not cnvisage it as an
independent version: targum should always stand in the presence of Scripture;
original and transiation should always be juxtapos:d and ive in dialectical
tension. Again a tofold purpose is discornible. On the one hand the Rabbis
were concericd to prevent targem takirg offinto a life of its own, and so,
possibly, replacing Seriptuice: Scripture had absolute priority: targum was only
a bridge to the understanding o Seripture. Once one had crossed over to a
secure understanding of Seripture, the bridge could, in theory. be ignored. On
the other hand tarmium oflcred a vseful means of imposing a certain reading on
Scriptire, without resorting Lo the drast ic expedient of altering the text of the
original — a reading that would be ke cping wilh rabbinic theology and that
would exclude other readings (.. Christian) of which the Rabbis disapproved.
The fact that Scripture was in Hebyaw ard the targum in Aramaic was a help.
The two texts were casily distinguished on linguistic grounds, so in bringing
targum close to Scripture there was little danger of onc being confused with the
other.

There is clear ¢vidence that the Rabois viewed the targum as more than
transtation in Ny DACTOW sENset its PHIIPOsSe was Lo exegele and to interpret
Scripture. Significantly they traced the inauguration of the targum back not to
Sinai. but to the re-presentation of the Taw to Isracl by Bzra after the exile in
the square before the Water Gate (Nehemiah 8):

Whatis the scriptural justification (innayin) tor the targum? R. Zeira
said i1 the name of Rav Hanenel: And they read fromthe hook, from the
Law of God — this refers to Seripture: clearly [m'péias] — this refers to
Gargum and they gave the sense - this refers to the sceentss so that the
peopie undestood the reading - this refers to the traditional text; some
say it means the decisions, others the beginnings of the verses.

(P.T. Megilia T4d)

The targun-, then, makes the Scripture ‘clear’ (i poras): itcontains an clement
of perush. The meturgeman performs a Levitical role. The sense of the word
‘targuny’ itself shonld be noted: its semantic field corresponds closcly to that of
the Latin interpretatio, i.c. it covers both translation from one language inte
another, and explanation of 4 text in the same language. When Joseph was
feigning ignorance of Hebrew he spoke to his brothers through o meiurgemar
(Neof and Ps-Y Gen 42:23). Lqually Aaron, when acting as Moscs’ spokesman
to Pharaoh and the Israclites, is referred to as Moses’ meturgeman (Ncof Exod
7:1, ¢f . Evodus Fabba 8:3). All the evidente sugposts that both these clements
of interprewtio — travslation and commentaery - Were meantto be present in the
targur.
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The use of the targum inother settings - in private devotion and in school —is
closely related toits basic liturgical use in synagogue. The I eos classicus for the
use of targum in private devotion is B.T. Berakhot 8a (cid): ‘Rav Huna bar
Yehuda said in the name: of Rabbi Ammi: A man should :dways complete his
parushiyvot with the congregation — twice in the Hebrew and once in the
Targum’. The idea is that onc should prepare oneself in the orivacy of one’s own
home to hear the putlic reading of Tora in synagoguc b: going through the
relzvant scction botl in the Hebrew original and in the 2 ramaic translation.

The aim presumably was to be able to follow the public : cading with uader-

standing. Besides being able better to understand the Tiebrew one would have
been in a position to vet the targum - a point to which we shallrcturn presently.
Nate once again, as with the liturgical prescntation of targum in synagogue,
Scripture and targnm are juxtaposed, a relationship of interdependence is
established. Howevr, the priority of Scriptur: is maintain-d by having it read
twice, as against the one reading of the targun.

The staple of primary education in the school (beif ha-sef 1) was the Hebrew
Bible. The Bible was approached through the targum. Besides giving the pupils
an approved interpre:ation of the original, the targum would have played a
fundamental rele in the acquisition of Hebrew by forming a bridge between the
vernacular and the sacred tongue. Yet again the fundamental fact shines
through: the tarsum was meant to function only side by side with Scripture. The
school setting was probably of vital importance for the transmission of the
targum. The targum was lareely passed on by oral means. "though there scems
to have been no strong objection to the use of written te: s of the tugum in
private devotionorin school, itis unlikely that many copics of the tarpum would
have becn in circulation. In general bookswere rarc and exy-cnsive. Apart from
the schoolmaster few would have owned a copy of the targum. Following
normal j-acdogogical practice the targum would have been learned off by heart
in school. It was there that boys first acquired a knowledyc of the text which
they might later be called upon to recite in synagozue.

Rabbinic literature has little to tell us as to who was sesponzible for the
targuinim, or when they originated. The tradition notcd earlicr about the
inauguration of the targum in the time of Ezra should He seen more as a
stateient about the nature and function of the targum tha 1 as straighforward
historical fact. The traditions attributing the Pentateuchal 't argum to Onkclos,
the Prophetic Tarpum to Yonatan ben Uzzicl, and the tary umim of several of
the Writings (0 Rav Yoscf, are, as we saw, totally unrcliable. One point,
however, is clear: the rabbinic authorities were aware of the influence thesc
versions could exert, and attempted to control not only thie manner of their
delivery but their content as well. 1t was forbidden to translite certain sensitive
portions of Scripture, and certain translations were explicitly censured. The
congregation was cncouraged publicly to rebuke or to silence a translator who
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gave an unauthorized translation.™ "This should be seen in the light of the fact
that alt the males would have leerned the targum in school, and would have
refreshed their memories of it before coming to synagogue, if Rabbi Ammi’s
rule (‘twice in Scripture, once intargum’) was at all widely observed. The way in
which the targum was transmitted weud have made strict standardization
difficult. It would be a iistake, however, to suppose that the meturgeman
would have been free to translale more or less as he chose. The targum was a
‘text’, and its cont-:nt would have been feirly comp:chensively determined by
tradition.

How do the extant tarsumim relate (o he targu in the talmudic period as
reflecied in cassic rabbinic literature? Can we assume that the texts as they now
stand 20 back to the talmudic period and that they repiesent direet transcripts of
targumim actually used in synagogue? There is clear evidence that at least some
of the extant texts did plav a litwigical role. Thus, a number of the Cairo Geniza
Mss have been marked with the sidrot for the triennial lectionar yevele, and it is
natural to assume hat the Festival Collections of targumim, (";)n;isling exclu-
s.ivvly of teadings {or festivals and special Sabbaths, were put together for
liturgical use The Aramaic poems, such as "Ezel Moshe clearl forme:d part of
the liturgy, and, as we have seen, they are often intinrately bound up with the
targum. Onkand Yon were certainly recited insynasopue, and the liturgical use
of anumber of other targumim has continued in Yemenite synagogues down to
the present day. There can be no doubt that most of our texts are ancienl (the
oldest Cairo Genizh [ragments Cate to the 8th/9th century), and that they give
us access, someiinies very dircetly, to the targum as delivered in the old
synagoguc in the talmudic era. But it wouid be wrong (o pencralize: not all the
targumim had a litnrgical role, and it is unwarranted to mike liturgical use
integral to the definttion of targum. Some simple facts should be borne in mind.
Yon covers the whe lc of Loth the Former and the Latter Prophets, despite the
fact that only par t of the sceond division of the canon would ever have been read
in synagoguc. A similar situation pertacs in the Woitings: there are, for
example, targumim for Job and Proverbs, ¢ ven thouglh it is hard to imagine that
these bouks 'ad a litnrgical use. The targun bad a role in the Beit ha-Midrash,
which, thouph ever hadowed by its synagegus role, was not dependent on it.
‘The targumim conti wed to be copied. and, possibly angmented and altered, in
the middle ages. long after the targum had ccased to function as a liturgical
version in most synagopues. They were valued as convenient 1epositories of
raditional exegesis. as readings of Scriptire. They had alile as purely written
texts. Targum became solely a literary gonre. Indeed, it is not inconceivable
that some of the later targumim were composed in the carly middle ages purely
for private use.

T See Alexander, *Rabbinic Lists™. ‘The main rabbinicrelcrences ire: Af. Megilla 4910, T. Megilla
Y31 B Megilla 250 b,
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istory of the Targumim

INTERRELATIONSHIPS

In attemipting to reconstruct the history of the targumint the first point Lo h~c
clarified is the interrelationship of the texts. Most of the work doue on this
subject relates Lo the Pentateuchal targumim, which have becn .sub_iccted to
detailed internal analysis and synoptic comparison. As our survey indicated the
Pentateuchal targumim fall into two groups: group 1 consistsof ()n%(: group 2 of
Neof, Ps-Y, 1, CG and the other rcprcscn(z\tivcs of the Palestinian Targum.
The distinction between the groups has to do partly with the nature of the
translation: Onk is 02 the whole literal, whercas the Palestinian Targumim tend
to be paraphrastic. Itis also, in part, a distinction as to di;\.lca:.t: Onk isinatype
of Standard Literary Aramaic?'; the Palestinian Targumii disploy a number of
varietics of Galil-an Aramaic. A third factor is proveaance: Onk was ll.1c
official targum of Labylonia, and there is good cvidence that it mac}xed its
present form there; the Palestinian Targumim, astheir name suggests, circulat-
e in Palestine. However ihe distinctior as to provenance should notbe pushﬁcd
1o far, for analyis suggests that Onk is, in fact, Palestinian in origin.. The
Jialect of Onk is not Babylonian (that is to say, it differs from tha.t in the
sabylonian Talmuu). Though as i type of Standard Literary Al‘ilﬂlilit‘ it could,
in principle, have been written either in the east or the w«:sl,.n‘hai been showvn
1o display certain linguistic traits which point to a wester origi.= lis Arn maic
s close to that of the Genesis Apocrsphon from Qumtan. Morcover, ()Iﬂi.
though generally non-cxpansive, does contain a certain ar v.)un\ nttn.gga(.la. This
apgada, which as to conlent appeals to be of Palestinian origin. is «)ft.cn
presented in a highly allusive form which suggesls tlm.l a (nller ll‘adll‘.()'ll'ls being,
abridged.® The fuller tradition is frequently attested in thz Pal. Targ. The most
cconomical cxplanation of the facts is that Onk has cvolved fron\.a fullgr
Palestinian ‘Farpum, which was shortencd, perhaps with a view to hringing it
iuto closer conformity to the Hebrew text. It should be noted llml._“!lllmu;gh
inistaken as to the precise authorship of the targum, Bab:fonian tradition docs
yecopnize Onk as a product of the west. The interrelationships of the Penta-
teuchal targumim arc displayed on Fig. 1.
The situation in the second division cf the canon is probably analogous. Yon,
the official targum of Babyloniaisina dialect similar, if not idemica_l to, that on
Onk™, and like Ounk it probably originated in the west. The Toscltot, despite

2 On the character of this type of Aramaic see Greenficld, ‘Standard Literary Aramaic’.

2 §ee Kutscher, “The Languase’, cspecially p. 10. ) .

2 This is argucd persuasively by Vermes, ‘Haggadah in the Onkelos Torgum’, S<.:c further Kuiper.,
The I’srudn-)mmr/mn Targum. The aggada is not exclusive to the targemim, so 11. cf\uld be arg:\}cd
that Onk has drawn independently on the same agpadic traditions as the I’alcs.tlm:\n Targumim.
However , the hypothesis that it is shortening a fuller Pal. Tarp. is mor cconomical.

2 Por a discussion see, ‘Tal, The Language of the Targum of the Forner Prophcts.
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“attempts to recast them in the dindect of Yon, were oripinally in Galilean
Aramaic, and are remnants o” a Pal. Tavg. similar to the Pal. Targ. of the
Pentateuch.

As for the third division of the canon. a distinction between ‘Babylonian’ and
‘Palestinian’ does not scem (o apply: all the texts are Palestinian in origin. There
are, indecd, Jiffc rent recensions extant of the varieus booxs, analogous per-
haps to the diffcrent recensions of the Pal. Tary. to the Pentatcuch, but the
requisite work has not yet beer done to clarify their interrelitionships. As was
indicated carlier, a prouping of the targumim of the Writings, on the basis of
translation-cquivalents and style, is widely recognized: three groups are dis-
finguished: (1) the Five Megitot: (2) Job, Psalms and Proverbs; (3) Targum
Chronicles. Affinities between some of fhe targumim of the Writings, and the
targumim of the Pentatcuch and the Prophets, have been clearly demonstrated:
c.g. Targ. Chrou. in dialect, fravslation-cquivalents and aggada is particularly
close to Ps-Y. However, it in hard to cestablish in such cases which text has
priority, and ove should bie careful not to jump to conclusions.

DATING CRITERIA

Literary analysis and synoptic comparison establish the penealogical relation-
ships between the targumim. and give some indication as to their relative dates.
They do not, however, furnish us with absolute dates. The wide divergence of
opinion among, th : experts shows that dating the individual targumim is by no
means an exact scienee. It simply has 10 be conceded that, in the case of the
Aramaic targumini, objective dating aiteria (apart from the terminus ante
quem provided by the dates of the Mss) «imply do not cxist. The major problem
lics with the extremely fluid nature of the texts. Apart [rom Onk and Yon there
is little to suggest that any of the texis was redacted or standardized at a definite
point in time. Most of the texts underwent change and development over long
periods, with the rosult that they are all composite - analgams ol elements of
very dillerent date. Few of the targumin have an abrolute date.

Despite the difficulties there arc a number of methods which have been
widely appiicd (o the problem of the dating of the targumim. Three in particular
are worthy of note - analysis of the aggada, analysis of the halakha, and analysis
of the geographic cquivalentsin the targuimim. It should be stiessed that nonce
of these metheds can yield an absolute date. However, if nsed with circum-
spection they do provide clues as to the history of the targumim.

ANALYSIS 04 AGGADA. It can often be established from datable early Jewish texts
(such as the Dead Sca Scrolis, Philo, Josephus, and certain of the Pscudc-
pigrapha) how carly a given aggadic tradition was current. If it can be show:.
that a targum contains a large number of carly traditions, then thereis at least 2
prima facie case for secing a stratum of that targuwm as carly. This mecthod can by
refined in a number of ways. A more 1igorous approach is to trace how th:
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interpretition of a particular biblival verse develops through carly Jewish and
Christian literatu: ¢ and then find out where the targumic exposition fits into
this developuieni. Vg, a survey of the corliest aggadic sources (the Prcude-
prarapha, the N2 the Dead Sea Scrolls) establishes that at the turn of the eras
the expression b a® “lihine in Gen 6:3 was taken to mean ‘angels’. Later,
however, prosably for doctrinal 1cazons, a 1reaction to this view set in both in
rabbinic and Christian cireles: it was taught that the reference was not o
heavenly beings, but to mortd men. The standard rabbinic view became that
the bné “Iohim were *sons of the judges’, or “sons of the nobles’. Christian
reaction against cquating the Hné “lohing with angels seeims tobegin in the late
sceond century ¢ In rabbinic circles, however, this « xegssis came under
attack a little carlici .\f Genesix Rabba 36:5, p. 217 is to be believed: ‘R. Shimon
ben Yohai calied them (i.c. the b'ué “I6him) the sons of the judges. R. Shimon
bea Yohai cursed @l who called them sons of God.” ‘The targumim have the
following trai slations: Onk, *sons of the nobles’; Neof, ‘sons of the judges’;
Neof margin, ‘angels™; Ps-Y, “sons of the nobles’. Onk and Neof agree with the
newer excegesis, Neol marpin with the older. Ps-Y, at first sight. also agrees with
the newer exegesis, but in fact its text is mixed, for a little later (in 6:4) it renders
hennpilim by ‘Shambazai an‘ ‘Aza’el, who fell from heaven’. Shamhazai and
‘Aza’clwere twe no able ange Is in early Jewish angelology. theleaders, accord-
insto 1 Enoch 6-11, of the angels who rebelied against God. There are other
clements in Pe=Y at this point which recadl the traditions foundin 1 Enoch 6-11.
S0 Ps-Y’s ‘sons of the nobles’ appears te be a later revision of the targum,
possibly in the light of Onk. Thissort of analysis discloses the mixed nature of
the targumim: the majority of the texts reflect an exegesis that became current
probably after 150 ¢.ii.; however, there arc also traces of an earlicr stage of the
targum which has cscape-l the reviser’s hand. ™

ANALYSIS OF THE HALAKIIA. The targumim translete the halakhic portions of the
Peatatcuch, and in daing so interpret the hatakha, Their halakhic interpreta-
tions can be compared with the halakha in the Mishna (compiled around 200
c.i.). In cases wherce the targumim disagree with the Mishna, the possibility is
worth considering that they represent an excgesis that arosc prior to the
redaction of the Mishna and its acceptance as authoritative. This argument
must, obviously, be used with caution: it would be a mistake toimagine that the
Mishna imposed a monolithic uniformity on all subsequent halakha. The Mish-
naitself quotes diverzent rulings. However, the method does have its use, and a
significant number of such disagreements between the Mishna and a text
intended to explain Seripture in the synagogue, may reasonably be taken as an
indication of the presence in the targum of early, possibly pre -mishnaic materi-
al. E.g., the Mishna cstablished as the standard rabbinic intes pretation of Exod
22:5-0 (Hebrew text 22:4-5) that Iixod 22:5 refers to the case of @ man who lets

2

Further, Alexander, ‘Farly Exgesis of “Sons of God™ *.
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: i i sreas [ix .6 refers to the
his cattle crop his neigabours field or vineyard, wl1cll§¢1s [ ‘M)d'%i{g:iithb(,”r’g
se of ¢ - e fire and it burns the standing cornin ik ! ¢
case of a man who Hights & firc an : i e
ficld. This interpretation involves a play on the rooth rl, vv]l]ml,h 1t|.1v.21ns§:r2;;un: "
‘graze catile’ i se 6 as ‘Lo burn’. In the Talestinl
to mean ‘graze cattle’, but in vers the ' e o
represented by Neof and by ¢, Kahle A (though the text .of 2\16 l:\]"tfr;;crnce o
¢ 2 . .nse of ‘burn’ in both verses. The div .
cenfused) the root is grven the scns . L O ering
S ik ha may be itlustrated by contrasting INCOT S
these texts from the halakha may ' st cof's rens :
of Exod 22:5 with Onk’s of the same veise. which predictably agrees with th
Mishna:

Gk Exod 22:5 Neof Exod 22:5

1f a man sets fire o {icdd or a vincyard and lets

s¢ o catena fic vincyard, VIR ta
i e e and the e ahe fo the firc spread, an’’ causcs firc in the ficld of

and sends his cattle and they cat in the ficld of prea, e resitution h et of
another, he shall give in restitution the best of another, he shadl §

Lis ficld and the bestof his vineyard. nis field and the be Lof (his) vincyard.
i1s hicld and ) S

‘ i i ~\dition: Ps-Y concurs
Once again the Palestinian Targum contains a nux.efl yt.l \fht;?x; l;q r.chsonab]C
with the mishnaic view, whercas N.eo.f and ¢G (?\s(\;:.n :1 ea\r“cr B s
sostulate that the divergent targumic 1ntcrpretatl‘o'n '1s‘ 12temem e e
hrinr to the Mishnabeing established as the authoritative st

halakha.™

ANALYSIS OF GEOGRAPHICAL gouivaLents. The lcndu?« /‘oi. lllm (:;:Z%)L:f‘xl\‘x::;ug:
Getualize’ Scripture by identifying ho,'Tplcs u_nd pl;u?c.sA‘:r.w_v‘l;(‘,‘:n:‘vly e
for dating traditions, since the targunuc cﬁquwulcms ult% ..p;::,.m; ,,, A
world and thie time of the meturgeman. Few geograp 'W:' r /\rz;b-,c e o
mim of the Pentateuch relate cxclusively to the Byzam‘\'nf.r(?r e e
ical onomastica:?’ the vast majority belong 1o an ¢ , ‘“‘(*lpn mﬁ.t A
cquivalents which Neof gives for the Table of lhBNﬂ.tlUl?.»l'I\ ! i
the world of the 3rd to Ath centurics c.0. /\:ﬁ w.ltlll~d‘m. Y’:‘); t(r;u‘li%it;ns. The
approach can be improved if it is combined mth.a n‘s o: yim o o
DOt o o i“usuﬁtcld (H’m N[‘i{:lc it:tih(‘wﬂs::;‘l aTh‘cre is <;vidcncc of
ographical 1crmsdcﬁniﬂg} e *‘or crso and o {);{{rom g 2
Cing in the Palestinian Targumim at this p()lflt, 1 : ‘
:i'\i\x’xolf;‘r\)‘"‘ﬁt?rm'y stratum with a set of border points ¢an be extracted. The

itivi - diversi carly rahbinic

% This type of argunent must be applicd wilh. fu!l scuul-wny to 'l'l‘\, (%::vi:r::):u:{‘;:\cyuni“mcs&

alukha. The crude rile of thumb that what isanti-mishnaic is pre-mis nm‘ S s Henc.
P and hatatha sce: Albeck, ‘Aprocryphal Halakha'; Schelbert, Exodus X .h,k .
1(1)1]:1:;\‘”,[1"::1‘\?;1 l"':;(‘)(lu; 2‘2:4"', idem, ‘Early Halakha'; Jackson, “The Fenee-Breaker'; Itzeha Yy
{f{"‘l”l"”":?‘:"/”\ rr]{(fvl:“::‘;‘\“s .Gv 1w 10:7 looks likcanc xample of a name which h:’st :Tp(;:::sz,::':lcja::
in lhiikm‘r,»‘\. ix; the -nwnn:lslicon during the Islamic era. it is clearly u' l:\lctl to ::;:i:."r;lv iy lélA
7indj «hich denoted the negro tribes of cast Africa: sce S.£. Abulfcd: , Geograj ,
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borders of the Lind of 1sracl as defined by each of the Palestinian Targumim
prove to be the same. These trrgumic borders can be comparcd with the
rebbinic definitions of Frets lsracth. The Rabbis showed interested in this
subject because it affected the operation of the ‘commandments pertaining to
the Land (miswot reluy vot ba’ares)". A line of development canbe traced through
the rabbinic pronouncements, rupning from a boundary-formula contewnporary
with Gamlichu (¢. 100 c.pi.) (M. Hall.s 4:: ML Sheviit 6: 1), through a boundary
formula of Yehuda bar ai (¢. 150 ¢.g.) (M. Gitin 1:2;, B.T. Gittin 8a), to the
Tannaic Boundary List (¢. 200 ¢.i.) (Sifref Dewt. S1op. 1T T Shabbat 4:115
P.T. Sheviit 36¢). The general tendencey is to retrac! the borders of the Land as
time goes on, those in the time of Gamliel being much wider than those
described in the Tannaic Boundary List. The targumic borders agree with thowe
defined in the time of Gamliel, and diverge from the other definitions. An carly
date for the Palestinian targumic horders is confirmed by the fact that almost
identical borders for Tirets Isracl are found in the Genesis Apocryphon
(1QGenAp21:14-19). Therevised nature of Onk also emerges rom this analysis:
Onk offers only oue identification in this whole passage (viz. Xadesh Barnea =
Reqem Ge'ah, i.c. Petra). This happens to be the sole point where the Pal.
Targ. border definition and the Tannaic Boundary List coincide.?®

Concluding Svnthesis

We are 2 long way vet from writing o definitive history of the vast and complex
corpus of the tarpumim. The following concluding notes offer a tentative
synthesis of the results so far achieved.

(1) The practice of translating the books of the Bible into Aramaic began in
the latz Second Temypile preriod. This is preved beyond all doubt by the cuistence
of the Qumran Tarpumim of Job ard Leviticus, as well as by the Genests
Apocryphon, which, though doubtiully a tavgum in the rabbinic sense, does
attest the practice of paraphrasing the Bille into Aramaic. Corroboration for
such an early date for the institution of the targum can be drawn from the
rabbinic targumim. There is now a veealth of cvidence that all the rabbinic
trrgumim contain carly aggadot, and converge significantly as to their Bible
interpretation with datable early tex's (c.g. Josephur, Philo, and the N1).
Morcover, given their dialect, it is highly unlikely that Onk and Yon (at least as
to their basic text) could have originated after 135 C.E..

(2) Itis impossibhie to say how mnch of the Bible was available in Aramaicin
th Jate Second Temple period. Tt is natural to assume that the Pentateuch
would have been translated first. I owerver, it should be remembered that we
have cxcellent evidence for vnfy carly translations of the Writings into Ara-
maic. ‘There is not only the direct evidence of the Job Targum from Qumran,

* Further, Alexand=r, Foponymy.
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bat indirect evidence from rabbinic literature of carly Av amaic versions of Job
and Lsther.™ .

(3) From the beginning the institution of the targum | ad a twof(A)’.d scmn‘g—
in roth the synagogue and the study. Itis a mistake to l‘vcrstrc:?'s its Inurglcnl
function. Aramaic versions were used not only to transla‘e the l.)lblICZIl‘ lC’CtIOIIS
in synagogue; they were used as a way of offering an mte:‘z)rctatmn of Scripture
for the Bible stuwdent, and bridging the gap between his vernacular and the
ariginal Hebrew. As o type of Bible commentary lh.c targum h.as a numl.)cr of
advantages: itallorvsthe original to be leftintact; lhc‘ln.lt:l ])l’cl.illl()l] 1s.cu.rr|c<.l by
ascparate text, which, for simple linguistic reasons, is i ng.‘dmlely dl.s:tmgmsh-
able from original Hebrew. The antiquity of the Beit 1\:1:M|drush setting o.f the
targum is once again indicated by the Qumran Job Targum: it 1s hard to
conceive of any liturgical use for Job. o . 4

(1) The Old Palestinian targumim were probably in Stardard ].Jltel ary Ara-
maic. This is the dialect of the Qumran targumim. It is alsa the dialect of an
and Yon. Tleir Janguape was literary, and probably (.lic‘l 1 :1 cs)rrcsp(?n(l precise-
ly to spoken Aramaic, cither in Judaea, or (:\fO!'txox’l) in Galilee. Itisa mlstak:j:
to “upposc that in Jialect, or linguistic register, a targum must cor'rc:spmfl
precisely to the veraacular. There is cear evidence ¢ rargumim being uscc
liturgically where the language does notcorrespond to the Vfrnaculnr: Onk vzulu%
Yon in Babylonia are a case in point. Ar important obscrvation HOW.Sj frmT\ this:
the tarpumim we learned versions. By overstressing, the targum’s function to
lr:msln‘ic the Bible into the vernacular, the impression can be given 1!.mt they are
popularin origin. that they constitutc a kind of folk-liternture. This. isnof bo‘l ne
ant by close analysis. Thongh some targumim may have been aimed at ‘the
common man’, they are deeply learned versions, the we 'k of scholars. By the
same token 1 is wrong 1o supposc that the targum in synagoguc \.'/:as ever a
“spontancous rendering. The translation was always likel: to be traditional and

to a large measnure predetermined. ' 5

(5) It is hard to siy whether the Old Palestinian targun im were expansive or
non-cxpansive. The evidence supgests that both types of targum were knowr}.
The Qunuan Job Targum is ‘literal’, whereas the Genesis Apocryphon is
expansive. There are fndico s that Onk at least was dcnvcd' frum.:l. more
expansive targum, and it has been shown that some of th : aggadic a‘ddmons in
he extant Palestinian Targumim arc of a very carly da's. In the llgh_t of this
evidence one shovld avoid the facile rule of thumb that the shorterand simplera
version, the carlicrit i, ‘ ) '

(6) At some point the Old Palestinian targunim in S md{lrd Ll%crarly /\ra-'
maic were recast in the younger dialect of Galilean Ar.\mmc.. This probul?l)
happened affer the Bar Kokhba war when the centre «f Jewish cultural life
moved from Judaca to Galilee., Flowever, the change wa: not solely cnr}ncctcd
with n change in the spoken dialect of Aramaic. As was stressed carlier, the

o Job: B, Shabba: 1154 Esther: M. Mcgilla 2:1.
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language of the G pumim (cither in yrepisier or dhalect) probably never coinci-
ded preciscly with the vernacular, Moicover there is reason to believe that the
main features of the so-called Galilean diatect had already emerged in Galilee
hefore the Bar Kokhba war. The linguistic change probably reflects the new-
found acceptability of Galilean Aramaic, which, as the Gemara of the Pal-
estinian Talinud shows, was nowwidely used in the schools for the discussion of
halakhic questions. 'The implication of this arsument is clear: none of our o xtant
Palestinian Targumim, as to their basic fir auastic form, can be carlier than the
late second centin e .1,

(7) The Palestinsin Targumim were never standardized. This is evident from
the number of 1-censions now extant. Though the various fargumim clearly
belong to the sane tradition, andoften overlap in content, no official text of the
targum emerged in Palestine. There was some attempt by the rabbinic author-
ities to contrel the content of the targum: certain texts were not allowed to be
translated in public, and certain tanslations of individual verses were censured;
but rabbinic control was neither axtensive nor all that successful. The rabbinic
injunctions ave sometimes ignored. Targumim were in circulation which took
up halakhic positions diverging from those advocated in the Mishna. It is
impossible to say whether, broadly speaking, the various extant recensions of
the Palestiniaa Targumim represent successive revisions of the targum, or were
contemporancous forns which differed due to regional variation. The latter is
morelikely tobe the case. The regional diversiy in the rext of the targum would
be analogous to the egional diversity in ‘he text of the standard synagogue
prayeis (the Amida and the Shema),

(8) A rceension ol the Old Palestinian Targ um (bo'h to the Pentateuch and
the Prophets) was tal en o Babylonia, prebabily before the Bar Kokhba War,
i.e. before the Old Pal. Targ. began to be recast into Galilean Aramaic. There it
was subjected to « thorongh revision and standardization which resulted in “he
emergence’of Ork and Yon. The Balylonian revisicn of the Old Pal. | g
involved two thin: s: Lirst, o shortening ¢ bitng the targnm into close confo ity
to the Hebrew te. 1, and second, a thagougis revision of the halakhic aspects of
the targum te bring it into agrecement with the halakha of the Babylonian
schools. The Rabylenian revision did n L, however, involve a ridical recasting
of the targum into -he Aramaic dialect of Babylonia: the tarqum remained
basically in its original dialeet - a western form of Standard Lite rary Aramaic.
The preservation of ihe original dinfect of the targum probably reflects conser-
vitism on the part o7 Babyloninn Jewry, as well as the prestige of the original
version brought to Babylonia. 1t arvived with a certain sanctity, at a time when
th= spiritual authority of Eiets ‘sracl was paramount in Babylonia.

(9) In the posi-taimudic period the Bebylonian recension of the Old Pal-
e inian Targum ti.c Onk and Yon) rcturned to the west. This return reflects
th growing authorit of the Babylonian Gaonate in the cas ly middle apes. and
s spiritual hegenmon v over world Jewry. Onk and Yon did uot,itscems, totally
displace the Palestinian “Targumim, but their arrival did have profeund affects
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on the targum in the west. First, it led to the emergence of truncated forms of
the Pal. Targ. which were designed to supplement Onk and Yon. Theso-called
Fragmentary Targum, and the targumic Toseftas illustrate this phenomenon.
These forms of the Pal. Targ. presumably arose ina milieu where Onk and Yon
had become the dominant targum. Secend, the arrival of Onk and Yon led to
extensive linguistic contamination of the Palestinian Targumim from the dialect
of Onk and Yon. Tlis is seen at its most cxtreme in certain targumic Toseftot
where the original Palestinian Targum has been systemetically recast into the

COnk/Yon dialeet. Ts also illustrated by Ps-Y which is dinfectally nixed —i.c. it
contains features of both Galilean and Onk-type Aramaic. 'The targumimol the
Writings arc in a mixed dialect, broadly similar to that of I's-Y.

(10) The liturgical use of the targum began to dic out in the middlc ages. An
important factor in this development was the rise of Islam and the emergence of
Arabic as the vernacular of the Jews in the middle cast. It is possible that
Saadya's Tafsir took over the liturgical function of the targum in some syn-
agogues. The liturgical use of the targum continues in Ycnenite synagogucs 10
this day: it is hard to say whether this represents @ genuine historical continuity
with talmudic and post-talmudic practice. or a revival of the institution of the
tergum. Afterits liturgical demise the tergum continued 1 be widely used as an
aid to the study of the Bible: it never lost its place in the Beit ha-Midrash.
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