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“Did ArtScroll Censor Rashi?”

Response to R. Yisrael Isser Zvi Herczeg
By: MARC B. SHAPIRO

In Hakirah 26 (Spring 2019), Rabbi Yisrael Herczeg, who is known as an
expert translator and expositor of Rashi, and from whose work I rou-
tinely benefit, takes issue with my view that ArtScroll engaged in censor-
ship regarding Rashi’s commentary to Genesis 18:22. I wish to thank R.
Herczeg for taking the time to write his article challenging my conclu-
sions. Although I am not convinced, I am honored to engage in scholar-
ly debate with him.

In his commentary, Rashi deals with an example of Tikkun Soferim.
He writes:

2 255 91 M99 WK T RIT 0910 nP°n
This is a correction of the Scribes, in which those of blessed
memory inverted the verse to write this way.

R. Herczeg deals with three issues, and I will respond to his points
about all of them. The first issue is, what do the words 21129 "1 1712973
19 (other versions have 1’M27 or 2"1M) mean? The second is, are these
words of Rashi authentic, as they do not appear in all manuscripts? Fi-
nally, did ArtScroll engage in censorship by not including these words in
its various pumashinz?

Regarding the first issue, it must be pointed out that over hundreds
of years much has been written about these controversial words. They
have been regarded as problematic for they contradict Maimonides’
formulation that it is heresy to believe that the Torah was altered after
having been written down by Moses. This itself does not make the
words inauthentic, for as I showed in The Linmits of Orthodox Theology,
there are a number of rabbinic sources that understand Tikkun Soferim
literally, and are thus at odds with Maimonides’ formulation.! Neverthe-

U In Limits, p. 26, I quoted the following from R. Bezalel Naor, who was repeat-
ing what he had heard from R. Shlomo Fisher: “The truth, known to Torah
scholars, is that Maimonides’ formulation of the tenets of Jewish belief is far
from universally accepted.” R. Naor informed me that R. Fisher made this
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less, it is understandable that if Rashi can be interpreted to be in accord-
ance with Maimonides’ view rather than adopting a more “radical”
stance, this is what most would prefer.

It is also understandable that medieval copyists of manuscripts, see-
ing such an apparently radical statement in Rashi, would choose to omit
copying it, viewing it as inauthentic. This can explain why some manu-
scripts have the words and others do not. I do not think there is any
doubt that it is more likely that a copyist would delete a problematic pas-
sage such as this, than that such a passage would be inserted into the
original text by a rogue copyist. Although in some circles it has become
common in recent years to assume that there were a bunch of heretics in
medieval times who insered their heretical comments into standard rab-
binic texts, this is in opposition to everything we know about medieval
copyists. It is true that there are additions to the text of Rashi by later
scholars. However, this is very different from positing the existence of
copyists who were inserting heretical ideas into Rashi or any other medi-
eval authority. Unfortunately, this mistaken assumption has become the
standard apologetic explanation anytime one wants to discard a prob-
lematic text.

Differing with all the previous rabbinic scholars who regarded the
words from Rashi as being at odds with Maimonides, R. Herczeg argues
that these words need not be seen as radical:

The concluding words of the lengthier and more popular version
are 19 2137 27 1M297 WK “in which those of blessed memory in-
verted the verse this way.” This can be taken to mean that the Sag-
es of blessed memory taught us to understand that out of respect
for G-d, the verse was written in an inverted way so as to avoid
stating outright that Hashem was yet standing before Avraham.
From the point of view of conforming to conventional religious
beliefs, then, the latter version of the text of Rashi is no more
problematic than the former [i.e., the text that omits the controver-
sial words].

The earlier sources that discuss Rashi’s comment read M35 WX
19 2N3% 9™, with the last words pronounced Z&htov ken, “to wtite this
way.” R. Herczeg acknowledges that read in this fashion, “Rashi would
unmistakably be saying that the Scribes’ inversion of the verse involved

statement in explaining R. Judah he-Hasid’s view about post-Mosaic additions
to the Torah. In other words, R. Judah he-Hasid’s view is not in line with
Maimonides’ principles of faith, but this is not the only such example of Torah
sages diverging from these principles.
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writing, not interpreting (p. 181). However, R. Herczeg claims that the
words can be read /a-katuy ken, “the verse this way.” In this case, he says,
“li]f people can accept that ‘correction of the scribes’ can be taken as a
figure of speech, why is it any more difficult to take ‘inverting’ the verse
as interpreting it in a reversed sense?” The problem with this suggestion
is that la-katuy kein is not grammatical so it could not be what the text is
saying. That is why prior to R. Herczeg, only one other person I am
aware of offers this suggestion,? and it never occurred to all of the great
commentators on Rashi who dealt with the text. There is a reason that
the typical rabbinic response to this Rashi has been to view it as radical
and problematic, with a number going so far as to claim that Rashi could
have never said such a thing. That is because the words we have been
discussing state very clearly that the Scribes inverted the verse, and they
can be read only this way.

However, R. Herczeg also points out that the Munich manuscript of
Rashi reads: JXD 21127 11°M27 %297 WX, He notes that here 21027 cer-
tainly has to be read /a-katuv. According to R. Herczeg, these words
should be understood figuratively, just as the words zkkun soferim are
traditionally understood figuratively. I disagree with R. Herczeg and
readers will have to judge which position is more reasonable. (I also do
not think that whether 13 or X2 is the correct word changes the meaning
of Rashi) When the original rabbinic passages speak of zkkun soferim,
the problem that is presented is what is the meaning of these words. Are
they to be understood literally or not? There are two approaches, one
that understands them literally, and the other not. When Rashi says that
the Sages reversed the passage, I understand him to be explaining what
tikkun soferim means, not replacing the words “Zikkun soferins” with an-
other expression that is also to be understood figuratively.

It is precisely because people read Rashi’s comment the way I have
that in recent years some printings have begun to delete the words we
have been discussing. Yet I must point out that the “problematic” words
of Rashi atre in line with what Rashi writes elsewhere, and which is re-
ferred to by R. Herczeg himself. Rashi in Job 32:3 writes:

DIPAT 9975 WOWIN 2107 W2 DR D910 WPAW NIMIPRT 1 TR AT
210577 33w ROR 211037 19 797 ompnwa

“This is one of the places in which the Scribes corrected the lan-
guage of the verse.” How much clearer can Rashi be that z&kun soferim is
to be understood literally? Based on this passage in the commentary to

2 See R. Hayyim Knoller, Kevod Hakhamin (Przemyal, 1898), p. 12b.
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Job, the Rosenbaum-Silbermann edition of Rashi agrees that Rashi to
Genesis 18:22 means “that the original text actually contained the words
to which objection was taken and that the Scribes, the early authorities
who settled the text of the Bible (one passage states it was Ezra who is
responsible for these emendations) removed them, replacing them by
others that could not be regarded as blasphemous.” R. Herczeg claims
that the words 01910 PN need not be taken literally but simply mean
that the verse should be interpreted in a certain way. Yet Rashi is ex-
plaining here that z&kun soferimr does not mean interpretation, but is to be
understood literally, namely, that the Scribes really did correct the text.

R. Herczeg does not refer to Rashi’s comment to Numbers 11:15,
where he states:

7702 290 1PN TR 1 2097 70w XHR 200 W% n anvTa
NWoI PPN M0

In The Limits of Orthodox Theology, pp. 98-99 n. 52, I state that the
three comments of Rashi we have just seen make clear what is implied
elsewhere (see Rashi’s commentary to Hab. 1:11, Mal. 1:3,* Job 7:20),
that for Rashi there is no distinction between corrections of the Scribes
and what is known as 21273 7’2 [“The text substitutes (one word for
another).”] I would also add that in his earlier contribution to Hakirah,>
R. Avrohom Lieberman concludes that Rashi indeed believed that #z&kun
soferim means an actual correction of the original text, and that the words
19 212 27 11397 WK are original. This opinion is shared by R. Hayyim
Zalman Dimitrovsky.® (Even if Rashi's words in Genesis 18:22 are
shown to be inauthentic, it would seem that his words in Job 32:3 are
enough to determine his view.)

R. Herczeg states that Mizrachi, Gur Aryeh, and some other super-
commentaries understand Rashi to be agreeing with the approach that
tikkun soferim is not to be taken literally, and the words in the Bible re-
terred to as tikkun soferim were already found in the original biblical text.
R. Herczeg is correct about Gur Aryeh and other supercommentaries,
and precisely because this was their approach, they could not accept the
words 12 21037 "7 11097 WK as authentic. However, I must also add

3 Bereshit, p. 266.

4 In his article, R. Herczeg shows that the version of Rashi in the standard texts
might be mistaken, but this does not affect my basic point.

5 “Tikkunei Soferim, an Analysis of a Masoretic Phenomenon,” Hakirah 5 (Fall
2007), pp. 231-232.

6 Teshuvot ha-Rashba (Mossad ha-Rav Kook ed.), vol. 1, p. 178.
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that regarding Mizrachi, R. Herczeg is mistaken, as when it comes to
Genesis 18:22 Mizrachi recognizes that Rashi means a real scribal cor-
rection. After offering the traditional view of what #kkun soferim is, as
explained by the Rashba, Mizrachi adds:

19 21037 1M MDY 7T RIT 2790 1PN MR 72017 "W AR

In other words, Mizrachi recognizes that Rashi’s approach is at odds
with what the Rashba states in that Rashi believes that in this case, there
was a real scribal correction. As R. Meir Mazuz writes about Mizrachi’s
comment:’

ATINT WY DR PN P 3197 P wtn AR 2" a"kIae 'y

In his comment to Genesis 18:22, Mizrachi is only explaining
Rashi’s opinion, but in his comment to Numbers 11:15 we see that Miz-
rachi himself believes that while #&kun soferim generally is not to be un-
derstood literally, in the case of Genesis 18:22 he agrees with Rashi that
it means an actual correction of the text. After mentioning the Rashba’s
view, he adds:

2Y 1Y M 2199 17 70 MR 70190 7AW 1T OnNaRY 71092 Dav
5"%] AR PR AT 19 2122 91 30w AT X7 02010 1PN ROX O77aN
ST 1957 1127w ROR 290 213 59 2039 207 17 PRY X7 [NR

R. Issachar Ber Eylenburg strongly criticizes Mizrachi’s suggestion,
which he regards as nothing less than heretical. He also adds that the
phenomenon Mizrachi refers to, literal emendation of the biblical text,
should be called not Zikkun soferim but rather gilkul soferim (corruption of
the Scribes).® R. Samuel Jaffe ben Isaac Ashkenazi had earlier criticized
Mizrachi’s view as follows:?

IRW2 10 MRIWA YN AR 'R QPR 1 0790w 711 ORY 1193 119K
Lmpnn
R. Saul Cohen of Djerba criticized Mizrachi as well:10

[19 21027 5"1 3731997 WKR] AT WD PR ORTIT 110 1mIpn2 2"RIT 7120
20977 YN0 VI TAPN TIRD 7R ROR DOIRRDT wRI "W
.0°193

7 Bayit Ne'eman, Gen. 18:22. Contrary to Mizrachi, R. Mazuz rejects the notion
that Rashi understood #&kun soferim literally.

8 Tzeidab la-Dereh to Genesis 18:22.

O Yefeh Toar to Genesis Rabbah 29:12 (p. 2806a).

10 Karnei Ramim (Bnei Brak, 1981), p. 61.
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R. Hayyim Hirschensohn is likewise shocked by Mizrachi’s opinion
and writes:!!

5"1 "R PRIWY PR TOM POIR WOR DY 19 AN ann N IR
MmN Y DAY 1Rm 110w 7N "R 1w MY a1 027 2w
2"WwonI 72905 NAR NIR 7700 12°9KW 1" 19w 770 7902 PaR 10 Tonn

1102 1T uw

While it is true that most modern commentators assume that the
comment of Rashi is theologically problematic, and thus regard it as in-
authentic, I was surprised to find that a hasidic author, R. Zvi Meir Fo-
gel, has no difficulty with the comment. He sees it as testifying to the
power of the Sages, that just as at times they can suspend biblical com-
mandments, so too then can alter the text of the Torah if they think it is
necessary. He writes:!2

2790 WP NARY L1 297 DM 0D WK LT RIT 2910 11PN KON
77 "Dy TR WA LT RIT 22910 PPN RIR 1200 P "W DR pnnw
5"7TOM2Y ,ORAWY PR T2 1700 AWK 7277 1) 0N KD 9"v 9"1on 1nRw
aYPa VAR PR RITW DRDWY DRAY RVW PR DY T2 0N 190K
M2 W Y Huak avw 9% 72 W1 ar 7" ovnn Dan 2" o"anna
SWaron YR %27 XA R N7 2221 vmna 0710 0" mxn Yy
IR 1T TN RDIIW QWD AW AR n °0R PwIY 0°IAR 0°1372
NXP DY TM2YY 20317 T TA12 20 72 0 310 W 070 1T W oA
1700 112 D172 14737 711,20V 71207 MNAW MWW T AV 092 NNXn
PRI IMRWY 5" 19MA0 MDA ann a7 X3 0°7910 PN AR 9t
X177 191 ,7303 51027 ,7WNTRA 7700 91 X L,AWITPA 305 0XYD 2037

5" 19 3P 1T 127 027 P02

Another hasidic author, R. Hayyim Isaac Jostman, explains that
Rashi’s comment is not theologically problematic, as he is referring only
to changing the order of words, not adding or replacing anything in the
Torah.13

DIX PO R NN 1" IRD MARP KDY WITRPA W02 pIpT 2 0"waT P
TN 719000 P

My contention is that ArtScroll did not include the words in Rashi
that we are discussing because it viewed them as an inauthentic heretical
interpolation. I questioned this by noting that the earliest dated manu-

U Nimutkei Rashi, Gen. 18:22.

12 Mar'ot ha-Tzov'ot (n.p., 1999), Gen. 18:22 (p. 260).

3 Hayei Yitzhak (Warsaw, 1912), p. 29a. The book has an approbation from R.
Meir Yehiel Halevi of Ostrowiec.
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script of Rashi we have, one that was written by a known Torah scholar,
includes the passage (with the word X instead of 12, which I do not see
as a significant difference). This shows that the words in question were
not regarded as heretical. It is true that other later manuscripts do not
contain these words, and I assume that they were deleted by copyists
who found them problematic, similar to what ArtScroll has done. Art-
Scroll may have been guided by the words of Abraham Berliner in his
edition of Rashi on the Torah (Introduction, p. xv):

LNAWT PO TR 0927 ROXIT7 21T "W nvT DY bV RY Own)

However, despite Berliner’s view that the words are not authentic,
he kept them in the text of Rashi enclosed in brackets, which is the
proper thing to do.

Can we determine if the words are original to Rashi or are a later in-
sertion? In addition to what I have already written, Yeshayahu Maori has
also argued that the words are original.'# On the other hand, R. Herczeg
states that “the jury is still out on what the authentic text of Rashi is, but
there is strong evidence in favor of the version without the extra
words.” Although I assume that the words are authentic, I am prepared
to acknowledge that as of yet there is no definitive proof. R. Herczeg’s
points, from Professor Avraham Grossman, about the relative accuracy
of the Munich manuscript vs. the Leipzig manuscript, are important and
add complexity to the matter. Yet the fact remains that the overwhelm-
ing majority of manuscripts contain the words.!> That an early copyist
(or a later printer) would delete a problematic comment is nothing to be
surprised about, and some readers will be aware of my last book which
focused on this very phenomenon of internal censorship. If indeed the
words were inserted by someone other than Rashi, which itself is diffi-
cult to imagine, how does one explain that these words ended up in so
many manuscripts?16

14 “Tikun Soferim’ ve-‘Kinah ha-Katuv’ be-Ferush Rashi la-Mikra,” in Yaakov
Elman, et. al., Nezot le-David (Jerusalem, 2005), pp. 99-108.

15 See Maori, ibid., p. 102, that of 39 manuscripts examined by Elazar Touito,
only 5 are missing the words. On p. 103 n. 19, he quotes Menachem Cohen,
who has examined many Rashi manuscripts, that it is precisely in the Spanish
and Italian manuscripts, which routinely include matetial not from Rashi, that
the words we are discussing have been deleted. However, in Ashkenazic man-
uscripts that do not contain additions, the words generally appear. This would
seem to be strong evidence that the passage is authentic.

16 See Maori, ibid, p. 103.
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As R. Herczeg notes, the publisher writes in the preface to the Art-
Scroll Sapirstein edition of Rashi that variant readings “are either en-
closed in braces or appear in the footnotes.” R. Herczeg adds: “Of the
six eatly editions mentioned by name, The Reggio di Calabria, Soncino,
and Zamora editions include the words that do not appear in ArtScroll’s
text. The Rome, Alkabetz, and Venice editions do not.” Actually, this is
not correct, as the Venice 1517-1518 first edition of Mikraot Gedolot,
which is the one mentioned by ArtScroll, also includes the words.!” Here
is the text from this edition.

£ 19 31798 1M3IMOE0E B A TMDB PP A ©o9ak Su M M s o

Venice 1517-1518 first edition of Mikraot Gedolot
(See complete page at the end of the article.)

Thus, four of the six early printings that ArtScroll tells us it used as
sources for textual variants include the words, so it is curious that the
words we have been discussing were not included in the ArtScroll edi-
tion.!8 I don’t understand how R. Herczeg can write: “So on that basis,
it’s a tossup. ArtScroll could have included the additional words in
brackets but chose to leave them out.” R. Herczeg is correct that Art-
Scroll chose to leave them out. But it is definitely not a tossup, which
implies that the decision in this matter could have gone either way. The
words were left out for clear ideological reasons, otherwise they would
have been included as a variant or at least discussed in a footnote (as is
done in the Ariel edition of Rashi and as R. Herczeg tells us he himself
would have done had he been aware of the alternative text when work-
ing on the Sapirstein edition'?). It is obvious that ArtScroll made a deci-

17 The words are missing from the Venice 1524 edition.

18 Contrary to what R. Herczeg writes, I do not leave “the impression that Art-
Scroll rejected the empirical evidence—the Munich MS—in favor of a text
they favored for ideological reasons.” I never assumed that ArtScroll was
aware of the Munich MS. My reason for citing this manuscript was simply to
show that the earliest manuscript of Rashi we possess, which is the product of
a known Torah scholar, includes the text we are talking about.

19 R. Herczeg writes (p. 183 n. 10): “Had I been aware of the alternative text
when working on it, I would have discussed it in a footnote.” This sentence is
very strange, as the alternative text was, until this generation, found in all the
standard printings of Rashi in Mikraot Gedolot, Betliner, Malbim, Ha'amek
Davar, Torah Temimab, etc., as well as in the published translations of Rashi, and
is discussed at length in the Ariel edition. All of these works would have been
used by any translator, so R. Herczeg must have been aware of the alternative
text, even if today he has no memory of it. I can only assume that years ago,
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sion that the words could not have been written by Rashi and thus were
to be deleted. This is the same reason that in recent years other publish-
ers have made the same decision.

R. Herczeg makes a further point:

Due to sincerely held religious beliefs, they [ArtScroll] may have
tipped the scales in favor of the shorter version of the text because
they thought it unlikely that Rashi wrote the longer version... [In
this case] ArtScroll would not have been acting dishonestly. How-
ever, there could be room to criticize them for poor judgment, ei-
ther for not mentioning a popular alternative text with considerable
objective support, or for the way they evaluated the data.

Contrary to R. Herczeg, I believe that deleting a “popular alterna-

tive text,” especially one that has been the focus of so much discussion
for hundreds of years, is not an honest approach.?0 If ArtScroll does not
wish to include the text that is their prerogative, but they should at least
have a note explaining why they removed the words. Jews growing up
with ArtScroll and reviewing the parashah each week with Rashi are miss-
ing something that previous generations had. What we see in this exam-
ple is only a shadow of what would come a few years later when Art-
Scroll deleted a number of Rashbam’s comments in their new Mzkraot
Gedolot, because they concluded (or so they would like us to believe) that
Rashbam never could have authored these comments.?!

20

21

when working on his translation, R. Herczeg did not see any significance to
these words which were not in the text that he was given to translate, and thus
chose not to mention anything in a footnote. As we saw in his article, R. Her-
czeg still does not see them as adding anything substantive to Rashi’s com-
ment, so it makes sense that he would not have felt a need to comment on
them.
R. Herczeg writes (p. 184 n. 12):
If someone believes that it is literally impossible for Rashi to have written
the words in question, it is not dishonest to delete them. An argument can
be made for not even putting them in brackets. Doing so could be inter-
preted as investing the bracketed words with some authority.
This sort of attitude is precisely why we have so many different texts that have
been censored. The better approach is to say that even though I may believe
that Rashi (or another scholar) could never have written these words, since
others disagree I do not have the right to simply delete the text without in-
forming the reader.
I discuss this disgraceful episode in my Seforim Blog posts, Dec. 10, 2014, Jan.
15, 2015, and June 8, 2015. The meaning of my words “or so they would like
us to believe” alludes to the fact that, as mentioned in the June 8, 2015 post,
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R. Herczeg concludes his article as follows, to which I have added
numbers:

In conclusion, [1] the jury is still out on what the authentic text of
Rashi is, [2] but there is strong evidence in favor of the version
without the extra words. [3] The two versions do not differ sub-
stantially in meaning. [4] And omission of the additional words is
not prima facie evidence of censorship.

For the reasons I have spelled out in this article, my response to R.
Herczeg’s conclusion must be:

1) Iagree.

2) Contrary to R. Herczeg, I believe that the evidence is in favor of the
version with the extra words.

3) Contrary to R. Herczeg, I believe that the two versions (i.e., with the
words and without) differ substantially in meaning.

4) If the standard printings for the last hundred years and more have
included these words, then any current printing that leaves them out,
and does not tell you that it is leaving them out—and ArtScroll is
not the first to do so—is in my mind evidence of censorship.

[

there are those who think that the Rashbam censorship was only due to busi-
ness considerations.
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