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THE TEXTUAL WITNESSES OF TOSEFTA YEVAMOT: NEW FINDINGS IN LIGHT
OF THE CAIRO GENIZAH FRAGMENTS

Shira Shmidman

Scholars have long debated the relative reliability of the two main manuscripts of the
Tosefta. Should one prefer MS Vienna which was chosen by Leiberman to serve as the basis
for his critical edition of the Tosefta? Or perhaps one should rely on the earlier MS Erfurt?
This article sheds new light on this question by comparing these two manuscripts to the two
extant Cairo Genizah fragments for Tosefta Yevamot. The findings from this research point
to the originality of the readings in MS Erfurt, from two angles. Firstly, I demonstrate the
presence of conjunctive errors common to MS Erfurt and the two Genizah fragments; these
errors indicate that MS Erfurt and Genizah fragments share a common textual ancestor.
These Genizah fragments show no signs of emendation from parallel sources, which further
supports the authenticity of the textual witnesses in this branch. Secondly, my examination
of the scribal emendations to Tosefta Yevamot reveals that the scribe of MS Erfurt rarely
emends the text, and the few emendations are all derived from parallel sources in Rabbinic
literature. In contrast, the scribe of MS Vienna emends the text with much higher frequency.
Moreover, the emendations in MS Vienna are not limited to corrections based on parallel
sources, but rather also include additions and interpolations that do not originate in Rabbinic
sources. These findings all point to the superiority of MS Erfurt for Tosefta Yevamot.

[Tarbiz — A Quarterly for Jewish Studies « LXXXVIIII/1 (October—December 2022), pp. 5-38]



I BEG You: APPEALS TO ANGELS IN THE TALMUDIC AND GAONIC PERIODS
Gideon Bohak

The topic of prayer to angels in the Jewish world in Antiquity and the Middle Ages is usually
examined either from a rabbinic perspective, which forbids almost all forms of appeals to
angels, or from the perspective of Christian, Karaite or Muslim polemical texts that claimed
that Jews often pray to angels. In this paper I wish to focus on Jewish amulets from the Early
Byzantine period, on Jewish incantation bowls from Sasanian Babylonia, and on medieval
manuscripts that preserve copies of magical recipes and recipe books from Late Antiquity,
in order to examine the many appeals to angels embedded in these texts. These appeals may
be classified according to the mode of appealing to the angels, whether by way of adjuring
and commanding them to do what they are told, or by way of friendly appeal and even
servile request, to make them fulfill one’s needs. Moreover, many recipes instruct their users
to perform elaborate rituals of self-purification before appealing to the angels, and to offer
the angels gifts and sacrifices so that the appeal to them will bear the desired fruits. And in
some cases, one may see how forms of appealing and praying to angels were adopted even
in rabbinic literature and in the medieval prayer-manuals.

[Tarbiz — A Quarterly for Jewish Studies « LXXXVIIII/1 (October-December 2022), pp. 39-72]



THE BAHIR AS IT ONCE WAS:
TRANSMISSION HISTORY AS A TOOL FOR RECONSTRUCTING AND REASSESSING
THE TEXT, FORMAT, AND IDEAS OF THE ORIGINAL COMPOSITION

Avishai Bar-Asher

Sefer ha-Bahir has been studied extensively, usually under the assumption that it is an
early—if not the earliest—kabbalistic composition. The main theories about its dating,
geographical origins, and conceptual-theological worldview run counter to the conception
of it as a book with textual integrity. Scholars have discerned multiple layers in it, often
attributed to varied source material, and have typically reached the conclusion that it is a
poorly edited and fragmentary work. After the fashion of modern Bible scholarship, some
studies even suggested to carving sentences into two and assigning each to different authors
or sources.

This study reexamines these theories, especially in light of new findings concerning the
Bahir’s early textual and transmission history. Of paramount significance is the identification
of the earliest known textual witness of the Bahir (Ms. Rome, Casanatense Library, MS
3086), which has tremendous implications for our understanding of the original text, format,
and internal division of the work, as well as its early transmission and dissemination. Textual
difficulties that gave rise to the dominant scholarly theories regarding multiple authorship,
substandard editing, and discrete strata can now be plausibly explained away as the product
of the book’s early transmission, rather than attesting to its earlier stages of consolidation.

The first part of this article surveys the history of the prevalent notion of the Bahir as a
work cobbled together over time, in different places, by various hands belonging to distinct
schools, and how this notion resulted in artificial division of the book into textual units.
This problematic division, in turn, heightened the sense of a fragmentary and poorly edited
composition, resulting in complex theories regarding its multi-layered nature and conceptual
incongruities.

Part two of this study identifies for the first time the earliest textual witness of the Bahir
(MS Rome 3086). The value of this overlooked manuscript is inestimable, as it preserves
both errors in transcription and transmission and evidence of an older division within the
work. A careful examination of the textual order preserved in this early witness reveals that
glaring discontinuities in the prevalent version of the Bahir did not come from the cobbling
together of diverse sources, but from work mishaps, like the accidental reversal of a folio, a
mistake that came to plague every known copy of the book. The detection of signs of serious
mishandling has enabled the drawing of a stemma of all the surviving witnesses of the
Bahir, and their exhaustive assignment to two recensions total. This chapter then presents
a reconstruction of the original form of the work, including its text, format, and internal
division, and a new method of critically editing it.

In part three of this article, I propose a twofold structural breakdown of the Bahir: primary
midrashic units and their respective subunits. Historical philology and literary analysis are
used to demarcate the boundaries of each homiletical unit, and various methodologies are
suggested for isolating the thematic threads that join the various sections.

[Tarbiz — A Quarterly for Jewish Studies « LXXXVIIII/1 (October-December 2022), pp. 73-225]



The fourth part of the study shows how the proposed reconstruction of the Bahir sheds
new light on its fundamental conceptual repertoire. The fifth and final section examines the
literary structure of the reconstructed midrashic units as present in the completed work and
in the earliest stages of its dissemination.

An appendix to the study presents a tentative critical edition of the Bahir, based on
the main findings of this study. The critical edition adopts the earliest retrievable text,
as presented in its original format, and divided according to the aforementioned twofold
division, of primary units and subunits.



