 “The Secret Halfway Through the Book”: Abraham Ibn Ezra’s Perspective on the Composition of the Book of Isaiah	Comment by JA: קיצרתי את הכותרת

For moderns, the question of who authored a book seems to be of great weight, perhaps even critical, since, in the words of Roland Barthes, “when the Author has been found, the text is ‘explained’ – victory to the critic” (Death of the Author, p. 147). In contrast, in the Jewish tradition, at least until the second half of the Middle Ages, no special attention was devoted to the question of the compilation of the books of the Bible. Scholars did not engage with the fundamental questions arising from identifying the authors of books, including questions regarding whether the writing involved divine inspiration, the time and place in which the book was written, and the sources and traditions that served the author. Most of these topics were beyond the horizon of scholarly interest, and the few references to them generally pertain to the Torah and not to the books of Prophets and Writings. It should also be noted that those isolated comments dedicated to the issue of the compilation of biblical books are characterized by a high degree of schematization. It is quite evident that the Jewish scholars did not differentiate between various literary activities, including the writing of original material, copying, and the combination and arrangement of pre-existing materials. Their inability to distinguish between the narrative plot and its written form in the book is evident. Thus, the character who says something is also perceived to be the one who wrote those words, and the book is not perceived as a distinct literary object that was created at a point in time later than the tradition it conveys.	Comment by JA: שיניתי את ההפניה לכאן: https://sites.tufts.edu/english292b/files/2012/01/Barthes-The-Death-of-the-Author.pdf
Against this backdrop, the figure of Abraham Ibn Ezra (Spain, 1089–1164/7) stands out. He is one of the most important and well-known Jewish philologists in the history of biblical interpretation. Unlike his predecessors, Ibn Ezra regarded the question of the composition of the books of the Bible as significant, even though he did not address this question systematically in all the books for which he composed commentaries. Ibn Ezra’s willingness to present positions on the issue of the compilation of biblical books that were not known in the tradition is also noteworthy. Particularly significant are certain comments in his Torah commentary, from which it can be inferred that verses were added at a later stage, after the death of Moses. In addition to these, he claims that the book of Job was translated into Hebrew from another language, that the Men of the Great Assembly contributed somewhat to the composition of the book of Psalms, and offers a veiled suggestion that Jeremiah is not the author of the book of Lamentations. His enigmatic comment regarding the division of the book of Isaiah between two different prophets, which stands at the center of my discussion here, has no precedent in the Jewish interpretive tradition of the book of Isaiah, and no similar interpretation can be found before or after his time.
The question of the authorship of the book of Isaiah, like that of all other biblical books, did not receive detailed discussion in the Jewish tradition. Dozens of statements from the early centuries of the Common Era to our own time imply that the book of Isaiah is attributed simply to the prophet Isaiah son of Amoz.[footnoteRef:1] Isaiah is the one who prophesied the prophecies included in the book, and he is also the author of the narrative and historiographic sections of the book. There is no evidence to suggest that anyone assumed that the opening title, which presents the biographical details of the prophet, is not the words of the prophet himself. However, two well-known statements present a slightly different picture regarding this book.	Comment by JA: שיניתי מעט את הרפרנס בהערה והבאתי מתרגום אנגלי ליוספוס. יש תרגומים יותר מודרניים שאינם נגישים לי.  [1:  Compare especially: “Now as to this Prophet, [Isaiah,] he was by the confession of all a divine and wonderful man in speaking truth: and out of the assurance that he had never written what was false, he wrote down all his prophecies, and left them behind him in books: that their accomplishment might be judged of from the events by posterity.” Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews, 10:2.2, Whiston translation. https://penelope.uchicago.edu/josephus/ant-10.html.] 

In the Babylonian Talmud, tractate Bava Batra, there is a concise and organized list of the authors of the books of the Bible. I recently demonstrated that this list was written in Babylonia in the fifth or sixth centuries CE. In this list, the book of Isaiah, along with the three books associated with Solomon, is attributed to Hezekiah and his associates: “Hezekiah and his associates wrote Isaiah, Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes.” An analysis of the list reveals that its authors constructed it based on explicit verses and early statements from the Tannaic and Amoraic periods. It is evident that the authors of the list aimed to create as concise a list as possible and preferred to attribute several books to one writer or a homogeneous group of writers. These principles are evident in the attribution of the book of Isaiah to Hezekiah and his associates. Following the verse “These too are proverbs of Solomon, which the men of Hezekiah, king of Judah, copied” (Proverbs 25:1),[footnoteRef:2] the compilers of the list attributed the book of Proverbs to Hezekiah and his associates. A prerequisite for this attribution is the list’s authors’ awareness of midrashim and Rabbinic statements that extol the exceptional righteousness of King Hezekiah’s generation. Due to the list’s compilers’ desire to limit the number of authors, they attributed to Hezekiah and his associates the other two books of Solomon, Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes. It is clear that the authors of the list did not doubt the universally accepted tradition that Solomon is the author of the proverbs, poems, and words of wisdom in Proverbs, Song of Songs, and Ecclesiastes. It thus appears that they distinguished between Solomon’s words and their inscription by Hezekiah and his associates. The book of Isaiah is linked to the books of Solomon due to the assumption of the list’s compilers that the prophet Isaiah was part of the group of King Hezekiah’s associates. Here, it is particularly worth mentioning the delegation that the mourning King Hezekiah sends to the prophet Isaiah (2 Kings 19:2; Isaiah 37:2), and Isaiah’s prophecy to the ailing king (2 Kings 20:1; Isaiah 38:1). Accordingly, the combination “men of Hezekiah” in Proverbs 25:1 is understood as directly referring also to the prophet himself. I should note that the principle of identifying similarities was also employed by the authors of the list concerning other books. Thus, the books of the Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and the Scroll of Esther were attributed to the Men of the Great Assembly, as they believed that key figures in these books – Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Mordecai, and Daniel – were members of this group of scholars. Therefore, in the case of the book of Isaiah, attributing it to Hezekiah and his associates does not express a developed, seemingly modern perception that distinguishes the character of the speaking prophet from that of some writer or editor.	Comment by JA: כל תרגומי הפסוקים נלקחים מ JPS 1985 [2:  All biblical translations are NJPS, 1985 with revisions where appropriate.] 

A different Rabbinic passage that has some relevance to the question of the composition of the book of Isaiah is found in Leviticus Rabbah. This is the Amoraic tradition according to which two verses appearing in Isaiah are the prophecy of Beerah, i.e., Beeri, the father of Hosea: “Two verses were prophesied by Beerah, and they did not constitute enough for a book, so they were incorporated [nitpelu] into Isaiah.” These are: “Now, should people say to you, ‘Inquire of the ghosts’” and its companion (i.e., the following verse) [Isaiah 8:19-20]. The verb nitpelu means “were brought or joined together.” In our case, it means to attach a short prophetic statement to a long prophetic book.[footnoteRef:3] Immediately following this statement is the claim that “every prophet whose name and the name of his father are explicitly stated is a prophet son of a prophet” and Beerah’s prophecy is presumably a representative example of this rule.[footnoteRef:4] The same statement is cited in another place in Leviticus Rabbah, following the discussion of the verse “When He fixed the weight of the winds…” (Job 28:25) where the wind is homiletically interpreted to refer to the different degrees that the holy spirit rests upon the prophets. “Even the holy spirit that rests upon the prophets rests only according to weight. Some prophesy one book, and some two [alternative version: two verses].”[footnoteRef:5] The midrash continues with the statement about Beerah’s prophecy as an example of a prophecy limited to two verses. [3:  Compare Rashi’s commentary on b.Eruvin 64b: “Rabbi Ilai attached (nitpal) himself to him”: he approached,” and his commentary on b.Pesaḥim 42b: “Metapel: language meaning adhering and sticking.”]  [4:  Leviticus Rabbah 6:6 (p. 143). The blanket rule may be based, among other things, on the fact that the title “prophet” appears in the opening line of the book of Zechariah after Zechariah’s grandfather’s name and not after Zechariah’s name: “In the eighth month of the second year of Darius, this word of the Lord came to Zechariah son of Berechiah son of Iddo the prophet.”]  [5:  Leviticus Rabbah 15:2 (pp. 321-322).] 

A combination of several verses and midrashic considerations are in the background of the attribution of prophetic statements in Isaiah to Beerah. The book of Kings describes the gradual takeover of the Kingdom of Samaria by the Assyrians, culminating in conquest and exile.[footnoteRef:6] This gradual process is implied in the prophecy found in Isaiah: “For if there were to be any break of day for that [land] which is in straits, only the first would have brought abasement to the land of Zebulun and the land of Naphtali—while the last would have brought honor to the Way of the Sea, the other side of the Jordan, and Galilee of the Nations” (Isa 8:23).[footnoteRef:7] The “first” king of Assyria and the “last” king of Assyria are not mentioned here by name. A possible interpretation is that the first refers to the campaign of Pul during the reign of King Menahem and the last to Tiglath-Pileser during the reign of King Pekah.[footnoteRef:8] The book of Chronicles contains genealogical lists of the tribes on the eastern bank of the Jordan (Reuben, Gad, and half of the tribe of Manasseh) and mentions the exile of Beerah, the last leader of the tribe of Reuben: “His son Beerah—whom King Tillegath-pilneser of Assyria exiled—was chieftain of the Reubenites” (I Chronicles 5:6). At the end of the lists, the exile of the three tribes is described: “So the God of Israel roused the spirit of King Pul of Assyria—the spirit of King Tillegath-pilneser of Assyria—and he carried them away, namely, the Reubenites, the Gadites, and the half-tribe of Manasseh” (ibid., 26). In line with the midrashic tendency to identify anonymous biblical figures, Beerah, the last of the princes of Reuben, is identified with Beeri, the father of Hosea, and the “last” king in Isaiah’s prophecy is identified with Tiglath-Pileser, who exiled Beerah.[footnoteRef:9] As stated above, according to the midrash, Beerah/Beeri prophesied only two verses: “Now, should people say to you, ‘Inquire of the ghosts’” and its companion, i.e., the following verse (Isa 8:19-20).[footnoteRef:10] Limiting his prophecy to these two verses, even though the next three verses form a continuous unit and allude to Beerah’s exile, depends on the adjacent midrashic text, which, as mentioned above, has also been preserved in the form “Some prophesy one book, and some two verses.”[footnoteRef:11] [6:  During the reign of King Menachem, “King Pul of Assyria invaded the land” (II Kings 15:19); “In the days of King Pekah of Israel, King Tiglath-pileser of Assyria came and captured Ijon, Abel- beth-maacah, Janoah, Kedesh, Hazor—Gilead, Galilee, the entire region of Naphtali; and he deported the inhabitants to Assyria” (II Kings 15:29); during the reign of King Hosea son of Elah “King Shalmaneser marched against him [… ] Then the king of Assyria marched against the whole land; he came to Samaria and besieged it for three years. In the ninth year of Hoshea, the king of Assyria captured Samaria. He deported the Israelites to Assyria” (II Kings 17:3-6). Regarding the traditions understanding of this phased conquest process, see the summary in Seder Olam Rabbah 22 (pp. 289-293).]  [7:  Compare Rashi’s commentary on Isaiah 8:23: “‘For if there were to be any break of day for that [land] which is in straits’: For the king of Assyria, to whom it was given to oppress and besiege their land, is not tired and is not lazy to come upon them up to three times.”]  [8: ...]  [9:  The identification of Beeri with Beerah is familiar from other passages. See: “‘The word of the Lord that came to Hosea son of Beeri’ (Hosea 1:1), and it is written: ‘his son Beerah’ (I Chronicles 5:6) […]” Pesiqta de-Rav Kahana, 24, Shuvah (p. 357, and see there in the notes the variant readings: “He is Beeri, he is Beera,” and similar). It is also alluded to in the following statement: “Reuben, firstborn of conception, firstborn of birth, firstborn of the birthright, firstborn of inheritance, firstborn of transgression, firstborn of repentance. Rabbi Azariah said: Even the firstborn to prophecy, ‘When the Lord first spoke to Hosea’” Hosea 1:2) [Genesis Rabbah, 82:12 (p. 990)].]  [10:  Unless “and its companion” (ve-ḥavero) is corrected to “and its companions” (ve-ḥaverav) in the plural form.]  [11:  The previous statement in Leviticus Rabbah concludes with a citation of verse 19: “The Holy One, blessed be He said to Israel: If you do not proclaim My divinity among the nations of the world, I will exact retribution from you. When? When they said to you: ‘Inquire of the ghosts and familiar spirits’” (Leviticus Rabbah 6:5 (p. 142). It is likely that they established this verse as the first among the two verses that Beerah prophesied for this reason. ] 

These two statements, one attributing the writing of the book of Isaiah to Hezekiah and his associates, and the other attributing two verses in the book to Beerah, are the products of midrashic principles and creative hermeneutics characteristic of the Sages, which are far from the philological considerations accepted in modern biblical research. The two statements were well known to Jewish scholars throughout the generations, but they had only a minor influence on those who interpreted the book of Isaiah.[footnoteRef:12] This limited influence is an indirect expression of the fact that Jewish scholars did not delve deeply into the question of the composition of the book of Isaiah, and therefore did not question the agreed and accepted opinion that the book is the work of Isaiah himself. The two statements were undoubtedly also known to Ibn Ezra but they are not cited in his commentary on the book, and it is clear that he did not accept them. [12:  Most traditional Jewish scholars ignored the attribution of the book of Isaiah to Hezekiah and his associates. In this regard, Joseph Hayyun stands out, as he apparently distinguished between the the prophet’s words and their writing. The attribution of two prophetic verses in the book of Isaiah to Beerah is mentioned in Rashi’s commentary on Isaiah 8:19, and the root t.p.l meaning integrating one written section into another, is used by several traditional scholars in relation to other biblical books. It is evident that they were influenced by the statement about the verses attributed to Beerah.] 

	Ibn Ezra’s unique position on the book of Isaiah is revealed in his commentary to the beginning of chapter 40. As is well known, the first part of the book of Isaiah includes mostly prophecies of doom, while from the prophecy “Comfort, oh comfort My people” (40:1) onwards the book consists mostly of prophecies of consolation and redemption. This structural division is well known in the tradition, as Rashi sums up: “From here [Isaiah 40] to the end of the book, it is words of consolation.”[footnoteRef:13] Ibn Ezra also considered chapter 40 a notable point in the book. However, while commentators like Rashi posited a structural and thematic division between prophecies of doom and prophecies of consolation, Ibn Ezra proposes, using esoteric language, that the book is divided between two different prophets—Isaiah son of Amoz, whose prophecies are recorded from chapter 1 to chapter 39, and an anonymous prophet, who operated during the Second Temple period, whose prophecies are recorded from chapter 40 onwards. [13:  Rashi’s commentary to Isaiah 40:1. The distinctiveness of the consolation section can be inferred from the ancient practice of reading as the haftarah in the weeks following the ninth of Av seven prophecies of consolation. Compare Pesiqta de-Rav Kahana 16-22 (Naḥamu – Sos Assis). For a detailed discussion see Tosafot Megilah 31b s.v. “Rosh.”] 

	נחמו נחמו – נדבקה זאת הפרשה, בעבור שהזכיר למעלה [יש' לט 6–7] כי כל אוצרות המלך, גם בניו, יגלו לבבל, על כן אחריו זאת הנחמות. ואלה הנחמות הראשונות, מחצי הספר, על דעת רבי משה הכהן נוחו עדן, על בית שיני; ולפי דעתי הכל על גלותינו, רק יש בתוך הספר דברי גלות בבל, לזכר כי כורש ששלח הגולה, ואולם באחרית הספר דברים הם לעתיד, כאשר אפרש. ודע כי מעתיקי המצות ז”ל אמרו [בבא בתרא טו ע”א], כי ספר שמואל כתבו שמואל, והוא אמת עַד 'וימת שמואל' [שמ”א כה 1], והנה דברי הימים [דה”א ג 19–24] יוכיח, ששם דור אחר דור לבני זרובבל; והעד: 'מלכים יראו וקמו שרים וישתחוו' [יש' מט 7]; ויש להשיב: כאשר ישמעו שם הנביא, ואם איננו; והמשכיל יבין.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Ibn Ezra’s Commentary on Isaiah Chapter 1. For a study of this unit and its implications, see..., and for a continuous and detailed interpretation, see...] 

	Comfort, oh comfort—This section [parashah] has been attached to the preceding one because above (Isa 39:6–7) it was mentioned that the treasures of the king, including his sons, will be exiled to Babylon. Thus, the consolations follow this. These first consolations, at the halfway point of the book, according to Rabbi Moses Ha-Kohen refer to [the rebuilding of] the Second Temple; but in my opinion, everything is about [redemption from] our [present] exile. There are, it is true, also prophecies in the book concerning the Babylonian exile; [they have been included] to commemorate that Cyrus released the Exile. However, at the end of the book, the prophecies refer to the future, as I shall explain. Note that the transmitters of the Oral Law, of blessed memory, said that the book of Samuel was written by Samuel (Bava Batra 15a). This is indeed correct up the words “Samuel died” (I Sam 25:1). The book of Chronicles is proof, for generation after generation of the descendants of Zerubbabel are listed there (I Chron 3:19–24). The evidence [for applying this approach to the authorship of Isaiah] is “Kings shall see and stand up; nobles, and they shall prostrate themselves” [Isa 49:7]. It is possible to respond [and argue that this verse means that they will “stand up” and “prostrate themselves”] when they hear the name of the prophet, even after he is gone. The discerning shall understand.	Comment by JA: זה תרגום מאוד חפשי.  אני הייתי כותב – 
The transmitters of the mitzvot



In medieval Hebrew, the term parashah [section] refers to a sequence of verses whose scope is determined by the content.[footnoteRef:15] When Ibn Ezra refers to “this parashah,” he means the sequence of the prophecies of consolation, from chapter 40 onwards. He claims that the placement of this extensive section is determined by its theme and content. Since the prophecies of doom present a picture of destruction and exile, there is a good reason to juxtapose to it prophecies of consolation.[footnoteRef:16] Ibn Ezra notes that Moshe Ha-Kohen, who is Moshe Ha-Kohen Ibn Gikatila (Spain, 11th century), posited that the prophecies of consolation refer to the period of the Return to Zion and the Second Temple.[footnoteRef:17] Contrary to Gikatila, Ibn Ezra claims that “everything is about our Exile,” meaning the ongoing exile since the destruction of the Second Temple. These are not prophecies of consolation that have already been realized in the past but rather “the prophecies refer to a period yet to come.” Nevertheless, Ibn Ezra points out that alongside these prophecies about the future are integrated prophecies of consolation that relate to the Return to Zion and the Second Temple era. Their purpose is to remind us that just as the fate of Israel turned for the better in the past, so too it will turn again in the future.[footnoteRef:18] 	Comment by JA: בהערה – צריך להשלים את המידע הביבליוגרפי להאס, ראב"ע על ישעיהו  [15:  On the meaning of “parashah” in Ibn Ezra’s parlance, see...]  [16:  “Because above” seems to refer to the decree on the Babylonian exile in chapter 39, but it is possible that he means the entire story of Isaiah and Hezekiah (chapters 36-39) or even the whole section of prophecies of doom. Be that as it may, the juxtaposition of doom and consolation indirectly expresses familiarity with the general structure of the books of prophecy which usually end with consolations. On this point, compare the comment in the Tosafot at the very end of the Talmud pointing out the general aspiration to “end with a good thing” as so “we find find in the first prophets who concluded their words with the praise and consolations” (b.Nidah 73a, s.v. Tana).]  [17:  Ibn Ezra mentions Gikatila’s position also in his commentaries on Isaiah 52:1, 11; 54:1.]  [18:  Hass, Ibn Ezra on Isaiah, pp. 50-57, offers a detailed argument that Ibn Ezra distinguishes s between two separate prophetic sections in the consolation section—“the first consolations,” which are chapters 40-51, are mainly dedicated to the period of the Return to Zion and the Second Temple, and “the end of the book,” chapters 52 and onwards, addresses a future return that has not yet materialized.] 

	Ibn Ezra does not explicitly state that from chapter 40 onwards the prophecies are of some anonymous prophet and not those of Isaiah son of Amoz, but that is the clear implication. In a direct address to the reader (“Note that the transmitters…”), Ibn Ezra presents two examples without clarifying their rhetorical purpose and refrains from formulating the interpretive conclusion they are supposed to support. The first example refers to the list in the Babylonian Talmud of the names of the authors of the biblical books, along with its accompanying discussion. In that list, Samuel is identified as the author of the book of Samuel. In the accompanying discussion, the Talmud specifies that Samuel wrote up to the verse indicating his death, and from there onwards, the book was completed by the prophets Gad and Nathan. The second example is the genealogy of Zerubbabel, which counts the generations after Ezra, who is traditionally considered the author of the book of Chronicles.[footnoteRef:19] In light of the previous example, it is clear that Ibn Ezra is hinting here that this genealogical list was inserted at a point in time later than Ezra.[footnoteRef:20] For the contemporary reader, the two examples appear different from one another—the first example teaches about the possibility that a book from the Bible was written by different authors who worked at different times, while the second example apparently teaches about a specific addition within an existing book. However, for Ibn Ezra, both examples together guide his readers to accept the fundamental possibility that at least some of the books of the Bible were formed through a complex literary process, over time and by more than one author. The acceptance of this possibility is meant to prepare the readers to also accept his position regarding the book of Isaiah, i.e., that it contains the prophecies of two prophets who prophesied in separate periods. [19:  The question of the attribution of the book of Chronicles to Ezra is complex, see???. However, ultimately, the consensus in the tradition is that Ezra composed the book.]  [20:  In this, Ibn Ezra’s stance is similar to the position of the “questioners” and Ibn Qorish, that he cites in the name of an anonymous author in his commentary on I Chronicles 3:24. ] 

According to Ibn Ezra, the evidence for the division of the book of Isaiah between two prophets is a brief episode describing the prophet being honored by rulers, kings, and officials, who rise and bow to him. He is referring to the following prophetic image: “Thus said the Lord, […] to the slave of rulers: Kings shall see and stand up; Nobles, and they shall prostrate themselves—to the honor of the Lord who is faithful, to the Holy One of Israel who chose you. Thus said the Lord: in an hour of favor I answer you, And on a day of salvation I help you” (Isa 49:7-8). Most commentators assume that the “slave of rulers” refers to the people of Israel, and accordingly, the prophet here presents the power dynamics between Israel and the nations that are set to change in the future.[footnoteRef:21] In contrast, we learn from the commentary of Ibn Ezra on these two verses that in his opinion, the humbled and oppressed servant of the Lord is the prophet himself, describing a concrete event that occurred in his life: [21:  Compare, for example, R. Yosef Qara’s interpretation of Isaiah 49:7: “A nation which slaves rule over it, this is Israel.” Behold, a day is coming when ‘kings will see and rise, nobles, and they will prostrate themselves’; why so much? ‘To the honor of the Lord, who is faithful’” in His promise.] 

	אלה דברי הנביא, וככה הוא: "כה אמר ה'" לי [לנביא!], שאני בזוי נפש אצל הרשעים.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Ibn Ezra identified the servant/slave of God differently in different contexts, depending upon the content of the prophecies. When the slave is mentioned in the context of his loyalty to God, he saw him as a symbol of the people of Israel and the righteous; when the slave is mentioned in the context of his mission and his sufferings, Ibn Ezra identified him with the prophet himself. For a summary of the mentions of the slave according to this categorical division, see...] 

	These are the words of the prophet, “thus said the Lord” to me [i.e., the prophet!], who am the despised one, to the wicked ones.



Ibn Ezra goes on to mention a prevalent interpretive stance according to which this vision of glory already occurred during the Return to Zion.
	על דעת רבים, כי ה"מלכים", כמו כורש, כאשר ישמע דברי הנביא, יקום וישתחוה.
	According to many, “the kings [see and stand up]” is for example Cyrus; upon hearing the words of the prophet, they will rise and bow.



In his opinion, this prevalent interpretation is correct, and he notes as evidence to this that the object of the verbs “chose you” (va-yivḥarekha), “answer you” (‘anitikha), and “help you” (‘azarikha), is the prophet.
	והנה כ"ף "ויבחרךָ" לְעֵד על יושר זה הפירוש
	The final kaf in “va-yivḥarekha” (He chose ) is evidence of the correctness of this explanation.



These two points, that the prophet refers to himself when he says that he was honored by kings and ministers and that the event took place in the days of the Second Temple, are connected by Ibn Ezra to his enigmatic statement regarding the division of the book of Isaiah between two prophets: “‘Kings shall see and stand up’—I have already hinted at this secret halfway through the book”[footnoteRef:23] (i.e., his comment to Isa 40:1), and “halfway through the book” points to his aforementioned commentary on “Comfort, oh comfort My people” (Isa 40:1).[footnoteRef:24] Accordingly, the image of kings and prices bowing to the prophet occurred many generations after Isaiah son of Amoz, and one must conclude that the speaker is not Isaiah, but another prophet, who lived during the return to the land from the Babylonian exile.	Comment by JA: הוספתי ציון למקור של הציטוט בהערה.
 [23:  Ibn Ezra on Isa 49:7.]  [24:  See also his commentary on Isaiah 53:12: “And the secret is as I hinted halfway through the book. Now all the sections fit together well.”] 

In the sentence concluding his commentary on the beginning of chapter 40, “It is possible to respond, etc.” Ibn Ezra presents a possible reading of the image of the kings and nobles bowing, which ostensibly allows it to be understood as referring to Isaiah son of Amoz. According to this interpretation, the kings and nobles will rise and bow “when they hear the name of the prophet,” even though he is no longer among the living, “even after he is gone.” It is thus not necessary to set the time of the prophet to Return to Zion and to argue that he is not Isaiah. Yet, as hinted by the concluding words “the discerning shall understand” and as is clear from his aforementioned interpretation of this image of bowing, it is clear that he did not accept this alternative solution.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  This presentation bears a resemblance to several of Ibn Ezra’s comments that hint at later additions to the Torah, particularly his interpretation of the verse “And the Canaanite was then in the land” (Gen 6:6). In that case as well he presents a seemingly convincing solution that aligns with the traditional stance, and is content to hint at the “secret” intended for the “discerning” alone. ] 

...
As is well known, it has long been accepted in modern biblical scholarship that the book of Isaiah is composed of the prophecies of (at least) two prophets—Isaiah son of Amoz, who was active in the Kingdom of Judah in the eighth century, and an anonymous prophet, whose prophecies are recorded from chapter 40 onwards and who was active during the Return to Zion.[footnoteRef:26] Regarding this idea, Ibn Ezra can be seen as the precursor by hundreds of years to critical biblical scholarship. However, it should be noted that although his position on the division of the book of Isaiah aligns with that of modern scholars, his considerations are distinct and fundamentally different. Biblical scholars based their opinion primarily on the differences between the historical allusions in the two parts of the book, along with the critical and skeptical assumption that prophecies describe the future only in retrospect after it has materialized (Vaticinium ex eventu). Additionally, in the spirit of historical-philological scholarship, scholars have identified differences in beliefs that also distinguish between the parts of the book, as well as linguistic and stylistic features that characterize the prophetic language of Isaiah ben Amoz and differentiate it from the language of the later anonymous prophet. Unlike the critical biblical scholars, Ibn Ezra does not rule out the possibility that a prophet presents a concrete picture of the future that will occur after his death, and therefore the mention of the fall of the Babylonian kingdom or the mention of Cyrus’s name are not considerations for dating those prophecies later. Moreover, he differs from critical scholars in his approach to discrepancies and inconsistencies between texts. Even though he was aware of these due to his interpretive sensitivity, he found it appropriate to explain them by harmonization.[footnoteRef:27] The foundation of his radical conclusion is a different, seemingly peripheral interpretive consideration—the description of the honor accorded the prophet in the past tense, which suggests that it occurred during his lifetime, which does not align with the biography of Isaiah son of Amoz. It is even possible to be precise and say that his unique position is built, to a large extent, on the use of the letter kaf conjoined to a verb that designates its object to be in the second person singular (“chose you” (va-yivḥarekha), “answer you” (‘anitikha) from which he understood that it refers to the prophet himself. In the background of this reading, I believe, stands a somewhat naive commitment to the historicity of the content of Isaiah’s prophecies and the prophecies attributed to him.[footnoteRef:28] [26:  The identification of Second Isaiah is most associated in biblical scholarship with Eichhorn..., who, although not the first to divide the book between two prophets, was the first to delve deeply into this issue. On the uniqueness of chapters 34-35 and their closeness to Second Isaiah, see, for example..., Regarding the question of the division Second Isaiah into two separate prophets—Second Isaiah and Third Isaiah, see... For a detailed and organized bibliography on the division of the book of Isaiah among several prophets, see...]  [27:  On the tendency of medieval interpreters to harmoniously resolve instances of discrepancies and contradictions see…]  [28:  For the position of Ibn Ezra on the historical validity of the prophecies, see...] 

It should be noted that in his comments discussed here, Ibn Ezra is not explicitly dealing with the writing of the prophecies or the writing of the book of Isaiah, but rather with the identification of the prophet or prophets who are the speakers in the book. On this point, his comments resemble the statement in Leviticus Rabbah that attributes two verses in the book of Isaiah to Beerah but does not deal with the question of the book’s authorship. Nevertheless, the two supporting considerations that Ibn Ezra cites in his commentary at the beginning of chapter 40—the compilation of the book of Samuel by a figure later than Samuel and the insertion of Zerubbabel’s genealogy to its place in the book of Chronicles—teach that his engagement with this question is not limited to identifying the speakers of prophecies and extend also to the question of the book’s compilation. This is despite the fact that he does not explain who combined the two sets of prophecies into one book—whether it was the later prophet who added his prophecies to those of Isaiah son of Amoz, or whether it was someone else.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  As mentioned above, the book of Isaiah is attributed to Hezekiah and his associates in the list of authors. The reign of King Hezekiah coincides with the life of Isaiah son of Amoz, and it is therefore clear that Ibn Ezra would not attribute the composition of the book to this group of scholars.] 

As I mentioned above, despite the hermeneutical assumptions that distinguish the traditional interpreter from the modern critical scholar, their conclusions may be similar or even identical. Indeed, Ibn Ezra precedes critical biblical research by centuries. However, his groundbreaking conclusion is based on a hermeneutic assumption that is quite foreign to critical biblical research—his commitment to taking as a historical fact the testimony of the prophet that he was honored by kings and nobles. This case joins his famous remarks that the Torah contains post-Mosaic additions and that the book of Job was translated into Hebrew from another language which also predates critical biblical research by centuries but are based on different hermeneutical assumptions.	Comment by JA: זהו חזרה על מה שנאמר לפני מספר פסקאות. אולי להשמיט?
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