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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk136268682]This paper will discuss a manuscript of the Torah from Iran dating from the end of the fifteenth century (1483–1484) from the British Library (Or. 2452 [Margoliouth catalogue 92]), including the Torah, Haftarot, and Psalms.  It is written on paper, with Tiberian vocalization, cantillation, and masorah parva and magna.  

The content: Genesis – fols. 1r–62r (chapters 1:1–12 and 6:1–11:25 are missing); Exodus – fols. 62r–114r; Leviticus – fols. 114r–149r; Numbers – fols. 149r–190r; Deuteronomy – fols. 149r–214r (chapters 1:1–11:17; 32:8 until the end, are missing); Haftarot – imperfect at the beginning, fols. 214r–286v; a colophon that includes the name of the vocalizer in code: ביפת"ך )22nd of Elul א'תשצ"ד 1483), fol. 286r; a colophon without names (א'תשצ"ה; 1484), fols. 287v–288v; Psalms – fols. 361r–389v; a colophon that includes the name of the scribe Shmuel ben Aharon ben Yehosaf (third month, א'תשצ"ד; 1483) – fols. 361r–v; a prayer – fols. 361v–362r; the calendar of Josiah ben Mevorakh al-ʿAqūlī', fols. 362v–378v [the Hebrew calendar with instructions in Persian for fixing the festivals – fols. 363v–375v].

Manuscripts written in Iran (and Central Asian regions such as Bukhara) later than the fourteenth century reflect a writing style, quiring practices, and the use of local paper that displays a unique morphology. The unique character and small number of manuscripts do not justify including an independent Persian subtype in the typological classification, as Beit-Arié has noted.[footnoteRef:1]    [1:  M. Beit-Arie, Hebrew Codicology, Preprint internet English, version 0.4 (February 2020), pp. 77.] 


Only four Torah manuscripts from medieval Iran have survived – three from the fifteenth century and one from the sixteenth century.  The manuscript at the British Library, London, Or. 2451, is one of the three surviving manuscripts from Iran from the fifteenth century (1483–1484) and is the only surviving medieval manuscript from Iran that includes the Torah, Haftarot, and Psalms with vocalization, cantillation marks, and masorah parva and magna.  This manuscript allows us to examine Pentateuch traditions from medieval Iran.  Below we will analyze the text, the open and closed sections (parashiyot), and the layout of the Song of the Sea and the beginning of the Song of Moses. (As noted the manuscript is missing Deuteronomy 1:1 to 11:17, and 32:8 until the end.)[footnoteRef:2] [2:  This article will focus on one Torah manuscript from Iran.  An examination of all of the surviving medieval Torah manuscripts from Iran and their comparison will follow as a separate topic and not here, since this article already includes many details.  ] 


Codicological Features
The manuscript contains 378 pages whose numbering is marked by Hebrew letters, and more recently, by Arabic numbers with a pencil on the top left of each page. (It also includes two pages of modern paper that were recently added; two pages from the 15th century are blank at the beginning of the codex and two blank pages made of modern paper are at the end). The size of the paper, including margins, is 12.5 x 17.5 cm; the written area is 8 X 10 cm. There is one column, with 18 to 20 lines per page. The manuscript is damaged at the beginning, and pages are also missing after fols. 6, 189, 213, 263, and more.  The script is semi-cursive Oriental, of the Persian subtype (including the clearly recognized sign of the aleph that was changed to the cursive Oriental aleph [N]),[footnoteRef:3] the calendar is written in Persian, but in Hebrew letters.  It seems that the papers were ruled by means of a “mastara,” and there are a number of pages that show rule lines made by impression (such as pages 41r 61r, see Figure 1).[footnoteRef:4] The common method of aligning the lefthand margin is by writing words that verge outside the margin diagonally or minimizing the spaces between letters of words adjacent to the margin (such as on fols. 50v; 98r; see Figure 2).    [3:   On semi-cursive Oriental script, Persian subtype, see M. Beit-Arié, Hebrew Codicology (Jerusalem 2020), 440–41.]  [4:  That is, without the use of color, pencil, or ink, and thus we can assume that the ruling lines were created using a mastara, the technology that was prevalent in the region; regarding the mastara, a special ruling board, see M. Beit-Arié, Hebrew Codicology, Preprint internet English, version 0.4 (February 2020), 408–16. ] 


The text of the Torah, Haftarot, and Psalms appears with vocalization, cantillation marks, and masorah parva and magna, aside from fols. 7–27; 34; 59; 66, which were written later.  

There is no consistent marking of masorah parva or masorah magna notes.  The division into orders (sedarim) in the Torah, in places that do not match the customary division, is marked by the letter samek in the margin, with the marker accompanied by a small design.  The division into sections (parashiyot) is marked by the word parash only in places where the weekly portion does not start in the same place as the division into orders (such as fols. 78r; 99r, at the beginning of parashot Beshalaḥ and Ki Tisa; see Figure 3).  The seven parts of each weekly portion are marked by Hebrew letters in the margin, and the number of verses that should be read on Mondays and Thursdays are also marked by Hebrew letters in the margin at the beginning of the section.  This marking of the number of verses was customary among the accurate Oriental codices.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  J. S. Penkower, “A Pentateuch Fragment from the Tenth Century Attributed to Moses Ben-Asher (Ms Firkowicz B 188),” Tarbiz 60, no. 3 (1991): 363 [in Hebrew]; Penkower, “A Bukharan Pentateuch Manuscript from the End of the Fifteenth Century (with an Appendix on MS Geneva, Geniza 99),” in Israel: Linguistic Studies in the Memory of Israel Yeivin, ed. Rafael I. (Singer) Zer and Yosef Ofer (Jerusalem: Magnes, 2011), 158 [in Hebrew].  ] 


A marking for the middle verse of the book of Genesis appears on folio 30v (Gen 27:40), of Exodus on folio 88v (Exod 22:28), Leviticus on folio 132v (Lev 15:7), for Numbers, this marking is missing, and for Deuteronomy, it appears on folio 196v (Deut 17:10).  A marking for the middle verse of the Torah appears on folio 121v (Lev 8:7; see Figure 4), a marking for the midpoint of the Torah when counting words appears with the note “half of the Torah in words” on folio 125r (דרש דרש) and a marking of the middle letter of the Torah appears on folio 126v (גחון; see figure 5).  The sum of verses and orders does not totally match the regular numbers as they appear in the masorah.  

Aside from slight coloring samples that appear in the manuscript, a few pages include more complex decorations in red and green: folios 79v, 80r (that include the Song of the Sea); folios 113v, 114r (the end of the book of Exodus and beginning of Leviticus); folios 289v, 290r (the beginning of Psalms); folios 360v, 361r (the end of Psalms); folio 378v, an illustration with verses from Psalms written in a circle in black and red (see Figure 6).[footnoteRef:6] [6:   George Margoliouth, Catalogue of the Hebrew and Samaritan Manuscripts in the British Museum, Volume 1, London 1899, pp. 67-69, no. 92; Oxford, Bodleian Library, Or 2451, https://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?index=0&ref=Or_2451.] 


From the colophons attached to the codex we learn that it was written in the year א'תשצ"ד (the third month [Sivan]; 1483 – folios 361r–v) in the city of Qum in Iran by Shmuel ben Aaron ben Yehosaf, vocalization and cantillation marks were added on 22 of Elul א'תשצ"ד (1483; folio 286r).  The vocalization, cantillation, and masorah notes were finished on Heshvan א'תשצ"ה (1484; 361v).  The Hebrew calendar with rules in Persian for determining the festivals (folios 363v–375v) was copied at least in part from a Vorlage written approximately 1330–1331.  The calendar is identical to the Hebrew calendar that appears in MS Oxford, Bodleian 2814 (heb. e.60), a Torah manuscript (that includes Haftarot, Psalms, the Song of Songs, and Proverbs) that was also written in the city of Qum in Iran by Shmuel ben Aaron ben Yehosaf (1485).[footnoteRef:7] [7:   Nadia Vidro. “The Origins of the 247-Year Calendar Cycle,” Aleph 17, no. 1 (2017): 105–6.] 
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Figure 1: MS British Library, London, England Or. 2451, fols. 41r; 62r.
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Figure 2: MS British Library, London, England Or. 2451, fols. 50v; 98r.
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התיאור נוצר באופן אוטומטי]


Figure 3: MS British Library, London, England Or. 2451, fols. 78r; 99r.
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Figure 4: MS British Library, London, England Or. 2451, fol. 121v.
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[bookmark: _Hlk135400234]Figure 5: MS British Library, London, England Or. 2451, fols. 125r; 126v.
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Figure 6: MS British Library, London, England Or. 2451, fol. 378v. 

Comparison of the Manuscript with the Aleppo Codex
[A] The Text of the Letters
In order to evaluate the accuracy of the text of the manuscript, we will examine two comparative categories to present the typical lines that appear in the text – text sequences and script category, [footnoteRef:8] comparative categories that I have evaluated in a previous study of Pentateuch traditions.[footnoteRef:9] For the first category, I will present a comparison of a sample portion of Exodus, chapters 14–15 (59 verses in all, 795 words) and of Deuteronomy, chapters 31–32:7 (37 verses in all, 624 words), and as the second category, I will examine the spelling of the word אותם in the Torah.[footnoteRef:10]  We will compare this manuscript to the Aleppo Codex (=A), which is the standard for the accuracy of the Torah text.  The text of the Aleppo Codex very accurately matches the Tiberian masorah (there is a great correspondence between the text of its letters and its masorah).  Here I will note the variants I found between the Iranian manuscript (I) and (A).   [8:  Cohen, followed by Penkower and Peretz, have used these and similar categories to classify MSS, see for example: M. Cohen, “Outlines of the Consonantal Form of the Text in Medieval Pentateuch Manuscripts,” Studies in Bible and Exegesis 1 (1980): 152–54 [in Hebrew, title my translation];  J. S. Penkower, “Jacob ben Hayyim and the rise of the Biblia Rabbinica” (PhD diss., Hebrew University, 1982), chap. 4; Y. Peretz, “The Pentateuch in Medieval Ashkenazi Manuscripts and Tikkunei Sofrim: The Text, Open and Closed Sections and the Layout of the Songs” (PhD diss., Bar-Ilan University, 2008) [in Hebrew]; J. S. Penkower, “A Bukharan Pentateuch Manuscript,” 155–78; J.S. Penkower, "A Sheet of Parchment from a 10th or 11th Century Torah Scroll: Determining Its Type among Four Traditions (Oriental, Sefaradi, Ashkenazi, Yemenite)," Textus  21 (2002): 235–64.]  [9:   O. Kolodni, “Pentateuch in Medieval Italian Bible Manuscripts and Tikkunei Soferim: Text, Open and Closed Sections and the Layout of Songs” (PhD diss., Bar-Ilan University, 2008) [in Hebrew].  Concerning the text, see ibid., pp. 90–140, and in the summary on pp. 139–40;  Kolodni,  “Traditions of Transmission and Corrections of the Text of Letters in the Pentateuch in Medieval Italian Codices and Tikkunei Soferim,” Italia 22 (2013): 33–44 [in Hebrew].   ]  [10:  Following the fixing of the text and the addition of vocalization and cantillation marks the need arose to preserve the text of the Bible, to prevent new disputes from arising, and this was the reason for the masorah.  The masorah does not remark on all words of the Bible, only on those that could lead to errors – those written in plene or defective spelling, with the connective waw or without it, a noun or verb with one preposition or another, etc.  In most cases the masorah does not only describe the word, such as whether it is spelled plene or defective, but enumerates the number of occurrences in all similar places: this word appears such and such times in defective or plene spelling.  The masorah does point to exceptions (rather than to the majority of the cases) and enumerates them, such as the word אותם – טֹל מל’ בתוֹ, that is, the word אותם appears 39 times in the Torah in plene spelling with a waw, and in the rest of the places (184 in number) it appears in defective spelling.  Genesis: 41:8; 49:28: 49:29; 50:21; Exodus: 14:9; 29:3; Leviticus: 10:2; 14:6; 15:10; 15:29; 17:5; 22:16; 23:43;24:6;25:55; Numbers: 4:12; 4:19; 4:23; 4:49; 5:4; 6:20; 7:3:7:5; 7:6; 25:4; 25:17; Deuteronomy: 1:15 (missing in MS I); 3:6 (missing in MS I); 3:28 (missing in MS I); 3:28 (missing in MS I); 9:28 (missing in MS I); 10:15 (missing in MS I), 12:29; 18:12; 18:14; 26:16; 27:4; 27:26;31:7; 31:10.  In my previous research I evaluated the category of the spelling of אותם from a sample only from the book of Deuteronomy, here because Deuteronomy is partially missing, I decided to examine this category in the whole Pentateuch, except for the missing sections, and in all there are 34 occurrences of אותם in plene spelling in the Pentateuch.  ] 

A.1 Text sequences
	
	MS A
	MS Iran (I)
	hand b
	

	Exodus:

	15:10
	כעופרת
	כעפרת
	כעופרת
	Hand b added the letter ו above the word כעפרת

	Deuteronomy:

	31:27
	בעודני
	בעדני
	
	



As can be seen, there are only two variants between MSS I and A in the sample portions I examined.[footnoteRef:11]  These variants are two cases of the addition of waw, where the defective spelling is found in MS I and the plene spelling is found in MS A.   [11:  Another variant is found in Exodus 14:9: The Aleppo Codex has וירדפו מצרים אחריהם וישיגו while MS I has וירדפו מצרים וישיגו, that is the word אחריהם was dropped.  This error does not represent a witness to tradition variants that reflect independent text traditions but rather a scribal error, and thus I didn’t present it in the chart (hand b added the word אחריהם in the margin).  Indeed, the changes that could penetrate the circle of transmission of the text of the letters could be classified into two types: (1) changes that result from scribes’ routines (2) residues of external test traditions.  The first type includes phenomena characteristic of any circle of transmission.  Copying manuscripts in the Middle Ages was done by human hand, a process that could naturally lead to errors in the process of writing.  The second type of variant reflects independent text traditions and not scribal errors.  This type is in fact characteristic of text traditions that are in a constant process of expansion while competing with other text traditions.  In any competition between text traditions, even when it ends with the triumph of one tradition, residues of the defeated tradition could remain and even “naturalize” in local exemplar manuscripts.  See Cohen, “Orthographic Systems in ancient Massorah Codices” (PhD diss., Hebrew University, 1973), 55 [in Hebrew]; Cohen, “Outlines” (note 8 above), 139–40.] 

To situate these findings, we will compare them to those of previous studies that have looked at textual variants in a selection of accurate Oriental, Yemenite, Sefardic, Ashkenazi, and Italian MSS.[footnoteRef:12]  In the accurate Oriental MSS, there is a small variant spread compared to MS A. Among the Sefardic MSS, some have a very accurate text without variants or about one variant, and some have a slightly larger variant spread, which were corrected by a second hand, such that a very limited number of variants remain.  The Yemenite text tradition is usually identical to MS A and thus no variants have been found.  The Italian text tradition has a great quantity of variants and the Ashkenazi tradition has the largest quantity of variants compared to MS A.[footnoteRef:13]   [12:  Cohen, “Orthographic Systems” (note 11 above); Cohen, “Outlines” (note 8 above), 123–82; Cohen, “The Consonantal Form of the First Pentateuch Print Editions,” Bar Ilan 18/19 (1981): 47–67 [in Hebrew]; Cohen, “What Is the ‘Text of the Masorah’ and What Is the Extent of Its Domination in the History of Transmission of the Middle Ages?,” Studies in Bible and Exegesis 2 (1986): 229–56 [in Hebrew]; Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 239–47; Penkower, “A Bukharan Pentateuch Manuscript” (note 5 above), 162–67; Peretz, “The Pentateuch in Medieval Ashkenazi Manuscripts” (note 8 above); Kolodni, “Pentateuch in Medieval Italian Bible Manuscripts” (note 9 above).]  [13:  Penkower, for example, found in his studies that in the accurate Oriental MSS, there is a small variant spread, 2–9, where most variants were corrected such that a small variant spread remained (in most MSS there is one variant and only in one MS of all the MSS he checked there were 5 or 6 variants).  He found that some of the Sefardic MSS show a spread of 4 variants that were corrected and some show a slightly larger spread, 12 variants, but these too were corrected and only one variant remained.  In the Yemenite MSS, no textual variants were found and in the Ashkenazi tradition (similar to Peretz’s findings) he found the prominent phenomenon of the largest number of textual variants compared to MS A; Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 239–47.] 

MS I, from the fifteenth century, with two variants (one variant following a correction) is close in its variant spread to the MSS that are close to MS A, like the type of accurate Oriental MSS.  The MS preserves and represents the textual tradition in the form of the authorized text, similar to the Aleppo Codex.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  In order to examine the similarity between MS Iran and the tradition of Oriental MSS, I compared the two variants in MS Iran with 13 additional Oriental MSS from the tenth and eleventh centuries: Berlin 127; ב; 84ב; 67ד; Vatican 448; ל; ל1; ל3; ל9; Michigan; ק3; ש; ש1 (for the abbreviations of the Oriental MSS see Kolodni [note 9 above], 357–58), the findings shows that only one variant has a witness in one Oriental MS – 30:2 – בעדני instead of בעודני as in the Aleppo Codex. ] 


A.2 The spelling category – אותם
The masoretic notes respond to the fact that the mode of spelling in the masoretic text is not uniform and consistent and the spelling in one category does not necessarily attest to the spelling in another category: in Judges, for example, the word אותם in its 18 occurrences is consistently written in plene spelling, and there are books where the spelling of אותם is not consistent, such as Deuteronomy.  This situation required the masorites to especially emphasize the accurate description of the exceptions, thus, the masoretic note that discusses the spelling of אותם in the Pentateuch is: לטֹ מֹל בתוֹ – according to the number of exceptions, since most items in this category are written with defective spelling (184 in number).  

Of 39 occurrences of the word אותם in plene spelling in the Torah (except for 5 occurrences in Deuteronomy 1:15; 3:6; 3:28; 9:28; 10:15, which are missing in MS I) there are two textual variants (one following a correction) between MS I and A. For 13 instances out of the 34, the masoretic note is לֹטֹ מֹל בתוֹ, and three other instances in Deuteronomy have the note ֹיגֹ מֹל בסֹפ.[footnoteRef:15] [15:   The note לֹטֹ מֹל בתוֹ appears in the following places: Gen 41:8; 49:28; 49:29; 50:21; Exod 14:9; Lev 10:2; 14:6; 15:29; 24:6; Num 7:3; 25:17; Deut 12:29; 18:12; 31:10.  The note ֹיגֹ מֹל בסֹפ appears at 26:16; 27:26; 31:7.  ] 

	=
	Hand b
	MS Iran (I)
	MS A
	

	Leviticus:

	(a second hand added the letter  ו above the word אתם
	אותם
	אתם
	אותם
	14:6

	Deuteronomy:

	
	
	אתם
	אותם
	27:4



We see, then, that there is a small variant spread compared to MS A, two variants, one of which was corrected, such that an even smaller spread remains – only one variant.  In light of the results of the above assessment it seems that MS I preserves and represents a textual tradition similar to the authorized text, like the Aleppo Codex and the accurate Oriental codices, without the insertion of textual traditions external to the authorized text.[footnoteRef:16]   [16:  See, for example, a Torah manuscript from Bukhara, which apparently is also from the fifteenth century and from the same region, which Penkower found preserves and represents a much earlier text tradition distant from the Aleppo Codex.  It is a rare witness to an alternate tradition, that is represented (later) in Ashkenaz; Penkower, “A Bukharan Pentateuch Manuscript” (note 5 above), 167.] 


[B] Sections
In analyzing the sections (parashiyot) of MS I compared to MS A, we will expand the sample material of the two books we discussed in the previous paragraphs: eight chapters in Exodus (10–17) and five in Deuteronomy (chapters 28–32:7).  I will check whether there are variants between the two manuscripts: whether in the type of section (such as a closed vs. an open section and vice versa), as well as the addition or subtraction of a section.  

Out of 40 sections that appear in the sample material according to Maimonides’s list (who relied on the Aleppo Codex; in Exodus there are 28 sections [11 closed and 17 open] and in Deuteronomy 12 [5 closed and 7 open]), no section variants have been found between the manuscripts, and in sectional divisions MS I represents an identical textual situation to that found in Maimonides’s list (=Aleppo Codex).
In order to situate this finding, here, too, we will compare it to the findings of previous studies that have looked at section variants in a selection of accurate Oriental, Yemenite, Sefardic, Ashkenazi, and Italian MSS.[footnoteRef:17]  Similarly to the textual variants, in all the Yemenite MSS and most of the Sefardic MSS there were no section variants at all, since they followed Maimonides’s section list, who relied on the Aleppo Codex.  The Oriental MSS had a small quantity of variants.  Again, like with textual variants, the Italian MSS are characterized by a large quantity of section variants and the largest number of section variants in comparison to MS A is found in the Ashkenazi tradition.[footnoteRef:18]   [17:   Y. Ofer, The Masora on Scripture and Its Methods‬‬ (Jerusalem: Magnes, 2022), 75 [in Hebrew]; Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 6 above), 249–54; Penkower, “A Bukharan Pentateuch Manuscript” (note 5 above), 168–69; Peretz, “The Pentateuch in Medieval Ashkenazi Manuscripts” (note 8 above), chap. 3; Peretz, “Traditions in the Division of Open and Closed Sections in Medieval Ashkenazic Codices,” JSIJ - Jewish Studies; an  Internet Journal 14 (2018): 16 [in Hebrew]; Kolodni, “Pentateuch in Medieval Italian Bible Manuscripts” (note 9 above), chap. 3; O. Kolodni, “Traditions in the Division of Open and Closed Sections in Medieval Italian Codices,” Studies in Bible and Exegesis (forthcoming). ]  [18:   Penkower, for example, found in his study (in the material he checked, 7 chapters of Exodus) that the accurate Oriental MSS have a small variant spread, and that in the Sefardi MSS there are no section variants, except for one Sefardi MS that has 7 variants (almost all of which have Ashkenazi precedents).  In the Ashkenazi tradition (similar to Peretz’s findings) there is a prominent phenomenon of the largest number of variants compared to MS A (8–19).  Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 249–54. As for section variants in the material discussed here, I noted in a previous study that from the thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries, in Italy like in Ashkenaz, Italian scribes continued using a local tradition of section divisions totally different from Maimonides’s and it seems that there was no strong motivation to search for another section division tradition other than that transmitted in local manuscripts.  A little more than a third, 70 percent, reflect a hold of divisions that are distant from the section divisions prescribed by Maimonides, and 7.7 percent reflect intermediate situations.  The two groups together are 77.7 percent of all Italian manuscripts, compared to 95 percent of all manuscripts from Ashkenaz.  Only about a fifth of Italian manuscripts, 22 percent, present an identical match to Maimonides’s divisions or are up to 10 percent distant from it, while in Ashkenaz, this percentage is even smaller, only 5.7 percent; Kolodni, “Traditions in the Division of Open and Closed Sections” (note 17 above). ] 


In its sectional divisions tradition, MS I, with no section variants at all, represents an identical textual situation to that of the MSS close to MS A, similar to the type of Yemenite and accurate Oriental MSS.  The MS preserves and represents a sectional tradition in the form of the authorized text, similar to the Aleppo Codex tradition.  
[C] The Layout of the Song of the Sea and the Passages Before and After It
The layout of the Song of the Sea and the Song of Moses has concerned the halakhic sages and the masorites for halakhic reasons – they wished to instruct the copyists-scribes in writing the Songs.  The layout of the Song the Sea was not explicitly and unequivocally fixed in the Talmudic sources.  The Babylonian Talmud does not mention the Song of the Sea explicitly, and the Palestinian Talmud only mentions its layout – a narrow column over a broad column and a broad column over a narrow column (אריח על גבי לבנה ולבנה על גבי אריח, like a half-brick over a brick, and a brick over a half-brick).[footnoteRef:19]  Only at a later stage, for the first time around the eighth century, was it mentioned in Massekhet Sofrim, which also only transmitted its layout tradition – which should not be like Haʾazinu (a narrow column on one side, and a broad column on the other; אריח על גבי אריח ולבנה על גבי לבנה), but with the layout of a narrow column atop a broad column and a broad column atop a narrow column, and in thirty lines.  It also specified the first words of each line and the beginning of the passages before the Song and after it.[footnoteRef:20]   [19:   Babylonian Talmud, Megillah 16b; Palestinian Talmud Megillah 3:7 (73c [column 767]).]  [20:   Massekhet Sofrim 12:10 (ed. Higger, p. 234); O. Kolodni, “The Layout of the Song of the Sea in Medieval Italian Biblical Manuscripts,” JSIJ-Jewish Studies; an Internet Journal 23 (2023): 1–23.] 


Its internal division is only mentioned later, by Maimonides, who relied on the Aleppo Codex, “The Song of the Sea is written in thirty lines: the first line as usual and the rest of the lines, for the first you put one space in the middle, and for the second you put the space in two places in the middle so you find the line divided in three and there is a space opposite the writing and writing opposite a space.”[footnoteRef:21]  Maimonides repeated the details known from the sources that preceded him and added new information to them, such as the internal division into hemistichs of each of the thirty lines and the layout of the two passages preceding and following Song and the beginning of their lines.  He demonstrated the division into hemistichs by writing out the Song itself (“and this is its layout . . .”),[footnoteRef:22] and regarding the passages preceding and following the Song he wrote, “[…] and at the beginning of the lines above the Song of the Sea are: הבאים, ביבשה, השם, מת, במצרים [five lines].  And below the Song there are five lines, the beginning of each of which is:  ויצאו, ויבאו ותקח, אחריה, סוס,.” [21:  Mishneh Torah, hilkhot sefer Torah 8:4 (ed. Steinsaltz, p. 215).  And see further, J. S. Penkower, New Evidence for the Pentateuch Text in the Aleppo Codex (Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1993), 32–26, proved that the layout of the Song of the Sea in Maimonides is identical to that in the Aleppo Codex; Ofer, The Masora on Scripture and Its Methods‬‬, 86–92; Kolodni, “The Layout of the Song of the Sea” (note 20 above), 2.]  [22:  Ibid., in hilkhot sefer Torah, at the end of chapter 8, Maimonides wrote out the Song, from which we learn about its internal division.  On its layout in manuscripts of the Mishneh Torah, which differ from each other, see Penkower, New Evidence, (note 21 above), 33–36.] 


The Song of the Sea did not survive in the material remaining of the Pentateuch in the Aleppo Codex.[footnoteRef:23]  Thus we can learn about its layout from Penkower’s research on the Ixar print edition of 1490.[footnoteRef:24]  The printer, Yishai bar Amram Amadi, attested that he corrected the codex according to the Aleppo Codex, including the Song of the Sea and Haʾazinu.  From these corrections, it seems that in MS A there were five lines before the Song that start with the five words Maimonides noted הבאים, ביבשה, ה', מת, במצרים; and five lines following it that begin with the words: ותקח, אחריה, סוס, ויצאו, ויבאו. The Song itself is written in thirty lines as transmitted in Massekhet Sofrim (12:10), starting with  אז, לאמר, ורוכבו, לישועה, אבי, שמו, שלישיו, אבן, י"י, קמיך, אפיך, נוזלים, אויב, נפשי, ברוחך, אדירים, כמוכה, פלא, בחסדך, קדשך, אחז, אדום, כל, ופחד, יעבר, קנית, לשבתך, ידיך, בא, מי.  The first line (ending with the word ויאמרו) is written continuously, as usual, with no spaces, after which the second line is divided into three hemistichs (two spaces in the line; the first hemistich [לאמר] and third hemistich [סוס] have only one word) and the third line is divided into two hemistichs (one space in the line).  In the lines divided into three hemistichs, there is one word in the first hemistich and one word in the third hemistich.  From the fourth line onward the layouts of the second and third lines alternate, until the twenty-ninth line, which is divided into two.  In the thirtieth line (the last line of the Song) the symmetrical arrangement of the divisions is broken, and instead of being divided into three hemistichs, it is divided in two, like the previous line.   [23:  On the material missing in the Aleppo Codex, see Y. Ofer, “M. D. Cassuto's Notes on the Aleppo Codex,” Sefunot 19 (1989): 280–82 [in Hebrew]; M. Glatzer, “The Aleppo Codex: Codicological and Paleographical Aspects,” Ibid., 170–71 [in Hebrew].]  [24:  Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 10–13; 32–50.] 


Massekhet Sofrim and Maimonides’s Mishneh Torah present different options for the number of lines in a column of a Torah scroll, including the option of forty-two lines.[footnoteRef:25]  The layout described above, including the layout of the lines before and after the Song, was meant from the outset for writing in codices where forty-two lines are written per column, as is the custom today for Torah scrolls.  The accounting of the lines and their arrangement on the page are as follows: the passage before the Song appears in five lines, after which is a blank line (an open section); the Song follows in thirty lines, followed by another blank line, and then the passage after the Song is arranged in five lines; in all, there are forty-two lines.  This layout was preserved in many Oriental MSS, although not all of them preserved the layout of the five lines following the Song.[footnoteRef:26]   [25:  Massekhet Sofrim 2:12 (ed. Higger, p. 116) gives the options of 42, 60, 72, and 98 lines. According to Maimonides (hilkhot sefer Torah 7:1 [note 21 above], p. 198) the number of lines in a column is not fixed and could range from 48 to 60, “according to the writing” (that is, their number is relative).  In practice, in his own Torah scroll he wrote 51 lines per page (9:10); the Yemenites follow his practice in writing their Torah scrolls until today; Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 33–36. The pattern of writing the Song in 42 lines was preserved even in Torah scrolls written with more lines per page, but after the Song scribes continue writing the text as usual until the end of the page.  An example of such a Torah scroll, with 71 lines in a column, was published by Penkower: “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 235–64.  After the end of the Song the scribe continued as usual in writing the text ותקח מרים, etc. in lines as long as the lines of the Song.  This option is attested in those manuscripts that copy the layout of the Songs of the Torah. Some scribes write the 42 lines of the song in a column with more lines, after which they return to the regular layout of writing in two or three columns; writing it in 42 lines is one of the most well-known and ancient enumerations, following the ruling of the Shulḥan ʿArukh (Yoreh de’ah 6 “and they used to number the lines to make them not few than 48, and some say 42 and no more.”  ]  [26:  Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 255–56.] 


In MS I we find an identical layout to that found in MS A both in the layout of the Song, including the last two lines (verse 19) and in the layout of the passages before and after it (see figure 7).  The layout of the “whole” was preserved in the MS – the passage before the Song is written in five lines (the first line starts with the word הבאים), after which there is a blank line, then the Song in thirty lines, in the layout of a narrow column atop a broad column in the format of alternating three and two hemistichs, as it appears in the Aleppo Codex, including the internal division of the words, followed by another blank line, and finally the passage after the Song, written in five lines.  In all, there are forty-two lines.  

Here, too, we will compare the findings to previous studies that have examined the layout of the Song of the Sea in a selection of accurate Oriental, Yemenite, Sefardic, Ashkenazi, and Italian MSS.[footnoteRef:27]   [27:  Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 255–61; Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 33–41, Penkower, “A Bukharan Pentateuch Manuscript” (note 5 above), 170–72; Peretz, “The Pentateuch in Medieval Ashkenazi Manuscripts” (note 8 above), chap. 4; Peretz, “The Layout of the Song of the Sea (Exodus 15:1–19),” in Zer and Ofer, Israel, 179–203; Kolodni, “Pentateuch in Medieval Italian Bible Manuscripts” (note 9 above), chap. 4; Kolodni, “The Layout of the Song of the Sea” (note 20 above).  ] 


The Oriental MSS are similar to MS A in the layout of the Song, including the last two lines, and also identical in their arrangement of the lines before and after the Song.  Some of them did not preserve the layout of the five lines after the Song.[footnoteRef:28]   [28:  Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 32–33; Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 256; Peretz, “The Pentateuch in Medieval Ashkenazi Manuscripts” (note 8 above), 197; Kolodni, “The Layout of the Song of the Sea” (note 20 above), 20–22.  ] 

In most Yemenite MSS the division of the Song of the Sea is similar to the division in MS A, including the last two lines and the lines before and after the Song, corresponding to Maimonides’s original ruling regarding the division of the Song of the Sea.[footnoteRef:29]   [29:  Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 40–41; Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 261.  ] 


Most of the Sefardic MSS are also similar in the layout of the Song to MS A, both in the layout of the passage before the Song and that after it.  One feature common to most Sefardic MSS is the division of the last two lines of the Song (lines 29–30, verse 19) into two and three (and not two and two like MS A), like the rest of the Song.  To achieve a pleasing symmetry, the last line starts with the word הים (and not את מי הים) like in the Aleppo Codex), similar to its ending, הים.[footnoteRef:30]   [30:  Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 36–38; Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above), 257–58.  Penkower also found a secondary subvariant in a few Sefardic MSS: the indenting of the final word in the Song to the right (that is, it was not aligned with the left side, like the other lines with three segments), a late development following Asher ben Yehiel’s definition of an open section.] 


Again, like with the textual and sectional variants, the Ashkenazi MSS are characterized by varied layouts of the Song of the Sea (alternating lines of two parts and lines of one part; lines of one part, where every other line is indented to the left; lines with a combination of two layouts, among them alternating indented lines; lines of two and three, and more).  In addition, there is no special layout to the passage before the Song of the Sea as well as to the lines after the Song.  The one typological variant is in the layout of verse 19, which is written in prose, without spaces (and not as part of the Song as two lines of two and two parts like MS A).  This division reflects the view that the last two lines (verse 19) are not part of the Song and that it ends on line 28 with the words ה' ימלוך לעולם ועד.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 38; Penkower, “A Sheet of Parchment” (note 8 above),  247; Peretz,  “The Pentateuch in Medieval Ashkenazi Manuscripts” (note 8 above), 257–62; Peretz, “The Layout of the Song of the Sea” (note 27 above), 192–95.] 


In the Italian tradition, like the Ashkenazi, there are varied layouts for the Song of the Sea, as I have shown in a previous study (two segments in each line but the internal division is unlike that of the Aleppo Codex; more than two segments [at least in one line], or the two lines are written in more than two lines, and more).  Here, too, there are various models for writing the last two lines of the Song (verse 19); the most prominent finding is that the prevalent tradition for their division is the Ashkenazi, which writes verse 19 continuously.  In addition, the Italian tradition also does not pay special attention to the layout of the lines before the Song of the Sea and following it.[footnoteRef:32]    [32:  Kolodni, “Pentateuch in Medieval Italian Bible Manuscripts” (note 9 above), 227–39; Kolodni, “The Layout of the Song of the Sea” (note 20 above), 5–20. ] 


We see, therefore, that MS I, which preserves the layout of the Song of the Sea and the lines that precede and follow it, in the meticulous practice as prescribed by Maimonides – based on MS A – represents an identical textual situation to MS A, similar to the type of Yemenite and accurate Oriental MSS.  
	[image: ]
	[image: ]

	[image: ]


Figure 7: MS British Library, London, England Or. 2451, fols. 80v; 80r; 81v.

[D] The Layout of the Song of Moses and the Lines before It  
The accepted layout of Haʾazinu was not explicitly and unequivocally fixed in the Talmudic sources.  The Babylonian Talmud did not provide details on how it should be laid out, and it seems that it should be written in a narrow column atop a broad column and a broad column atop a narrow column (אריח על גבי לבנה ולבנה על גבי אריח).  In the Palestinian Talmud it is not mentioned among the songs, and nothing is said about its layout.  Only at a later point, for the first time around the eighth century, is the Song of Moses mentioned, in Massekhet Sofrim, which also transmits its layout tradition – Haʾazinu is not to be laid out like the Song of the Sea (narrow column atop a broad column and broad column atop a narrow column), but in two parallel columns in the layout of a narrow column atop a narrow column and a broad column (אריח על גבי אריח ולבנה), and in seventy lines.[footnoteRef:33]  It also relates the first words of each of the 70 lines, but not their internal division, that is, the words beginning the lines in the second column.[footnoteRef:34] [33:  Massekhet Sofrim 10:11 (ed. Higger, p. 107). ]  [34:  Ibid. 12:8 (ed. Higger, p. 232).  ] 


The internal division is specified later, by Maimonides, relying on the Aleppo Codex, who also provides the word at the beginning of each half-line: “The layout of Haʾazinu: each line has one space in the middle as the layout of the closed section.  And each line is divided into two […].”[footnoteRef:35]  Counting the lines of the Song shows that it is not written in 70 lines as per Massekhet Sofrim, but in 67 lines (lines 10, 16, and 38 are long).  There is a controversy regarding whether Maimonides ruled that there should be 70 or 67 lines, since according to the print editions Maimonides set the layout of the Song at 70 lines.[footnoteRef:36]  Maimonides also added the layout of the lines before and after the Song: “[…] and at the beginning of the lines above Haʾazinu are: [35:  Mishneh Torah, hilkhot sefer Torah 8:4 (Bragadin edition, page 58).  ]  [36:  Ibid. 8:11 (ibid., p. 58).] 

להכעיסו, קהל ואעידה, אחרי, הדרך, באחרית, [six lines].  Below it are five lines: ויבא, לדבר, אשר, הזאת, אשר.  In Mishneh Torah, hilkhot sefer Torah 7:10, Maimonides, relying on the Aleppo Codex, noted the layout of these lines as a meritorious practice (but not binding).  
Haʾazinu, including the lines before and after it, is among the small amount of material that remains from the Pentateuch in MS A. It is well known that Haʾazinu was written in the Aleppo Codex in 67 lines, where three lines (10, 16, 38) are longer than usual, along with six lines before it and five lines after it.[footnoteRef:37]  From this division it appears that the Aleppo Codex is not identical to the MS Maimonides possessed, since, as noted, according to the print editions Maimonides set the layout of the Haʾazinu at 70 lines.  However, as Moshe Goshen-Gottstein has shown, the layout of the Aleppo Codex, including the lines that precede and follow it, is unique among the accurate Tiberian MSS.  Maimonides’s ruling according to the accurate manuscripts of the Mishneh Torah, such as MS Oxford Bodleian Hunt. 80 – where he presented the layout of the Song and the surrounding lines according to the scroll “corrected by ben Asher,” namely, the Aleppo Codex – exactly corresponds to this layout.  According to Goshen-Gottstein, these manuscripts demonstrate that the statements in the print editions of the Mishneh Torah regarding Haʾazinu, which became halakhah – were never Maimonides’s ruling.  In the process of harmonization Maimonides’s ruling was altered to conform to the accepted tradition of 70 lines.[footnoteRef:38]   [37:  M. Goshen-Gottstein, “The Authenticity of the Aleppo Codex,” in Studies in the Aleppo Codex (Jerusalem: Hebrew University Bible Project, 1960), 22–23 [in Hebrew]; Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 24. ]  [38:   O. Kolodni, “The Layout of the Song of Moses (Haʾazinu) in Medieval Italian Biblical Manuscripts,” Shnaton: An Annual for Biblical and Ancient Near Eastern Studies 26 (2020): 181–210.] 


The Oriental MSS are similar to MS A in the layout of the Song, but have two layout traditions: the 70-line tradition and the 67-line tradition, where the 70-line tradition is preferred.  However, some of them did not preserve the layout of existing traditions and wrote the Song in slightly more than 70 lines or slightly less.  Most of the MSS are also similar in their arrangement of the lines before the Song, but as for the lines following the Song, its layout in five lines as in Maimonides’s tradition (the Aleppo Codex) is missing in the Oriental MSS, except for the Aleppo Codex.[footnoteRef:39]   [39:  In a previous study I examined 15 accurate Oriental MSS, see Kolodni, “Pentateuch in Medieval Italian Bible Manuscripts” (note 9 above), 281–88; Kolodni, “The Layout of the Song of Moses” (note 38 above), 201–9; some of the accurate Tiberian MSS were also examined by Breuer, who sampled only the layout of the Song (without the number of lines) in three early Oriental MSS, see M. Breuer, The Aleppo Codex and the Accepted Text of the Bible (Jerusalem: Mosad HaRav Kook, 1976), 181–82. ] 


In the accurate Yemenite MSS the layout of Haʾazinu, including the lines before the Song, exactly matches their division in MS A and in Maimonides (who relied on the Aleppo Codex), except for one detail.  In the Aleppo Codex the first hemistich of line 39 of the Song starts with גם בתולה (the last hemistich of line 38 ends with the words גם בחור) while in the Yemenite MSS, the first hemistich of line 39 is גם בחור גם בתולה.[footnoteRef:40]  As for the lines following the Song, some Yemenite MSS match Maimonides’s division (who relied on the Aleppo Codex).  Some Yemenite MSS lay out these lines in various different ways.[footnoteRef:41]   [40:  The source of the error is an erroneous decoding of ambiguous language in Maimonides’s Mishneh Torah.  Maimonides noted there the beginnings of the hemistichs of Haʾazinu and listed only the first word of each hemistich.  Thus he wrote the word גם for the beginning of line 39 and meant גם [בתולה], like in the Aleppo Codex.  The Yemenites, who relied solely on the Mishneh Torah, decoded it according to logic, the division of cantillation marks, and the content, גם [בחור גם בתולה]; on this see Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 66. ]  [41:  Goshen-Gottstein, “Authenticity” (note 37 above); Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 67.] 


The Sefardi MSS have these two layout traditions: the 70-line tradition and the 67-line tradition, where the 67-line tradition is preferred.[footnoteRef:42]   [42:  Penkower, New Evidence (note 21 above), 24–25; Penkower, “Maimonides and the Aleppo Codex,” Textus 11 (1981): 112‒14; Penkower, “Fragments of Six Early Torah Scrolls: Open and Closed Sections, the Layout of Ha’azinu and of the End of Deuteronomy,” in Manuscrits hébreux et arabes; Mélanges en l’honneur de Colette Sirat, ed. N. de Lange and J. Olszowy-Schlanger (Turnhout: Brepols, 2014), 24.] 


The picture that emerges in the Ashkenazi sphere is different from that seen in the Yemenite and Sefardic MSS.  The Ashkenazi MSS have various layouts for Haʾazinu.  The 67-line tradition hardly exists and only a minority of the MSS write in the Song in 70 lines, with no special attention to the layout of the lines before the Song and after it.  In the vast majority of MSS, the Song is written in various symmetrical layouts rejected by the halakhah, such as in the format of the Song of the Sea, a narrow column atop a broad column and a broad column atop a narrow column, etc.[footnoteRef:43]   [43:  Y. Peretz, “Textual Identifiers of Schools of Transmission in Medieval Biblical Manuscripts” (MA thesis, Bar-Ilan University, 1986); Peretz, “Traditions of Layout Concerning ‘Ha'azinu’ in Medieval Biblical Manuscripts from Ashkenaz,” in Zer Rimmonim: Studies in Bible and Exegesis in Honor of Professor Rimon Kasher, ed. M. Avioz, A. Assis and Y. Shemesh, International Voices in Biblical Studies (Atlanta: Society for Biblical Literature, 2013), 358–70 [in Hebrew].] 

In Italy as in Ashkenaz, there were various types of layouts for Haʾazinu.  In slightly fewer than half of the MSS, Haʾazinu was written in 70 lines as per Massekhet Sofrim, and in the minority of MSS Haʾazinu was written in 67 lines like in MS A, and in some, they were written in different layouts that were rejected by halakhah.  In most MSS there was no special attention to the layout of the lines before the Song or after it.[footnoteRef:44]   [44:   Kolodni, “Pentateuch in Medieval Italian Bible Manuscripts” (note 9 above), 227–39; Kolodni, “The Layout of the Song of Moses” (note 28 above), 186–97.] 


As noted, MS I is missing pages toward the end of the Pentateuch and Deuteronomy appears only until 32:8 (until line 11 of Haʾazinu).  The lines before Haʾazinu, starting at the top of the page, are written in six lines as prescribed by Maimonides as the meritorious practice in writing a Torah scroll.  The first line, at the top of the page, starts with the word ואעידה, after which come אחרי, הדרך, באחרית, להכעיסו, קהל.

The Song itself (as it appears until line 11) was written in two parallel columns in the layout of a narrow column on one side and a broad column on the other, as in Massekhet Sofrim.  Line 10 is written as usual (it is not long like in the Aleppo Codex) and thus we can assume that in MS I Haʾazinu was written in 70 lines as prescribed by Massekhet Sofrim, in the layout of a narrow column on one side and a broad column on the other, and not in 67 lines, as in the Aleppo Codex (see Figure 8).  

In light of this, it seems that MS I preserves the layout of Haʾazinu and the lines preceding it as prescribed by Massekhet Sofrim – as the meritorious practice – similar to the type of accurate Oriental MSS.  

[image: תמונה שמכילה טקסט, ספר, כתב יד, אומנות

התיאור נוצר באופן אוטומטי]
Figure 8: MS British Library, London, England Or. 2451, fol. 214v.

We will conclude by summarizing the features of MS I in all three categories (text, sections, and songs) compared to these categories in the Oriental tradition.  As we saw above, MS I is different from the rest of the traditions (Sefardic, Ashkenazi, Italian, and slightly different from the Yemenite) in all three categories.  On the other hand, in comparison to the Oriental tradition, we find a typological similarity in all three categories.  

[1] Text – MS I as well as the accurate Oriental MSS are characterized by a small quantity of textual variants.  MS I is close in its variant spread to the MSS close to MS A, similar to the type of accurate Oriental MSS and without the penetration of text tradition external to the authorized text.  

[2] Sections – MS I as well as the accurate Oriental MSS are characterized by a small quantity of sectional variants.  In the sample segments evaluated in MS I no sectional variants were found at all and in its sectional divisions it was found to represent an identical textual situation to the MSS close to MS A, similar to the type of accurate Oriental MSS (as well as Yemenite MSS).  

[3] The Song of the Sea – Both MS I and the accurate Oriental MSS agree that verse 19 should be written as part of the Song as found in MS A; the last line is written in a different pattern from the rest of the Song (a three-part line followed by a two-part line): line 29 is divided in two (after a line divided in three) and line 30 is again divided in two, and not three.  Likewise, the layouts of the Song of the Sea and the lines that precede and follow it are preserved as the meritorious practice similar to the type of Yemenite MSS and according to Maimonides’s original ruling – based on MS A.  

As for Haʾazinu, in the portion that survived in MS I, we can assume that the Song itself was written as prescribed by Massekhet Sofrim and that the lines before it were written as the meritorious practice, similar to the type of accurate Oriental MSS.  

We have seen, then, that MS I represents and preserves an early tradition of the Torah in its text, section divisions, and layout of the songs, including verse 19.  According to all of the correspondences between MS I and the accurate Oriental MSS in these three categories, we can conclude that MS I is close to the Aleppo Codex like other ancient MSS – from the tenth and eleventh centuries – that were written in the East, with no penetration of traditions outside the authorized text.  It seems that the Torah manuscript from fifteenth-century Iran succeeded to a great extent in preserving the circle of transmission of the authorized text and in supplanting other traditions of the traditional recension outside of the authorized text.  
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