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ABSTRACT

During the Counter-Reformation of the sixteenth century, European governments, behind
the authority the Catholic Church, issued several edicts calling for the censorship of all
literature that could be construed as being offensive toward the Church and the respective
ruling governments. Any book that was discovered containing such offensive material was
subsequently destroyed. Out of fear that their sacred texts would suffer this horrific
consequence, European Jews complied with the standards of censorship set forth by the
various Christian governments and edited their manuscripts. The Talmud was perhaps the
most significant text t(:'; succumb to this fate of editorial expurgation.

This study analyzes the original sociopolitical roles of the various, obviously polemical,
passages about Jesus and early Christianity that were expurgated from the Babylonian
Talmud. Due to the immense quantity of material contained within the Talmud, this study
focuses on those passages contained within Tractate Sanhedrin that underwent censorship.
These suppressed passages were recorded in Hesronot HaSha s, which served as a primary

source of reference for this study.

This research paper is divided into four chapters. The first chapter serves as an
introduction to the censorship of Hebrew texts in the sixteenth century, relating a brief
history of expurgation, as well as the methods used in expurgating the texts. Chapter one
additionally introduces Hesronot HaSha”s and how it is employed throughout the course of
this study with various publications of the Talmud. The remaining chapters deal directly
with the expurgated texts, dividing them into three main categories (which make up the
next three chapters) and subsequent sub-categories. Chapter two deals with those texts that
were completely omitted from the Babylonian Talmud and remain absent from the Vilna
Sha”s. Chapter three involves those portions of the text that have been distorted in some
manner, usually by means of word substitution or paraphrasing, and remain a part of the
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text this altered form. Chapter four illustrates those portions of the text that Hesronot
HaSha”s indicates were removed or modified from their original, pre-censored structure,

but have been completely restored to their original form in the Vilna Sha”s. Each of these

chapters provides Hebrew text, translations and annotations of selected representative

passages.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The History of the Expurgation of Hebrew Books
The Catholic Chu:ch, as a means to protect Christian doctrine through the exposure of its
followers to books and ideas that it considered heretical, instituted a system of supervision
to ensure the censorship of Hebrew books. Initially, censorship meant the destruction of
these books, but eventually, beginning in the mid-thirteenth century, Jews were mandated
to eliminate key words, phrases, and passages that the Church considered blasphemous. In
1263, the king of Aragon issued a decree that the Jews were to remove all objectionable
passages in their writings. The failure to do so resulted in heavy fines, imprisonment, and

the destruction of the works that were concerned. !

During the sixteenth century, the period of Counter-Reformation, censorship became a
fiery subject in Italy. In 1516, Leo X published a bull requiring every work being prepared
for publication be submitted to certain censors for examination, If it was judged worthy of
being printed, then this fact was attested by the examiner’s signature. Though this edict

was probably not intended to include Hebrew publications, they certainly were not

! Encyclopedia Judaica, 1971 ed., s.v. “Censorship.”
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excluded. Even so, there is little evidence of interference with the publication of Hebrew

literature until the pontificate of Julius III (1550-1553).2

On April 8, 1546, the Council of Trent issued the following decree concerning sacred

books at its fourth session:

Furthermore, in order to restrain petulant spirits, it decrees, that no one,
relying on his own skill, shali, --in matters of faith, and of morals pertaining
to the edification of Christian doctrine, --wresting the sacred Scripture to his
own senses, presume to interpret the said sacred Scripture contrary to that
sense which holy mother Church, --whose it is to judge of the true sense and
interpretation of the holy Scriptures, --hath held and doth hold; or even
contrary to the unanimous consent of the Fathers; even though such
interpretations were never (intended) to be at any time published.
Contraveners shall be made known by their Ordinaries, and be punished
with the penalties by law established.

2

2

W’6111iam Popper, The Censorship of Hebrew Books (New York: Burt Franklin, 1899), 25-
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And wishing, as is just, to impose a restraint, in this matter, also on
printers, who now without restraint, --thinking, that is, that whatsoever they
please is allowed them, --print, without the license of ecclesiastical
superiors, the said books of sacred Scripture, and the notes and comments
upon them of all persons indifferently, with the press oft times unnamed,
often even fictitious, and what is more grievous still, without the author's
name; and also keep for indiscriminate sale books of this kind printed
elsewhere; (this Synod) ordains and decrees, that, henceforth, the sacred
Scripture, and especially the said old and vulgate edition, be printed in the
most correct manner possible; and that it shall not be lawful for any one to
print, or cause to be printed, any books whatever, on sacred matters, without
; the name of the author; nor to sell them in future, or even to keep them,
unless they shall have been first examined, and approved of, by the
Ordinary; under pain of the anathema and fine imposed in a canon of the
last Council of Lateran: and, if they be Regulars, besides this examination
and approval, they shall be bound to obtain a license also from their own
superiors, who shall have examined the books according to the form of their
own statutes. As to those who lend, or circulate them in manuscript, without
their having been first examined, and approved of, they shall be subjected to
the same penalties as printers: and they who shall have them in their
_ possession or shall read them, shall, unless they discover the authors, be
j themselves regarded as the authors. And the said approbation of books of
this kind shall be given in writing; and for this end it shall appear
authentically at the beginning of the book, whether the book be written, or
printed; and all this, that is, both the approbation and the examination, shall
be done gratis, that so what ought to be approved, may be approved, and
what ought to be condemned, may be condemned.’

Sl i e - < 2 me

In addition to this declaration, the Council of Trent set up a prohibition of sale for all

anonymous religious books, except those that had been cleared by an Ordinary. A list of
these forbidden books was composed and continually updated. These catalogues were

subsequently published all over Christian Europe.*

; In 1554, a more systematic approach to the regulation of Hebrew books was enacted by

; way of the Church. On May 29, eight months after the Talmud was publicly burned in

51 Waterworth, ed., The Canons and Decrees The Council of Trent (Chicago: The
Christian Symbolic Publication Society, 1848), as found on the Hanover College website.

4 The Censorship of Hebrew Books, 217.

—



4
Rome,” a papal bull was issued ordering Jews to hand over all of their books and

manuscripts that contained defamations and blasphemies against Jesus and the Christian
religion.® The very next month, a rabbinic ordinance was issued and adopted by the
General Synod of Italian Congregations in Ferrara, Italy. It set up an internal system
whereby no Hebrew book would “be printed without the authorization of three recognized
rabbis and the lay leaders of the nearest large community.”” Similar ordinances were
adopted in other Italian provinces. This ultimately led to the expurgation of all Hebrew
books, which was a great task assumed by a number of individuals who were familiar with
the Hebrew language. Naturally, this responsibility was initially assigned to Jewish

converts to Christianity, the first two being Jacob Geraldini and Andrea del Monte.

In 1559, Pope Paul IV published the first Index of books that were prohibited.® In
December of 1563, during its twenty-fifth and final session, the Council of Trent discussed

the topic of the index of books, and they issued the following statement:

3 This public burning occurred on September 9, 1553.

¢ The Universal Jewish Encyclopedia, Sponsor’s Edition, 1941, s.v. “Censorship;” The
Jewish Encyclopedia, 1964 ed., s.v. “Censorship of Hebrew Books.”

7 Encyclopedia Judaica, “Censorship.”

® David Werner Amram, The Makers of Hebrew Books in Italy (Philadelphia: Edward Stern
and Company, 1909), 310.
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The sacred and holy Synod, in the second Session celebrated under our
K most holy lord, Pius IV, commissioned certain chosen Fathers to consider
7 what ought to be done touching various censures, and books either
3 suspected or pernicious, and to report thereon to the said holy Synod;
3 hearing now that the finishing hand has been put to that labour by those
Fathers, which, however, by reason of the variety and multitude of books
cannot be distinctly and conveniently judged of by the holy Synod; It
% enjoins that whatsoever has been by them done shall be laid before the most
holy Roman Pontiff, that it may be by his judgment and authority
terminated and made public. And it commands that the same be done in
regard of the Catechism, by the Fathers to whom that work was consigned,
and as regards the missal and breviary.’

It was decided that this issue of expurgation was beyond the scope of the Council, and the
Council, therefore, recommended that it be given directly to the papal authority to render a
decision. Three months later, the Index of Trent emerged. It listed the books that were
prohibited, including “the Talmud and its glosses, annotations, interpretations, and

expositions, . . . but if they shall be published without the title Talmud, and without

calumnies and insults to the Christian religion, they shall be tolerated.”'® The Trent Index

became the foundation for all future acts in regard to censorship. Every other Index used it

as a basis, “and corrections and additions were made in accordance with the ten rules which

prefaced it. One of these ten rules prescribed that certain classes of books, instead of being
entirely condemned, might be read when freed of obnoxious passages.”"' Henceforth, the
Jews submitted all their publications to preliminary censors, which were either their fellow

Jews or Christian revisers.

’ % The Council of Trent, 25" Session.

'° Franz Heinrich Reush, Die Indices Librorum Prohibitorum des Ibten Fahrhunderts
gul;;ngse;: Stuttgart Literarischer Verein, 1886), quoted in The Censorship of Hebrew
ooks, 52.

' The Censorship of Hebrew Books, 52.

i
|
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In 1589, Sixtus V released his new Index. Though it did not make mention of Hebrew

books specifically, the following rules are of interest:

Rule 11 — Books of the Jews, Mohammedans, or Saracens, and of other
of that class of men, whoever they may be, that are enemies of the Christian
religion, containing anything against the Catholic faith, rites, or discipline,
when translated into Latin or any other language, shall be prohibited the
same as books of heretics.

End of Rule 20 — Books or writings whose use is prohibited to the
faithful shall also not be possessed, read, bought, sold, or carried by Jews,
infidels, or others of that class of men living in Christian provinces or
places. If any one of them be heedless in this matter, punishment by the
above-named officials shall be inflicted according to the gravity of the
offence. All books prohibited in one language are prohibited also when
translated into any other.
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Rule 21 - Books . . . in Rome shall be expurgated by the Congregation of
the Index or by such as are appointed therefore by the papal throne. Books
outside of the city may not be expurgated by one man, but such as need
expurgation or correction shall be expurgated or corrected by three selected
men and be approved or prohibited by the Bishop. From books which need
expurgation or correction must be removed each and every heretical
statement, and every statement which savors of heresy; likewise, everything
erroneous, offensive to pious ears, audacious, scandalous, schismatic,
seditions, blasphemous, harmful to the good name of others and especially
of rulers, or contrary to the morals and the institutes of the Christian
disciplines; likewise all such as teach anything new concerning the sacred
rites and ceremonies contrary to the received usage and custom of Holy
Roman Church; also ambiguous and doubtful words, which might lead
away the mind of readers from the proper and [Clatholic idea to wicked
opinions; also words of the sacred scripture which are taken from versions
made by heretics and distorted to give a different sense from that laid down
by the authority of the Fathers. Furthermore, the names of heretics must be
erased (unless mentioned for the purpose of confuting them), and also any
epithets applied to them for the purpose of praising them; new profane
interpretations of well-known phrases, which heretics often use to deceive;
all passages which teach sacrilege, superstitions, false interpretations of
dreams, obscenities, and all similar passages by which men’s minds are
easily depraved. Likewise all passages which seem to ascribe necessity to
the course of human affairs and teach that they are governed by fate, or fatal
signs, or fortunes. Likewise all statements which tend to oppose or
diminish ecclesiastical power, government, and freedom. In books of
proverbs, saws, parables, etc., there must be eradicated all figures which
might give offense to ecclesiastic rites, persons or dignity; there must also
be removed all witticisms by which the dignity of others is affected, and all
sarcastic words. Not only shall be expurgated books, but also marginal
notes, obscene pictures, indices, letters, prefaces and everything which the
‘ book contains. Books of Catholics also, who live and die in the bosom of
the Catholic Church, if they contain any trace of error, shall be subject to the
3 correction prescribed in this Index; nevertheless, they shall not be
considered among the prohibited books, but only as having need to
expurgation, lest by such prohibition their good name or dignity should be
thereby disgraced.'?

UL kel aiai
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| The Index of Sixtus V made it very clear how the process of censorship was to be carried
out, at least in terms of how works were to be expurgated. Though it still did not specify

exactly what was to be removed from manuscripts, it did explain the types of words and

12 The Censorship of Hebrew Books, 69-70.
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passages for which to look. The Index also elucidated the process by which censors were

to be selected, and how they were to go about their duties.

Several attempts were made to assemble an Index Expurgatorius, a catalogue that would
list all of the words and passages from Hebrew books that were determined to be
inappropriate by the Church’s standards. The creation of such an Index would make the
job of the expurgator very simple. All he would have to do was mechanically expurgate
any passage in any book that was noted in the Index, ensuring a uniformity of the process."
This was obviously an overwhelming challenge to complete, and the initial attempts to
produce such an Index failed. Finally, in 1596 Domenico Irosolimitano completed it,
though the final draft was not produced until 1626 by Renato de Modena, and it was given

the title Sefer HaZikkuk, “the Book of Purification.”*

By the end of the sixteenth century, the Inquisition left the Jews with the responsibility to
expurgate their own books, though the Inquisitors retained the right to arbitrarily check
books and punish the owner if the manuscripts were not properly revised. At that time,
Jews living in Mantua were afforded an additional concession; that is, if their books were
approved by any of the three converts appointed as censors,"’ the books were exempted
from any further molestation. By 1641, the work of expurgation slowed down in Italy. If

any act of censorship occurred from this period until the middle of the eighteenth century it

" Ibid., 63,
'* The Universal Jewish Encyclopedia, “Censorship.”

'S These convert censors were Laurentius Franguellus, Domenico Irosolimitano and
Alessandro Cipione.
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; was only lightly enforced.'® In fact, during this relaxed period, the Jews had reversed some
H
i

of the work done by the censors, restoring many of the expunged passages.'’

A similar process occurred in Eastern Europe during the same period. The Council of the

Four Lands, which represented the Polish Jews from 1594 to 1764, controlled the methods

PPTPUT LTINS G NP T RIS O PR VL WA

and statutes of the publication and distribution of Hebrew books. They were determined to
prevent possible clashes with the Church authorities, and thus, they served as their own
supervision unit.'® At the inception of the Council, a resolution was adopted, similar to that
of the Synod in Ferrara, providing for the system of rabbinic approval for each Hebrew

book. The resolution read as follows:

SRS M S S P AT NN NI

No [Jewish] printer shall print any [Jewish] books without the consent of
the rabbis and [lay] leaders in keeping with the regulations laid down in the
year 1594, . . . Should any printer disobey this order, then they [i.e., the
rabbis and communal leaders] will close down his printing establishment
and e:ic;mmmlicate the printer, along with anyone who took part in the
work.

Following the revolutions of 1848, censorships were abolished in all countries except for

Russia.

16 11
Ibid.

'7 The Jewish Encyclopedia, “Censorship of Hebrew Books.”

8 . . . . . . .
Moshe Carmilly-Weinberger, Censorship and Freedom of Expression in Jewish History
(New York: Sepher-Hermon Press, Yes&va University Pr{;ss, 1977), 191-192.

1% Israel Heilprin, Pinkas Va’ad Arbah Aratzot (Jerusalem, 1945), 7, quoted in Censorship
and Freedom of Expression, 192.
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Expurgation Methods

The first recorded instance of censorship in a Hebrew book dates back to May 30, 1555.2°
It was here that the terms ppw (mezugqaq), “expurgated,” and yWn (me’uyan),
“reviewed,” were introduced, and they soon became part of the official language employed
by the censors of Hebrew books. Later, additional words became part of the voéabulary of
censorship, and eventually formulas, such as the following, were utilized as part of the seal

of a censor:

TR AP PRI PROEY TRPPT PAYIT 11PN INIYY 5T 50N
2 pnnnm

With regards to this book, I reviewed it, I interrogated it, I investigated it, I
expurgated it, I refined it, I suppressed it, I cleansed it, I purified it, and I
sealed it.

These nine verbs can be divided into the three principal performances of the censor. The

first three terms refer to revision, the next five, expurgation, and the last is the signature.

Most of the signatures found in Hebrew books that were censored are those of converted
Jews. Some Jewish assistant that the official censor had entrusted with the work of
expurgation often aided these native Hebrew scholars, though few of these Jews risked

signing their own name or leaving any sort of trace that would lead to their identification.??

The work of the censor was very tedious. His job was to go through each Hebrew book

that contained content, determined by the Church to be blasphemous, and remove the

2% 1saiah Sonne, “Expur%ation of Hebrew Books — the Work of Jewish Scholars,” Bulletin

%f The New York Pu

iblio ap}ﬁv, ed. Charles Berlin (New York: New
Publishing

2! Ibid., 205.

lic Library (December 1942); regrin}( ull)u }l{leibreiq bfrintin Ttng
or ¢ Library,

ouse, 1976), 203.
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offensive references. The means of this removal included overscoring words, phrases, or

entire passages with black ink to render them illegible, and sometimes sections or even
entire pages were torn out from the manuscript. A third method was to note the
objectionable words and phrases with an explanation that the meaning was not contrary to
Christian doctrine. The last method was to exchange unacceptable words and phrases with

other less offensive choices.

As noted above, indices were composed and employed to help illustrate the guidelines for
expurgation, as well as to encourage a sense of uniformity in the work of censorship. In
general, the following.rules, employed by Gershom of Soncino in his Pesaro and Soncino
tracts published in the last decade of the sixteenth century, are typical of those attacked in

all censorship and expurgation:

In every reference to non-Jews or non-Jewish customs an insult to
Christianity was suspected; and so many of such references are found in the
tract, Avodah Zara, “On Idolatry,” that Marcus Marino omitted it entirely.

Of individual passages, all which treat of Jesus or of his works, or of
which contain merely the mention of his name, were likewise omitted, . . .

Similarly mention of Rome or of Edom, which the Jews used constantly
in reference to Rome, was not tolerated at all, even when the reference was
to the pre-Christian empire; . . .

Other passages were omitted because they provide for a different
interpretation of the law in the case of a Jew and non-Jew; . .

On the ground of impiety, many anthropomorphic expressions were
omitted, . . .

Other omissions were made on the charge of offence to good morals.

22 «Bxpurgation of Hebrew Books,” 201.
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It was not always that long passages . . . were censored on these various
charges, but often single words alone were omitted; these might be names,
as “Jesus,” “Rome,” “Edom,” or even “[Y]avan” (Greece); or adjectives
like “wicked,” in the phrase “wicked kingdom,” used of Rome. A betrayal
of ignorance is seen in one such correction, where, in the expression “haters
of Israel,” the first word (soneh) gave offence, though the two words were
only a common euphemistic expression for the Jews themselves.

Often in these cases, another method of correction was used in place of
omission—substitution. The word Talmud itself, which was prohibited by
the Trent Index, was replaced by “Shishshah Sedarim” (which appeared on
the title-page), by gemara (the “Completion” and commentary of the
Mishnah) or by limmud (“learning™).

“Rome,” “Edom,” and “Javan” were often changed to *“Babylon,”
“Persia,” or “Aram,” and for this reason the text was rendered in very many
places unintelligible. . . .

Goy (“nation,” non-Jew, Christian) was generally replaced by “Kuthite” or
“Kushite”; min (“heretic,” “unbeliever”), by “Sadducee” or “Epicurean”;
meshummad (“apostate”) by mumar (“convert”); komer (a non-Jewish
“priest”), by mesharet, or kohen l’avodah zarah (“minister,” or “priest, of
idolatry™); *“haters” of Israel, by “the evil ones™ of Israel.

Anthropomorphic expressions were sometimes softened.”

It is not difficult to imagine what a daunting task this was for censors. Each manuscript
had to be examined carefully and expurgated accordingly. To make the job a little less
daunting, censors often kept a copy of one expurgated manuscript and used it as a model
for additional copies of the same work. As mentioned above, the Index Expurgatorius was
employed when it was finally published. In reality, there was very little uniformity in the
task of censorship. Each censor employed his own rules and style, thus producing
variations on expurgated passages in the same work censored by two different expurgators.
In addition, many of the expurgators were careless in their work, evidence of which can be

discovered by looking at two different copies of the same manuscript that was expurgated

% The Censorship of Hebrew Books, 57-59.
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by the same censor. The result clearly shows the sometimes-arbitrary methods many of

these censors employed.?

On the other hand, mandated Hebrew press-censorship in Italy proved to have its share of
positive consequences. Each of the neophyte censors that represented the Church
employed the assistance of some of the most accomplished Jewish scholars. These

scholars were among the best critical minds of their time, and they devoted their skills to

produce a uniform system into their expurgation.”* The paradox, then, is that most of the

expurgated editions that were produced in the sixteenth century, at the same time, are the

best critical editions.? -

Hesronot HaSha’’s
Turmning more specifically to the focus of this thesis, the Hesronot HaSha”s must be
presented. Hesronot HaShas, “Exclusions from the Talmud,” is best introduced by its

own title page®”:

Hesronot HaSha'’s: 1t is a book of the collections of the Omissions;

Contains: All the words that are excluded from the Babylonian Talmud,
and Rashi [Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhak], and Tosafot, and the Rosh [Rabbenu
Asher], and the G”A (Gaon Eliahu, the Vilna Gaon), and the commentary to
the Mishna of the Rambam (Rabbi Moses ben Maimon - Maimonides).
These had been published by Emanuel Bambaste in Amsterdam in the year
5445 [1686-1687). And also the completion of the excluded halakhic
novellac and haggadic novellae of Our Teacher the Rabbi Shmuel Edels that
was published in Amsterdam, which is how it exists today.

2% The Jewish Encyclopedia, “Censorship of Hebrew Books.”

25 . . . .
Though this system was not always employed by those doing the physical expurgating,
the fact rern:Jyns that these scho ‘devefoped a highly g;%tical system by wl%ch to
expurgate the text in the best way possible to preserve as much of the original meaning of
the texts that they were editing.

%6 «Expurgation of Hebrew Books,” 236.
*7 Translated from Hebrew.

BRI 0,5 R . Wnta V1 gmb 4}
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Collected and brought together by a person skillful in knowledge who
has searched and researched without omitting anything in order to bring the
totality to the measure of acceptable fullness, and we have included, in this
new edition, the Responsa of Rabbi David Kimni to the Christians.?®

The focus of this study involves the notations that the Hesronot HaSha”s has indicated in
regards to those words, phrases, and passages that were expurgated in the Talmud, Tractate
Sanhedrin. Due to the enormous scope of the Hesronot HaSha''s, in that it covers the

entire Talmud, the task of going through each and every one of these notations is daunting,

to say the least. Thus, it was determined that a single tractate would be manageable for a

project such as this. In addition to the Gemara text, this study also examines the notes

made with respect to Rashi’s (Rabbenu Shlomo Yitzhak) commentary, and that of his

grandsons commonly known as the Tosafot.

For the purpose of this study, the notations in Hesronot HaSha”s are compared against the
Vilna edition of the Talmud, commonly referred to as the Vilna Sha’’s. 1 chose to use this
manuscript because it is the most widely used and accepted version of the Talmud today.
All together I employed the services of three different publisher’s versions of the Talmud.
My primary text was the Hebrew-English edition of Tractate Sanhedrin published by the
Soncino Press. The Hebrew manuscript is true to the Vilna Sha’s, but the English
translation often includes passages and words that were expurgated and remain omitted
from the Hebrew text. The editors make notes in the places where this occurs. The second
Hebrew-English edition I utilized was the Schottenstein Edition of Tractate Sanhedrin,

published by ArtScroll-Mesorah. Even more so than the Soncino version, the Schottenstein

2 Hesronot HaSha”s, Druck von Joseph Fischer, ed. (Krakow: Verlan von A. Faust’s
Buchhandiung, 1893), title page.

"
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volumes remain true to both the Hebrew of the Vilna Sha’’s and the English translation.

The third text I used was the Steinsaltz edition of Tractate Sanhedrin. Unlike the other two
versions, the Steinsaltz edition of the Talmud reversed much of the work done by the
expurgators and included as much as possible what Hesronot HaSha’s notes to be the
original text. Steinsaltz does deviate from time to time, most often where it appears that
either Hesronot HaSha''s made a mistake, or where the act of censorship was most likely

enacted by the Jews for Jewish motives, rather than the mandated Church reasons.

After reviewing each instance of censorship noted in Hesronot HaSha s, I discovered that
the notes fell into three categories. The first group of texts are those that Hesronot
HaSha”s indicates to have been expurgated or censored, and these texts do not currently
appear in the Vilna Sha”s. The second category of texts are those that Hesronot HaSha”s
indicates to have been expurgated or censored, and these texts appear in the Vilna Sha’’s,
though in some altered form, such as word substitution or paraphrasing. The third category
of texts are those that Hesronot HaSha’'s indicates to have been expurgated or censored,
however, they are restored in the Vilna Sha”s. These categories form the basis for each of

the chapters that follow in this study.

Each category is subdivided, where appropriate, in order to help bring further order to the
expurgated passages. In addition, words, phrases, and passages are put into context and
translated, where appropriate, in order to better ascertain the reasons for expurgation.
Finaily, each passage or group thereof is analyzed through the context of the passage from
which it was removed and is compared to other examples within and across sub-groupings.

It is the intent of this study to determine the possible reasons for the expurgation of these
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words, phrases, and passages, as well as determine who was responsible for the

expurgation, that is, the Church or the Jews.




CHAPTER 2

COMPLETE OMISSIONS

This chapter will illustrate and outline those portions of the text from the Babylonian
Talmud® that censors completely removed, and which remain expunged from the Viina

edition of the Babylonian Talmud. Each of these omissions, whether they are single words,

L

phrases, or larger sections of text, will be reproduced in Hebrew, translated, and placed into
the overall textual context according to where the Hesronot HaSha's indicates it was
removed. Each omission will be evaluated in terms of why the censors may have removed
it from the original text, and why it remains missing from the Vilna edition. Since it is
likely that many of these omissions were removed for the same or similar reasons, they will
be analyzed together in sequence, so that the reader may distinguish the relationships in an

orderly fashion.

Jesus Texts

The first group of omitted texts includes those that clearly mention or allude to 1"w»

(Yeshu), who is Jesus. It is quite clear that the Talmudic censors removed every text that

explicitly used the name Yeshu, or at the very least, they removed the name itself, and in

2Unless otherwise noted, all omitted texts referred to in this manuscript come from the
Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Sanhedrin. Some of these texts are Rashi’s commentary to
the Gemara or the Tosefot’s commentary to the Gemara. These will be specifically
noted. All the folio numbers refer to where they would be found had they been included
in the Vilna manuscript of the Babylonian Talmud, or where they are found in the above
manuscript.

17



18
some cases, illusions to it, from the texts. The rationale for omitting Yeshu from the

Talmud is explained in the previous chapter as one of the many themes that the Church did
not want others writing about. It is obvious, then, why these texts were omitted. This

motive should become clearer through the exarmination of the texts themselves.

The first text, omitted from the Gemara on folio 67a, follows a discussion concerning the
punishment for the inciter to idolatry, which concludes with the general law that one should
not conceal witnesses in order to entrap a subject, those liable to judicial execution by
Torah law. The Rabbis noted an exception to this rule in the case of the inciter to idolatry.
If such an inciter was suspected, the Bet Din’® permitted witnesses to intentionally hide in
order to apprehend the offender. The Gemara then illustrates a certain case brought to
explain how these witnesses were to go about their duties, and what should be done if the
accused repented, or did not repent, for his seditious actions. Should the accused choose to
continue in his heresy and provocation of others, the witnesses were instructed to bring him
to the Bet Din where he would be stoned to death. The omitted text comes in at this point:
KTOM 2 MR K17 RT17TID 12 XTVUO 12 .OOA 22 WINZM 722 X700 127 Wy 19

R7740 07 MR XTUD MR R2°R KPR X3 777 12 0120 H¥a X715 12 xod Hya
3mbynm X7 AUD RNPTANID MARTD "RIT W3

And thus they did to Ben’ Stada in Lydda: And they hanged him on the eve
of Passover. Ben Stada is Ben Pandira.®®> Rav Hisda said, “The husband
was Stada, the paramour was Pandira. The husband was Pappos Ben Judah.
Rather, his mother was Stada. His mother was Miriam the Women’s
Hairdresser.”* As they say in Pumbedita, “That one turned away from*’
her husband.”

3% Trans., “the Rabbinic Court.”
3! Hesronot HaSha's, 46.

32 The Hebrew word 13 (ben) in connection to a name means “the son of” Though one
might choose to say here “the son of Stada” as the Hebrew and English are
interchangeable, I have chosen to leave the Hebrew word and consider it as thoughitisa
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The omitted text clearly maintains that Ben Stada was a heretic who was stoned for the
crime of inciting others to heresy, and he was hanged in Lydda on the eve of Passover.
What is not so clear, though, is the identity of Ben Stada. This Gemara text, taken at face
value, is rather confusing, almost serving as a riddle. Through close examination of the
text, the reader is left with several bits of information. First, “Ben Stada is Ben Pandira.”
Who, then, is Ben Pandira? Ben Stada and Ben Pandira are one and the same. Rav Hisda
then adds, “The husband [of the mother of this person, Ben Stada] was Stada, [and her]
paramour was Pandira.” Rashi, in his commentary to this passage, which was also

censored out of the Talmud, seems to agree with this line of thinking:

3693w XxT00 MK Yya .XTUO 12
Ben Stada — Stada is the name of his mother’s husband.
This comes to explain why this individual was called by two different names. One was for

his mother’s husband, the other was for his mother’s lover, and this line of thinking might
lead to a question of paternity. Next, the Gemara seems to refute this information and
instructs the reader that “The husband was [in fact not Stada, but rather he was known to

be] Pappos Ben Judah,” and “[Ben Stada’s] mother was Stada.” As a final point, the

part of the proper name for the individual. This style is consistent throughout the
translation of all the texts in this manuscript.

33 «“Was he the son of Stada? He was the son of Pandera!” (Rabbi Adin Steinsaltz, ed., The
Talmud, Steinsaltz Edition, trans. and ed. Rabbi David Strauss [New York: Random
House, 1996-99], 18:226.)

34 “Hairdresser” desngnates her ilob title, which was associated with her name, similar to a
surname. In other words, she was not simply called Miriam; rather she was called
Mmam the Woman’s Hairdresse

* X7 nuo — It is important to notc the idiomatic play on words here through the Hebrew.
Whereas X700 is the name of an individual, it is broken down into two words that sound
like the original: X7 nvo, which literally means “one that turned away from” or “one that
was faithless to” fher husband] Both are euphemisms for adulteress.

36 Hesronot HaSha"'s, 44.
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Gemara imparts, “[Ben Stada’s] mother was Miriam the Women’s Hairdresser,” and her

nickname was “Stat Da — the one [who] turned away from her husband.” Rashi adds:

oy 10 Tp ANTR oW Y X7 NUD

That one was faithless — This refers to the one that was a harlot and
designates her as such.

Finally, the picture is clear: Ben Stada is the son of Pappos Ben Judah and Miriam the
Hairdresser, who was also referred to as Stat Da, an allusion to her adulterous relationship
with Ben Pandira.

All this pedigree informﬁtion, though it might seem superfluous, is very important in the
greater scheme of the Babylonian Talmud as a whole. Each one of these names is
mentioned elsewhere, either in this tractate or others, and the Rabbis attempted here to link
these names to one another. First, the Gemara evidently connects the two names, Ben
Stada and Ben Pandira as referring to the same person. Herford claims that these two
names are synonymous with Jesus,*® which will become clearer with the introduction of the
next text below. Next, the name Pappos Ben Judah is the name of a man who was so
suspicious of his wife that he would lock her in the house whenever he went out.*® It is

possible that the story of the parentage of Jesus became mixed up with Pappos Ben Judah

37 Ibid.

3% Herford draws a connection between these three names and shows how they are used
t(igether in various text. For example, “Yeshu ben Pandera” is found in T. Hullin 2:23;
“Yeshu is sometimes found as a variant of Ben Stada in parallel passages — thus
Sanhedrin 43a reports, ‘On the eve of Passover they [harﬁ?d Jesus,” while in the same
tractate, p. 67a, it is said, ‘Thus did they to Ben Stada in da), they [hanged] him on

the eve of Passover. Ben Stada is Ben Pandera, etc.”” (R. Travers Herford, Christiani
in Talmud and Midrash, [London: Williams & Norgate, 1903; reprint, New York: KTA
Publishing House, 1975], 37.)

¥ Gittin, 90a.
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because of the tradition that Pappos Ben Judah was jealous of his wife, along with the

mistaken opinion that Pappos Ben Judah was a contemporary and friend of Rabbi Agiva.*’
Finally, the name Miriam Megaddela Neshaya can be compared to that of Mary
Magdalene,”' the same woman from the Gospel story. Though she is not the mother of
Jesus as this passage suggests, the connection in this passage paints a clear picture that the

authors knew that Mary Magdalene had some connection to the life of Jesus.

Examining this omitted passage in the context of what immediately precedes the text, sheds
light on the differences of opinion between Christians and Jews with regards to the trial of
Jesus. Whereas the Gospels speak of false witnesses,* the Talmud illustrates that these
witnesses were in fact legal. They were justified in their deception since they were acting
against not only a heretic, but also an inciter to heresy. Ben Stada, otherwise known as
Jesus, was this entrapped inciter who was subsequently put to death for his crime. The
following passage, omitted from the Gemara at the end of folio 43a, continues the story of

Jesus’ trial and later execution:

by 0™ YT XTI 0T O 1 1115 R¥Y 1Nom 1w 1RDh 09T 271 XInm
M3 12 IREH R’ THY TN X2 MIT T YT 00 DI IR DR T DO AT
XY MR KINTMI XUT DDA XIT N1OT D10 12 K120M K7W 1R 705 WA WIRYIM
.97 M9k 2P 1" IR ’IK 1OV 7030’9 mnn

“ Herford, 40. “One of the two conflicting opinions concerning the epoch of Jesus places
him also in the time of Aqgiba.” This opinion cannot be true since Agiba is known to
have lived at the end of the first century and beginning of the second century C.E.

4 Mag is the English equivalent of the Hebrew o™n (ﬁﬁzam). The similarities between
the English “Magdalene” and the Hebrew X>7xn (Megaddela) are obvious.

42 Matt, 26:60; Mark 14:56-57.
43 Hesronot HaSha’s, 44.
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But it was taught in a Baraita: On the eve of Passover Jesus was hanged.
And the public crier went out before him 40 days [prior to the hanging,
saying,] “The first day that he [Jesus] goes out to be stoned because he
practiced sorcery, and he incited Israel and led them astray. Anyone who
knows a favorable argument in his defense should come forth and plead in
his favor.” But they [the judges] did not find an argument in his favor, and
they hanged him on the eve of Passover. Ulla said, “Do you imagine that
there is one who would come and offer a favorable argument in his defense?
He was an inciter, and the Merciful {God] says, ‘You shall not spare nor
shall you conceal him.”™* Rather, Jesus was different because he was close
to the government.

This paragraph came as an example concerning the procedure for one who was found to be
guilty of a crime punishable by public execution via stoning. The Mishnah** that opens the
discussion states that a public crier was supposed to go out and announce the offender, his
crime, and the imminent execution. The purpose of this public declaration was to attract
the attention of anyone who might testify in favor of the accused in order to save him from

his death sentence.

In the example illustrated above, a crier did go out and announce the crime and the
punishment, and he called for witnesses. Since no witnesses came forth, Jesus was
ultimately stoned to death and hanged for public view, as was the custom for someone

executed in such a manner.*®

4 Deut. 13:9.
45 Sanhedrin, 6:1,

%6 Ibid., 6:4. “All that were stoned were [then] hanged; this is the view of R. Eliezer; but
the Sages say, No one is hanged excert the blasphemer and the idolater. They hanged a
man [with his face] towards the pec:F e. . . . How did they hang him? They sank a post
into the ground and a piece of wood protruded from it; and one placed together his two
hands one upon the other and hanged him. . . . And they undid him at once, for if it
remained [suspended] ovemight, a negative command would be transgressed thereby. . . .
Why was this man hanged? Because he blasphemed the Name, and the Name of Heaven

was found profaned.” (Philip Blackman, trans, Mishnayoth, Vol. 4, Order Nezikin, 2d
ed., rev., corrected, and enl, [Gateshead: Judaica Press, 1990), 263.)
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There are several less obvious points to note from this omitted text. First of all, the first

line of this text links it with the previous text from folio 67a. Here the Gemara reads, “On
the eve of Passover they hanged Jesus.” The omitted text from folio 67a similarly reads,
“And thus they did to Ben Stada in Lydda: And they hanged him on the eve of Passover.”
Thus one might conclude based simply on this evidence that Ben Stada, who as noted
above, is also Ben Pandira, who is Jesus. But it is possible to think that there could have
been others who were hanged on the eve of Passover. To counter this idea, one need only
read further for another striking parallel. Both of these men were known to be inciters to

acts of heresy.

The next point of interest is the inclusion of the statement of Ulla. Ulla, a Palestinian Rabbi
and a disciple of Rabbi Yohanan, later went to Babylonia where he associated himself with
the likes of Rabbi Yehudah and Rabbi Hisda. Herford suggests the existing possibility that
Ulla was the person who brought the traditions involving Jesus to these Babylonian

scholars,” where it subsequently ended up recorded in the Babylonian Talmud.

Finally, the last statement, “he was close to the government,” deserves some examination.
Rabbi Adin Steinsaltz, quoting the Arukh, suggests, “Some understand this to meant that
Jesus was actually related to the kings of the Hasmonean dynasty.”*® This might imply that
he was of Davidic descent and therefore a possible candidate for the Messiah. By looking
at other uses of this phrase in the Gemara, one can draw another interpretation. Herford

states that, “The phrase ‘near to the kingdom™® occurs elsewhere, and is applied to the

#7 Herford, 355-356.
* Steinsaltz, 17:159.
* Herford chooses to translate the same Hebrew phrase in a different manner.
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family of the Patriarch, Gam[a]liel I, of whom it is said,* that they were allowed to learn

Greek because they were ‘near to the kingdom.”™' Herford further explains that such an
education was necessary since the Patriarch acted as the official representative of the Jews
to the Roman government, and as a result, he had to carry on dialogue and exchange in
Greek. Yet, Jesus was not in this position of an official relationship to the government.
Three possible explanations remain for this phrase: either Jesus had friends in the Roman

courts, political reasons existed for the Roman courts wishing to spare him, or Jesus simply

spoke frequently of “the kingdom” whether it be Roman, heavenly or otherwise.*

This textual omission is immediately followed by another large piece of text that deals with

the subsequent trials and deaths of five men designated as Jesus’ disciples:

T2 MR NN? TINK AT MY X KRR RN 1@ 12 10 Debn wan 'h
TARY MA° *NK 2PNIT AN 0D XD 1R DPYR 238 IRIKY XK DD 2N AT )
AT IRPI TR T2 TR AN DK PYTEY P 27N A ORPI 1Y MR RPIY ITNR 0w

79" 1PRWA XY P07 3777 K3 W12 MR 3 WTNK P 3T 2TPNoNA 07
11 R A% WPIR AVNI IO TP NIPWT RORT PNOT AT N8I PR D IR
732 DX A7 "IN 72T 2NIT 23T WA PR YD 1IOR HROD® Y192 112 3000 2 M3
270 TN TR A MK ATIND MBI NI AN AN A MR 370 1enR a2
5333725 7N A R0

0 Bava Qamma, 83a.

*! Herford, 89.

52 Ibid., 89-90.

%3 Hesronot HaSha”'s, 44-45.
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Our Rabbis taught: Jesus had five disciples: Mattai, Naqqi, Netzer, and
Buni, and Todah. They brought Mattai. He said to them, “Shall Mattai be
killed? Surely it is written, ‘When [*nn] shall | come and appear before
God?%* They said to him, “Yes, Mattai will be killed, as it is written,
“When [*nn)] shall he die and his name perish?>* They brought Naqqi. He
said to them, “Shall Naqqi be killed? Surely it is written, ‘You shall not kill
the innocent [*1] and the righteous.’”*® They said to him, “Yes, Naqqi will
be killed, as it is written, ‘In secret places’®’ the innocent [*p3] will kill.””*®
They brought Netzer. He said to them, “Shall Netzer be killed? Surely it is
written, ‘And a sprout [133] shall bloom/sprout from its roots.’”*® They said
to him, “Yes, Netzer will be killed, as it is written, ‘But you are cast out
from your grave like an abhorred sprout [131].”*° They brought Buni. He
said to them, “Shall Buni be killed? Surely it is written, ‘My son [13], my
firstborn, is Israel.””®' They said to him, “Yes, Buni will be killed, as it is
written, ‘Behold, I will kill your son [113], your firstborn.”$? They brought
Todah. He said to them, “Shall Todah be killed? Surely it is written, ‘A
Psalm for Thanksgiving [11n).”"*® They said, “Yes, Todah will be killed,
as it ’12‘ written, ‘Whoever offers up a Thanksgiving offering [7nn] honors
Im.”

There is no supporting evidence that the events recounted in this sardonic tale ever
occurred. Yet it is interesting to note the way that these Christian disciples met their fate.

When brought before the Jewish court,® each of the disciples employed the use of

Scripture to form the rationale for why he should not be killed; and for each of their

arguments, the Jewish court countered with a Scriptural verse of their own in order to strike

54 ps. 42:3

% Ibid. 41:6
% Exod. 23:7
57 “In secret places” is a euphemism for acting in a deceitful manner.
8 ps. 10:8

¥ Isa. 11:1

% Ibid. 14:19
1 Exod. 4:22
%2 Ibid. 4:23
% Ps. 100:1
® Ibid. 50:23
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the final blow upon these apostates. The sentence of their fate, death, was the same that

was met by their master, Jesus.

What is most interesting to note here is the ironic word usage that both the disciples and the
Jewish court bring into play. Each of the Scriptural verses contains a word that is either the
same as or strikingly similar to the name of one of these disciples. Therefore, when the
verses are translated, by applying the proper names rather than literal meaning of these
words, this text takes on a more significant meaning. A transcript of the above passage,

can be rewritten as follows:

The Jewish court brought Mattai before them. Mattai said to them,
“Shall I be killed? Surely Scripture says, ‘Shall I, *n», come and appear
before God?”” The members of the court said to him, “Yes, you will be
killed, as it is written in Scripture, “>nn, he shall die and his name perish.””

The Jewish court brought Naqqi before them. Naqgqi said to them, “Shall
I be killed? Surely Scripture says, ‘You shall not kill *p1 with the
righteous.”” The members of the court said to him, “Yes, you will be killed,
as it is written in Scripture, “*p1 will kill in a deceitful manner.””

The Jewish court brought Netzer before them. Netzer said to them,
“Shall I be killed? Surely Scripture says, ‘And %1 shall spring forth from
its roots.”” The members of the court said to him, “Yes, you will be killed,
as it is written in Scripture, ‘But you are cast out from your grave like an
abhorred %1.””

The Jewish court brought Buni before them. Buni said to them, “Shall [
be killed? Surely Scripture says, ‘13, my firstborn, is Israel.”” The
members of the court said to him, “Yes, you will be killed, as it is written in
Scripture, ‘Behold, I will kill 113, your firstborn.””

The Jewish court brought Todah before them. Todah said to them,
“Shall I be killed? Surely Scripture says, ‘A Psalm for 1Tin.” The members
of the court said, “Yes, you will be killed, as it is written in Scripture,
“Whoever offers up 1mn honors me.””

% It is inferred from the language used as well as the context that these five disciples were
brought before the Jewish court, and this is with whom the dialogue exists.
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Rashi’s omitted commentary to this text offers support to this new transcript. Rashi offers

explanation for both Naqqi and Todah:

“107 KT Xn9¥3a 729@M 2MN0N2 30 307 R BT PI RN ¥ P e
6. 09w Ha7 YW AR 92 9V 2w 000 1 T Na9nY aMpw MinKa

The innocent [*p3] will kill - Naqqi is a murderer and he deserves to be
killed, for he kills in a deceitful manner. This is a general answer for public
consumption. For he was close to the government and they needed to
provide an answer to all their examples of their stupidity.

67217120 1IN Y R 1T ATn nan

Whoever sacrifices/offers up a Thanksgiving offering {AT\n] honors me —

He who shall kill Todah honors me.
Both comments are straightforward and play directly into the new transcript. Additionally,
Rashi utilizes the phrase “close to the government,” which serves as a link to the previous

text.

Those familiar with the Gospels of the New Testament recognize that Jesus had twelve
primary disciples, so the number five described above is somewhat puzzling. Along the
same thought are the names of the disciples that are listed above: Mattai, Naqqi, Netzer,
Buni, and Todah. Only one of these names, Mattai, resembles any of those from the

Gospels, Matthew, or other sources.®

Herford posits that these five disciples were five
Christians who were condemned to death on some occasion. They were not necessarily

contemporary disciples of Jesus; rather, the designation “disciple” merely implies that they

 Hesronot HaSha''s, 45.
7 Ibid.
6% Steinsaltz, 17:159.
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were Christians.’ In addition, the names used here are probably not their real names,

rather, names that make some reference to Jesus and his trial ° thus, their inclusion at this

point in the text.

Mattai, as mentioned above, serves as a link to the list of the twelve disciples. Naqgi, the
innocent, serves to mock the Christians who believed Jesus to be innocent. Several
possibilities exist for Netzer. First of all, the Hebrew, 21 (nefzer), means a “branch” or a
“shoot.” The connection to Jesus and Christianity is obvious. Next, 7¥3 is a word that
occurs in two texts from the Book of Isaiah,”' of which the first has been interpreted
Messianically, and can thus be applied to a Christian view of Jesus. Lastly, and the
interpretation that is most probable, is the word play between X1 and %1 (notzri).
Literally, "™¥3 means ‘“Nazarene” or “one from Nazareth,” and the title is frequently
associated with Jesus. In addition, ™x1 has become a euphemism for Christian, and this
directs the reader to the connection with Jesus. The name Buni is linked with the Hebrew
1 (beni), “my son,” a designation that Christians frequently make for Jesus as their
Messiah. The last name on the list, Todah, meaning “praise,” or in reference to the
“Thanksgiving offering” of the Temple cult, is the name that is most confusing because it is
the most difficuit one to find a connection with Jesus. The other four names are fairly
straightforward in this regard; yet, this name leaves much more to the imagination of the

reader. Since there is no outright explanation for the use of this name, perhaps, as Herford

%9 If such a trial took place, it could only have been during the period of the Bar Kokhba
revolt, for “there is no other period than this (132-135 C.E.) at which Christians were
persecuted and even put to death by Jews.” (Herford, 95.)

" Herford, 93.
M sa. 11:1, 14:19,
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suggests, this final name and the textual dialogue associated with it above” comes to

illustrate that the whole series of names were of pure invention.”

It has been suggested that these three texts’ were all originally part of a single account
about Jesus.” The first passage, omitted from folio 67a, and the discussion that precedes
it,” contains the description of the witnesses. This passage, along with the first of the two
omitted from folio 42a, describes the trial and execution of Jesus. Lastly, the second
omitted passage from folio 42a gives the account of five of Jesus’ disciples. The reason
that these passages come to be divided in the Talmud has to do with the way the Gemara is
organized, that is, based on subject matter. Thus, the trial passage was printed along with
the discussion concerning the concealing of witnesses, and the account of Jesus death and
the subsequent deaths of his disciples are reported along with the discussion of stoning

certain criminals.

The next three passages refer to Jesus and comment on his character. The first is simply a
phrase that was omitted from the Gemara. It follows the statement, “You shall not have a
son or a student who spoils his cooking.”’ This statement can be understood to mean that
one who spoils his cooking is like one who is inclined to heresy.” The censored phrase

immediately follows *1%11 1" 1339,” and thus the sentence should read, “You shall not

72 «“Whoever sacrifices Todah honors me.”

7 Herford, 93-94.

™ ILe., 67a and the two texts from 43a.

7 Herford, 91.

7 I.e., that portion of the text that was not removed from the Gemara manuscript.
7 Sanhedrin, 103a.

7 Herford, 60-61.

™ Hesronot HaSha's, 49.
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have a son or a student who is inclined to heresy, like Jesus the Nazarene.” The

implication here is obvious: Jesus was a heretic, and one is forbidden to associate with

heretics.

The second omission is found in Rashi’s commentary to the Gemara, “only Balaam will
not enter [the World to Come,] but other [heathens] will enter.”*® Rashi writes:

“Rabbi Joshua says, 'If we say, ‘The wicked will return to Sheol,’ this refers

to all the nations, as you have said here, as it is written, ‘All the nations

have forgotten God.”” This only means those who have forgotten God like

Balaam (or anyone like him).”*'
The exclusion to the téxt is simply the words "xu3 Y'@° 10% which follow “Balaam.”
Once again, this omission, similar to the previous, cites Jesus as being a heretic, “like
Balaam,” the most hated person in Jewish tradition, who has no place in the World to

Come.

Lastly, another large portion of Gemara text with Rashi commentary was omitted. It
follows the same suggestion as the previous two exclusions; that is, the idea that Jesus was

a heretic and should be expelled:

O NI YR 1T YD 13 VTN I RN . L.

8 Sanhedrin, 105a.
81 Ibid.
%2 Trans., “like Jesus the Nazarene”; Hesronot HaSha’'s, 49.
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. . . And not like Rabbi Joshua ben Perahyah who pushed Jesus away with
both hands.

What about [the case involving]) Rabbi Joshua ben Perahyah? When
King Yannai killed the Sages, Rabbi Joshua ben Perahyah and Jesus fled to
Alexandria of Egypt. When peace resumed Shimon ben Shetah sent to him
[Joshua ben Parahyah, a message]: “From me [in] Jerusalem the Holy City,
to you [in] Alexandria of Egypt — Oh sister, my husband dwells in your
midst and I sit desolate.” He [Joshua ben Parahyah] got up, he went, and he
cameupacertammn. Theydxd [showed] him a great honor. He said,
“How beautiful is this %103%.** He [Jesus] said to him [Joshua ben
Parahyah), “Rabbi, her eyes are narrow.” He [Joshua] said to him [Jesus],
“Wicked man! You engage yourself in such matters?” He [Joshua] brought
out 400 trumpets and excommunicated him [Jesus]. He [Jesus] came before
him [Joshua] several times [subsequently] and said to him [Jesus to Joshua],
“Receive [me]!” He [Joshua] did not pay attention to him [Jesus). One day
he [Joshua] was reciting the Shema. He [Jesus] came before him. He
[Joshua] thought to receive him [Jesus]. He [Joshua) made a sign to him
with his hands. He [Jesus] thought that he [Joshua] was pushing him away.
He [Jesus) went and put up a brick and he bowed down to it. He [Joshua]
said to him [Jesus], “Return [repent]!” He [Jesus) said to him [Joshua],
“Thus I have received [learned] from you: Everyone that sins and those
who cause others to sin, do not allow him an opportunity to do repentance.”
And a Master said, “Jesus practiced sorcery, and he incited Israel and led
them astray.”

Rashi’s commentary to the above text follows:

83 Ibid 50.

4 w0008 (akhsa;rga) can be translated as both “inn” as well “innkeeper.” Joshua ben
Par ahyah used

e word to mean the former, “inn
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King Yannai — He was the High Priest and he killed all the Rabbis in
Tractate Kiddushin. Shimon ben Shetah — The brother of the wife of King
Yannai® in Tractate Berakhot and he did not flee [with the other sages to
Alexandria). Narrow — Round. He made a sign to him — Rabbi Joshua ben
Perahyah. With his hands — in order to receive him.

The connection of this text to the first two texts presented in this group is straightforward:
Jesus is presented as a heretic who was shunned by his teacher. Even more striking is the
repetition of a line printed in 43a, “[Jesus] practiced sorcery, and he incited Israel and led
them astray.”® This is the core that links each one of these expunged passages concerning
Jesus. The Talmudists believed that Jesus was a heretic who incited the Jewish people to

become apostates by turning their back on Judaism.

In this Rabbinic tale, Jesus is associated with Rabbi Joshua ben Parahyah during the time of
King Yannai. Historically speaking, King Yannai is Alexander Jannzeus who reigned from
104 to 78 B.C.E.®® Shimon ben Shetah and Joshua ben Parahyah were leading Pharisees at
the time, and they were forced to escape to Alexandria to avoid a massacre of the Rabbis
during this period. Herford suggests that Jesus’ name was inserted into this story, which

takes place nearly a century before the time of Jesus, because of similar details associated

8 Hesronot HaSha's, 50.

% 1.e., He was King Yannai’s brother-in-law.

37 In uncensored versions, these texts would be found in Sanhedrin, 43a, and 107a.
8 Herford, 52.
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with both Jesus and the otherwise unnamed disciple mentioned in this story.®® Like the

student in this story, Jesus incited the Jewish people to acts of heresy, he was seen as the
founder of a false religion (thus the reference to bowing down to a brick,) and he practiced

sorcery, a ritual that was rather common in Egypt where the student and teacher fled.

The rise of Christianity was seen as threatening by the Jewish leaders, and they needed to
hit upon a way in which to deal with the issues involved. By linking Jesus to a classical
story that was already a part of Rabbinic legend, the Rabbis discovered a masterful way to

associate Christianity with that which was already disapproved in Jewish tradition.

Taking all of this Talmudic information together as a whole, it is still difficult to get a clear
picture of the historical Jesus. Perhaps this was the Talmudists’ original intent. They were
clear in régards to their desire to connect Jesus to the already well-known traditional stories
concerning heretics. By associating Jesus with the likes of Balaam, individuals who
practice sorcery, inciters to heresy, apostates, and other abhorred acts, Jesus was made a
villain, a dangerous enemy to the people of Israel, one with no place in the World to Come.
It is not difficult to imagine, then, why the hand of a censor came to remove these texts. In
later years, the rise of Christianity led to countless years of Crusades, forced conversions,
Inquisitions, and other acts of religious persecution of which the Jewish people were often
the target. Christian leaders were also making it a point to become educated where Jewish
texts were concerned in order to find ways to counter Jewish arguments and attract more
followers. It is likely that Jewish censors, adhering to the censorship regulations set forth

by the Council of Trent and other edicts, carried out the majority of these acts of

% Ibid., 53.
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censorship, as censorship was preferred over the complete destruction of sacred texts.

Therefore, it is probable that Jewish censors removed all words and references to Jesus that

could be interpreted as a polemic against Christianity.

Remarks Against Roman Leadership and Christians
The next category of complete omissions involves those words, phrases, and passages that
speak negatively toward Roman leadership and Christians. Though many references to
Roman leaders, governors, and rule remain in censored versions of the text, certain words
that were once associated with or used to describe these references have since been
removed. A similar statement can be attributed to references to Christian leadership,
though most of these references appear in the text in code, and usually the word ™¥u™ or
some derivative thereof, which has come to mean directly or refer to “Christian,” has been

removed from the text.

The Gemara makes frequent references to the Mm% (malkhut), meaning the “government.”
It is common knowledge that in most cases the “government” is Rome, though an
alternative translation of n1o%», that is “kingdom,” would be applicable in the case of the
appearance of the phrase “kingdom of heaven” or “God’s kingdom,” which is of course an
entirely different entity. As a result of the relationship that the Jews endured with Rome
during the Hellenistic and Hadrianic periods, negative feelings developed towards the
Roman government, and this was often expressed within the folios of the Gemara.
Therefore, when a reference to the Roman government appeared in the text, it was common

to find a backhanded adjective affixed to the reference. The word that was used most

% Trans, lit. “Nazarene,” though in more general terms it means “Christian.”

—
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repeatedly was yon.”' Thus, to the Jews, Rome came to be known as not simply the

government in charge, but “the wicked government,” a government that was despised for

its oppressive and controlling decrees that they issued to their subjects.

The Censors removed most of these negative words that were used in conjunction with
references to the Roman leadership.”® Not only was the word ¥ eliminated when it was
used with maYn,”® but it was also expunged when it defined individuals such as Tineaus
Rufus, the Roman commander in Israel in the days of the Hadrianic persecutions,” and
the Roman Governor who ordered the execution of Rabbi Agiva.’® Two more omissions
are recorded in Rashi’s commentary, presumnably removed because he indicates Rome as a
nation of killers and subjugators,”’ and he indicates Rome being the potential recipient of

divine punishment.*®

One more exclusion from the text is also related to this idea. Though Rome is not directly

indicated, the Roman Empire did succeed the Babylonians, with the Persians and the

%! Trans. “wicked.”

%2 Those references that were reinserted into the text will be discussed below in Chapter 4.
93 Sanhedrin, 98b, as noted in Hesronot HaSha’’s, 49.

% Ibid., 65b, as noted in Hesronot HaSha"’s, 46.

% Steinsaltz, 18:207.

% Rabbi Asher Dicker and Rabbi Michoel Weiner, eds., Tractate Sanhedrin, vol. 2 of
Talmud Bavii, Schottenstein Edition, ed. Rabbi Yisroel Simcha Schorr (Brooklyn:
Mesorah Publications, 1994), 65b;.

% The omitted phrase from the Sanhedrin, 106a, o1 2°nJ, meaning “the original text
reads ‘Romans,”” points an otherwise vague text to indicate the Romans directly.
(Hesronot HaSha’’s, 50.)

*® Within Rashi’s commentary on the phrase “Woe to the nation that will be [found
attempting to hamper with God’s redemption of the nation of Israel]” in Sanhedrin, 106a,
the words oy"on 7"2pM, meaning “And the Hc}y One Blessed Be He (God) will humble
them,” are removed from the text. (Hesronot HaSha”s, 50.) The phrase in the Gemara

subtly indicates Rome, and the words in the subsequent comment by Rashi were removed
as an attempt to play down the idea of the feeling of superiority that comes to the Jews
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Greeks in between, and thus much of the language attributed to those that forced the Jews

into exile is thus ascribed to Rome. One example of this idea comes in a reference to the
Babylonian King Nebuchadnezzar of who the Gemara adds, “xmu pnw ywd 1y
Hesronot HaSha"’s records'™ that this entire phrase was removed from the Gemara,'” but
the words, “that wicked man” have been reinserted in the Vilna edition of the text. This is
most likely due to the fact that Nebuchadnezzar is a well-known historical figure, and thus
the Jews were able to rationalize the inclusion of this slander. “His bones be ground to

dust,” on the other hand, probably remained on the cutter’s block as a compromise.

The Roman Empire eventually adopted Christianity as its official religion. When this
occurred, all references to Romans in Jewish texts could be applied to Christians.
Consequently, “Roman™ became synonymous with “Christian.” In addition, when
interpreting the sacred texts, “Roman” was often used as a euphemism for “Christian.” As
illustrated above with the texts relating to Jesus, the Jews had to be very careful in terms of
what they published so as not affront the Christian rulers and incite them to more acts of
Jewish persecution. Therefore, most references to Romans and Christians had to be
skillfully hidden within language that the Jews could pass off as something else entirely, or

words, phrases, and paragraphs had to be removed altogether.

due to their special relationship with God, and because they could be interpreted as an
attack on the government.

% Trans., “that wicked man whose bones be ground to dust.”
1% Hesronot HaSha''s, 48.
11 Sanhedrin, 92b.
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Just as Jesus is indicated as a heretic, so too can other references to Christians be associated

with heresy. Within a discussion in the Gemara'®? concerning days of rest for Jews and
non-Jews, Rashi notes that Sunday is the official rest day for Christians. This seems like an
obvious statement for him to make, but it points to the reality of the world in which he
lived. In censored versions of the text, the word omxnua'® is omitted,'™ most likely
because Rashi’s commentary is in reference to the idea that anyone who did not observe the
Sabbath proper'® deserved death. The Jewish censors, in all probability, omitted the
reference to the Christians to avoid any confusion and subsequent interpretation that

Christians deserved to die because they did not observe the Sabbath at its correct time.

The last completely omitted piece of text'® in this category also comes from Rashi’s
commentary to the Gemara. The word 112 (minin) is used throughout the Gemara in order
to label heretics, heretical actions, or in this case, heretical books.'”” Rashi’s commentary
on “the Books of the Heretics” is completely omitted from the Gemara'® due to his
definition of the books themselves. In a one-word answer, Rashi states that 11, in this
case, are O3 (galahim), that is, “priests.” Thus, these heretical books are not simply
pagan books, but these are books that educated Christian leaders owned, read and whose

words they observed, such as the New Testament and all other Christian literature that

102 1hid., 58b.
193 Trans., “the Christians.”
194 Hesronot HaSha"s, 45.

193 1., the Jewish Sabbath that begins on Friday at sundown and ends on Saturday at
sundown.

196 Hesronot HaSha''s, 49.

107 According to one theory, 1™ is an abbreviation for orw>n (MalshinIN), the Hebrew
for “informers.” (Censorship and Freedom of Expression, 15.)

198 Sanhedrin, 100D,
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followed. It is obvious why Jewish censors wanted to remove this reference. By labeling

l Christian holy texts as heretical, Rashi’s words only served as an offense to Christianity.
Conclusion
One final piece of omitted text'®® epitomizes all the others in this chapter. It comes in the

form of a single word, T (meshummad) which means “one who became an apostate.”

»!1% This textual reference identifies a group of

It is associated with the word “gentile.
gentiles who were forced to convert from Judaism to heathenism. From all of the evidence
presented above, one can draw the following connection: one who converted to

heathenism or paganism, as practiced during the days of the Roman Empire, is a

euphemism for one who converted to Christianity.

It is most certain that these textual omissions were mandated by the Catholic Church, and
subsequently removed by censors, during the sixteenth century. Each one of these
expurgated portions had the potential to offend the governments under which the Jewish
people had to live. There was no need to provoke those in power and give them a reason to
confiscate and destroy these sacred texts, let alone persecute and even kill the Jewish
people. It was easier to comply with the papal edicts and completely omit these references,
or cover them up with more covert language. This latter idea is the topic of the next

chapter.

199 Hesronot HaSha’’s, 44.
119 Rashi’s commentary to Sanhedrin, 22b.




CHAPTER 3

WORD SUBSTITUTION AND PARAPHRASING

This chapter will illustrate and outline those portions of the text from the Babylonian
Talmud, Tractate Sanhedrin, which censors modified, in one form or another, from their
original pre-censored structure, as compared to how they currently appear in the Vilna
edition of the Babylonian Talmud. Each of these alterations, whether they are single
words, phrases, or larger sections of text, will be reproduced in Hebrew, translated, and
placed into the overall textual context according to where the Hesronot HaSha’’s indicates
it was removed. Each change, where appropriate, will be placed into a group with other
texts that seem to follow the same pattern. Each single textual revision or group of
revisions will be evaluated in terms of why censors originally chose to remove or change it
from the original text, what prompted the removal or change, and why the Vilna edition
chose to publish it the way it did. It is not necessary to evaluate each textual reference in
every group, and therefore, a few exemplary texts will be selected in order to demonstrate
the pattern and evaluate the group as a whole. The other texts recorded in Hesronot

HaSha”s will be listed in the notes.

Group 34: " -

The first group of texts is gathered together because they share a noted difference in one

word between what the Hesronot Ha "Shas writes should be in the text, "1 (gay), and what
39
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is found in the current Vilna edition of the Talmud, ™22 (nokhri). Both of these words

have come to mean the same thing, “gentile,” “non-Jew,” or even “idolater.”'"'
Traditionally, the word "2 was used to denote not only non-Jews, but also a group of people
or a nation.'’? The word " and its plural form, o3 (goyim), are currently used today as a
part of English slang to denote a person or people who are not Jewish. Likewise, the word
51, which is derived from the Hebrew root =93,''? designates a “stranger,” “gentile,” or
“heathen.”""* It is possible that the editors of the Vilna text chose to insert the word ™31 in

place of "3 because it has a softer connotation. In truth, the two words are entirely

interchangeable.

Both of these words are euphemisms employed by the Talmudists in order to keep the text
sufficiently vague. It was assumed that Jewish scholars would fathom the authors’ original
intent in regards to the text, while allowing them the opportunity for denial should the need
arise. Ultimately, these words and others that will follow, designate the Romans, the
Christians, or whoever else the Jews were in opposition to concerning matters of religion
and law. This is why it is possible that the words may have been omitted altogether from

the text.

The first examples in this category are found in Rashi’s commentary to the Gemara on
folios 39a and 39b. In a conversation with a certain heretic, Rabbi Avina brings to mind a

statement made by Balaam about the Israelites, “There is a people that dwells apart, and it

"I Marcus Jastrow, ed., Dictionary of the Talmud (1950), s.v. “.”
"2 1bid.; E.g., “@a? X" trans., “a light unto the [other] nations.”
13 Trans., “to be unknown, strange,” Jastrow, s.v. “191.”

" Tbid., s.v. “13”; “Ir. editions published under the censor’s supervision, our word is
frequently changed into "m> ,"n2 ,"» ,0™Moy.”
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shall not be reckoned among the nations.”"'?

Ravina introduces this statement by telling
the heretic that it was declared by “one of yours.” Rashi comments, “One of yours: One of
their prophets, Balaam, a "%/™3), that testified about us that we were not the same

community.”" ¢

Rashi then comments on the second half of the above Scriptural verse,
“:And [Israel] shall not be reckoned among the nations’: Every place that they mentioned
am3/o™33, they did not mention the community of Israel.”!'” Both of these remarks come
to emphasize the Jewish people’s place in the world, that is, as being set apart from the
other nations. Even Balaam, a well-known inciter to apostasy from Biblical times, one who
is linked to Jesus as described in the previous chapter, and one who is a non-Jew, declares
the Jewish community to be separate from the other non-lJews that are mentioned
throughout Jewish textual tradition. It is important to note that the Hesronot HaSha s lists
this entire section of commentary as having been omitted from the text. This is a strong

indication that textual references to Balaam were noted for their connection to Jesus, and it

is likely that Christian censors forced the Jews to exclude these passages from their text.

Just as Rashi makes it clear that Balaam is indeed a non-Jew, so too Rashi identifies other
figures in the same regard. In his commentary to the Gemara on folio 74a, Rashi states,
“The master of my village: The lord of the town, and he was a "W 1.”""® Thus there is

no mistaking the heritage of the individual who is in the position of power.

15 Num. 23:9.

"8 Sanhedrin, 39a; the textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha’’s, 44.
N7 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha s, 44,

"8 Ibid., 46.
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It is most likely that these references to non-Jews, as well as the others noted in Hesronot

HaSha"s,""® were originally removed to dampen the sentiment that Jews were held in a
higher regard, or simply differently than non-Jews, namely Christians, in the eyes of God.
Apparently, the editors of the Vilna text did not feel that this language constituted so much
a problem, and they subsequently reinserted a synonym that maintains a certain level of

deniability.

Group 3B: "1 -3
The next group of texts is gathered together for the same reason as the first. Only this time,
where the Hesronot HaSha's writes ", the Vilna edition of the Talmud records *n1o (kuti).
Though *nmo, or “Cuthean,” in its most basic sense, means “a member of the sect of
Samaritans,”’?® when utilized in the Talmud, it is synonymous with both ™1 and 151 a
designation for a “gentile” or “non-Jew,” most often employed as a euphemism for

“Christian.”

In each of the texts that belong to this category, it appears that the designation of the word,
whether "2 or °*m, is based on a stylistic choice attributed to the editor. Since both m2 and
M3 imply the same meaning, that is a “non-Jew,” like "2 and 33, the use of either word is
an arbitrary selection. All three of these words possess the same level of obscurity, and

thus, there is a level of deniability to the implication of the words within the texts.

”?blj‘gr %}ger examples of censorship falling in this group, see Sanhedrin, 40b; ibid., 104a;
ibid., 105a.

120 Jastrow, s.v. ““m>”; “The Cutheans were a pagan people brought by the Assyrians to
Eretz Yisrael, whose subsequent conversion to Judaism was deemed insincere because
they were found to have retained their practice of worshiping idols (see 2 Kings 17:24-
41.)” (Dicker and Weiner, 79a;.)
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On folio 57a, in the context of laws pertaining to robbery and murder, the Gemara states,

“oma/ "N and a shepherd of small cattle: one does not rescue [him from a pit) or throw
{him] down [into a pit].”'?' Here, the text states that a Jew is not obligated to help a non-
Jew who is in potential danger, but on the other hand, he is equally commanded not to be
the cause of that danger. In other words, this text shows the ambivalence expressed
towards those who were not Jewish, namely Christians. Similarly, as noted on folio 76b in
the Gemara, a Jew need not return a lost object if it is found to belong to a "n13.'* Adin
Steinsaltz paraphrases Rashi'>* when he notes:

Restoring a lost object is a special act of kindness required of one Jew to

another, but not for a non-Jew unless the deed will bring about

sanctification of God’s name. This is praiseworthy. If not returning the lost

object leads to desecration of God’s name, he is forbidden to keep it, and he
must return it to the non-Jew.'?*

All three of these examples operate on the same general idea that Jews need not come to
the aid of a non-Jew unless God commands it. Three more examples deal with sexual
relationships involving a non-Jew, though they follow the same pattern. The Gemara
instructs that a man is only liable for the crime of adultery if he has sex with the wife of

another Jew. Intercourse with the wife of a non-Jew, one who is not a neighbor, does not

count as adultery. Further, the marriage of a Jewish woman to a non-Jewish man has no

legal validity under Jewish law.'?® The Tosafot brings clarity to this text by commenting

12! The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha’’s, 45.
122 Ibid., 47.

123 Ibid.

124 Steinsaltz, 19:103.

125 Sanhedrin, 52b.
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on the directive that a Jew must not engage in relations with the wife of his non-Jewish

neighbor:
This is the "13/°m> and it comes to teach us that if "%/2°m3% do not have the
marriage structure that we do, even though there is no punishment of death,
nor is there any warning. Nevertheless there is a prohibition.'?®
Further along the Gemara states and the Tosafot further clarifies, “One who has intercourse
with a 7/n'n is as if he had sex with an idol.”'?” Therefore, it is easy to draw the
conclusion that intimate relations with both non-Jewish men and women, thought not

distinctly forbidden in all cases, was nevertheless certainly frowned upon.

It is then fairly obvious why Jewish censors originally extracted these references. While
the first three examples show that a Jew had no obligation to help his non-Jewish neighbor
or stranger, the latter three demonstrate the taboo associated with a Jew entering into a
sexual and marital relationship with a non-Jew. Other references associated with this
group'?® tend to follow the same principle. Again, the editors of the Vilna text did not feel
that this language constituted an excessive problem, and they chose to use the word "no, a
synonym that retains an alternative surface meaning. As stated above, *M> was a one of the
standard replacements for "13. The editors of the Vilna text probably chose to retain *n,

rather than restore the text to its original use of "3, since °*M> was already a common

126 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha'’s, 45.

127 Sanhedrin, 82a; the textual difference in the Gemara and Tosafot is noted in Hesronot
HaSha’'s, 47.

128 For other examgles of censorship falling in this group, see Tosafot in Sanhedrin, 72b;
Sanhedrin, 76b; Gemara, Rashi, and Tosafot in ibid., 79a; Gemara and Tosafot in ibid.,
82a; Tosafot in ibid., 85b.
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euphemism denoting Christians. In addition, the word "n> offered a more comfortable

level of deniability, since "2 had already been linked to Christians.

Group 3C: " — D00 TaW
The third group of texts follows the same semantic pattern as the first two groups.
Hesronot HaSha s maintains its use of the word ™3, while the Vilna edition of the Talmud
selects another designation for the non-Jew, "1 TaW (oved kokhavim).'”® In its most
basic sense, 021 7AW indicates an idolater. Yet, just like the words "3, 433, and "mD, the
utilization of the phrase o33% 12w, points to a non-Jew or gentile, and on its most

concealed level, a Christian.

Once again, the choice between the two words as it appears in the text appears to be based
within the editor’s preference. Additionally, no real pattern seems to emerge concerning
the Vilna editor’s choice between the four different indicators for a non-Jew where the
Hesronot HaSha”'s continually employs the word "w. Each of these words possesses the
same level of obscurity, and thus there is a level of deniability to the implication of the

words as employed within the texts.

The first example follows the motif of a Jew engaging in sexual relations with a non-Jew.
In this case, a Jewish woman has sex with a non-Jewish man."® The issue at stake is the
future affiliation of the child created through this union. Common knowledge of Jewish
marital law would point to the fact that this child is the issue of a Jewish mother and

would thus be Jewish. This is exactly what is stated in the text. The seed of a non-

129 m2a313 72 is often replaced by the acronym, £"av (akum) which stands for b 7w

nm (oved kokhavim umazalot), lit. “worshiper(s) of stars and planets.”
130 Sanhedrin, 74b.
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Jewish man is no better than the seed of a horse: it does not count. The offspring would

be Jewish because the child would be weaned in the mother’s community. '*'

A second example illustrates an instance where the Gemara text reads o3 T2w,"? and
the Hesronot HaSha"'s indicates that the Tosafot text should say 73,'** but av251 TaW is
instead recorded in the Vilna edition. From this evidence, it is likely that either the editor
of the Vilna text was careful to match up his words while compiling the text, or there is a
mistake in the Hesronot HaShas. A third instance of this pattern is unremarkable, and

therefore will not be dealt with.'**

Group 3D: % amay — o"20w Taw
The fourth group of texts is similar to the third group in that the Vilna addition employs the
phrase o"ans 1aw."* 1t differs because here, Hesronot HaSha’'s indicates that the phrase
should be A% nTav (avodah zarah),"*® meaning “one who practices idolatry.”’¥’ The
implication of these two phrases is identical, that is, they both indicate an idolater, and on
some concealed level they indicate a Christian. They are interchangeable in any context,
and therefore, the choice between utilizing one phrase over the other in this category must

be seen simply as a stylistic choice of the editor.

13! There are five textual differences noted in the Tosafot text. Each one involves the use of
the word "3 or o™ 72Ww. (Hesronot HaSha''s, 46-47.)

132 Sanhedrin, 59a.

133 Hesronot HaSha’s, 46.

134 For another example of censorship falling in this group, see Sankhedrin, 104a.
135 Incl. the feminine and plural forms, and the acronym, o"3y.

136 31 7712V is often abbreviated “1"y.”

37 Lit. “one who worships strangeness.”
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Two examples will briefly illustrate the trivial nature of this category. First, concerning a

statement in the Gemara that a Jew should not form a partnership with an idolater for fear
of having to swear by the idolater’s God, *® the Tosafot ends his comment by stating, “...in
any event, this does not constitute 1"y/o"a510 nTw.”'*® It is obvious that both phrases mean
the exact same thing in this sentence. The same can be said concerning the noted
difference on folio 97b. The Gemara explains the meaning behind a line of text from the
Book of Isaiah that states, “You were sold for naught; and without money you shall be
redeemed.”’*® The Gemara states, ““You were sold for naught’ — for 1"y /o™y {which are
for naught.]” Once again, there is no difference in the meaning of these two phrases.
Either one can be substituted for the other without the risk of altering the meaning of the

text.

Group 3E: onyn minik — 002019 "1aw
Once again, this category involves the Vilna edition’s use of the phrase £*3913 "1, where
Hesronot HaSha’s indicates that a similar word or phrase occurs in the original text,
MR (umot) or oW MR (wmot ha’olam). Where 0"2313 *12W clearly implies groups of
non-Jews who practice idolatry, nw'x and 0771 IR are more vague, meaning “nations,”
and, more specifically, “the nations of the world,” indicative of all other groups of people
who are not Jewish. Regardless of the surface meaning of both phrases, the suppressed
denotation still indicates the Christians. Perhaps by utilizing the more definitive phrase,
“idolaters,” instead of the more vague and generally inclusive phrase, “nations of the

world,” the Vilna editors hoped to soften the implication of the text.

138 Sanhedrin, 63b.
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The first example for this category is found in Rashi’s commentary to the word mm

(raveh).'*' He states, “nmw/o™oy are sated and do not thirst after their creator. And thirst
refers to the congregation of Isracl who thirsts and longs to see its maker and observe his
commandments.”'*? This statement expresses Rashi’s opinion that non-Jews do not yearn
for God like Jews do. One might take this statement as an indication that no other group of
people can find favor in the eyes of God. A conclusion such as this would serve in no
one’s favor. What is most important to note here is how the use of either phrase is

interchangeable, and using one or the other, does not change the meaning of the text.

The second example also illustrates just how trivial the difference is between the two
phrases. In Rashi’s comments to the discussion in the Gemara regarding to the repetition

of the word nwp3 (negamot)'** in Psalm 94:1, he states:

One {occurrence of the word] is [to designate] a reward — [This reward was]
for Israel because God removed his presence from the 07w MmN and came
upon Israel. And the Biblical text uses the term mnp1 (vengeances) in the
plural form because this reward is due to the fact that the Israelites merited
God’s presence by declaring, “We will do and we will hear.” And the term
nnpl means “recompense” where the other inp1 is for retribution on the
o7wn MoW/o°a01) "1 as their punishment on the Day of Judgment. As it
is said in the first chapter of tractate Avodah Zarah, folio 4a, “God is a
vengeful God and he is furious” at the 2wn nR/D™13 72 because God,
in hislﬁonor, will punish them, and that is the meaning of the word
aven.

139 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha’'s, 46.
140 Isa, 52:3.

41 Trans., “hunger.” (Sanhedrin, 76b.)

142 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha"s, 47.
13 Trans., “vengeances.”

144 The textual differences are noted in Hesronot HaSha’'s, 47.
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What is most interesting to note from this passage is that the first instance of the phrase

a?wa MR occurs the same way in both the notation in Hesronot HaSha”'s and in the Vilna
edition of the text. It is only in the ensuing two occurrences that there is difference. One
might speculate that the mistake lies in Hesronot HaSha’'s, but it is the Vilna text that
employs both phrases in the same entry. Had the other phrase been used in the initial
occurrence, it still would not change the intention of the passage. For each instance of the
phrases 02wn nmIR and 07220 72w, God punishes these non-Jews. Thus, the use of both
phrases in the same note gives a clear indication that they are interchangeable. This idea

is strengthened by the other instances of this difference between the texts.'**

Group 3F: 11w — o yen
Moving away from references to non-Jews, the next category deals with another pair of
words that allude to a certain class of Jews themselves. Where Hesronot HaSha''s
employed the word X)W’ (sone’im), meaning “the haters” or “the enemies,” the Vilna
editors chose to use a synonym, 0Ww" (rasha’im), meaning “the wicked ones.” The
endings to both of the words, 111 (hen) and ont (hem), denotes the third-person plural
possessive pronoun, “their.” So, respectively, the words mean “their enemies” and “their
wicked ones.” Both of these words are used in connection with another word, xR
(visra’el), designating the people of Israel, or the Jews. Put together, both of these phrases,

2146

“the enemies of Israel,”™ and “the wicked ones of Israel,” are euphemisms for the people

of Israel themselves that have gone astray from God. The expression initially refers to

45 For other ¢ les of censorship falling in this group, see Sanhedrin, 91b; Rashi’s
commentary n ibid., 98a; ibid., 105a; Gemara and Rashi'» commentary in ibid., 110b.

146 The phrase “the haters of Israel” can be substituted for “the enemies of Israel” based on
the literal meaning of 2*RMW.
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those involved with the incident concerning the Golden Calf during the revelation at Mount

Sinai,'*” and it is subsequently used throughout traditional Jewish texts to denote any group

of Jews who were guilty of the sin of idolatry.

It is possible that the word 1R was removed, as indicated in Hesronot HaSha''s,
because the phrase, “the enemies of Israel,” is easy to misconstrue as implying those who
are enemies of, or those who hate the people Israel. Since the Gemara and its
commentaries usually associated negative content with these people, it is not hard to
imagine why this word was either completely removed or another word, like amyw-, was

used as a substitute.'*®

The first example in this category involves a discussion of the Golden Calf incident. The
text describes a word play on 712y (ke ‘elukha)'®® involving the Hebrew letter vav. The
Gemara explains that this can be interpreted, “The 1'xnw/oi v of Israel come to worship
other [another] god[s].”'>® It is clear that one use of the phrase accuses non-Jews of this
transgression, whereas the other points the finger at Jewish offenders. The second example
clearly illustrates the negativity associated with these people. On folio 39b, the Gemara
states, “In that hour the 1rRWw/Dnve of Israel descended to the lowest depths [of

151

depravity.] These people were the lowest of the low, and there would be a great deal of

trouble if these texts were misinterpreted to imply Christians rather than the sinners of

47 Exod. 32.

18 1t is much more difficult to implicate another group of people by utilizing the phrase,
“the wicked of Israel,” which has a more intemaﬂnp 'catigg? i goep

199 Trans., “which have brought you up.”
150 Sanhedrin, 63a; the textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha"’s, 46.
151 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha"s, 44.
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Israel themselves. Therefore, it is possible that the Vilna editors chose to employ anyw in

order to avoid this confusion.

Group 3G: v — 37"
This category of differences demonstrates instances of a word change that distinctly alters
the original intent of the text. In the cases where Hesronot HaSha"s indicates the word
™Y (sh’'mad), meaning “religious persecution,” or more pointedly, “to force one to
apostasy,” the Vilna text uses the word n™°12 (gezerah), meaning “decree” or “law.” In
each occurrence of this textual difference, the active subject is the government, that is, the
Romans, and later on, the Christians. The recipients are the Jews. Whereas the original
word printed in the text implies that the government forced the Jews to convert from
Judaism, the succeeding word indicates that the government merely set up a law
prohibiting the Jews from certain actions. Though both of these words imply acts of
religious persecution against the Jews, the latter is less offensive because it is less severe.
The ultimate sin for a Jew is to convert to another faith, and the idea that a person or group

would force Jews to convert is utterly appalling.

Each example of this textual difference is brief and unambiguous. The first example occurs
on folio 14a, where the Gemara states, “The wicked government'*? Tw/7713 a law upon
Israel...that whoever performed ordination will be killed.”'*® Substituting the translations
of the two words for the Hebrew, the text declares that the government either simply

declared a law forbidding ordination of rabbis, or the government specifically decreed this

52 This is an instance where the word v as it modifies maYn was not censored from the
text as discussed above in Chapter 2.

153 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha s, 44,
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law as an act of religious persecution. The latter meaning is implied through the overall

context. The meaning becomes explicit by employing the word ™. The same is true for
the second example, which occurs in both Rashi and the Tosafot’s comments on folio 32b.
The two of them state, “It was a time of Tawn/Mo>n N against circumcision and people
were afraid....”'* The third example also follows this same pattern. This particular
passage in the Gemara is based upon the idea that if a Jew is given an order to kill another
person, and the punishment for disobeying the order is his own death, he should allow
himself to be killed and incur martyrdom.'**

This was taught only if it was not during a time of Taw/n>% nom. But

even if it was a time of Tw/ma%n N, it is still not permissible to violate

the minor commandment to not murder. When Rabin came, he said in

Rabbi Yohanon’s name, “Even without a T@w/n1o%n nm, it was only

permitted in private. But in public, it is still not permissible to violate the

minor commandment to not murder.”'>®
In each of these examples, the use of the word 7 still implies the meaning signified by
the word ™ when considered within its context. Though employing 77"1 may have
served to soften the blow, it is difficult for the reader to escape the harsher undertone of the

original text. Therefore, it is likely that another censored version of this text may have

employed other words or simply removed these references altogether.

Group 3H: Basic Linguistic and Stylistic Differences
This category illustrates minor differences between the original text as presented in

Hesronot HaSha’s and what currently exists in the Vilna edition. Most of these

154 Ibid.

'3 The text cites an example involving a non-Jewish governor of a town ordering a Jewish
subject to kil an anonymous individual.
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differences involve the addition or exclusion of a prefix or suffix, or words and phrases that

employ variations on grammatical style. None of these influence the meaning of the text,
which implies that these are most likely differences in style, or they are errors originating

from some scribal error over the generations when the text was copied by hand.

The first group of examples involves the addition or omission of a prefix or suffix. In
Rashi’s commentary on folio 39a, the Vilna texts records the addition of the prefix ber,
which means “in the.”'*” Therefore the phrase ¥23/%%92 9% W (visra ‘el bi-khlai/klal)'*® can
be understood to mean either “the community of Israel” or “Israel in the community.” Put
into the textual context, the meaning is exactly the same, and the difference is insignificant.
The same can be said for the next two examples. In the Tosafot’s commentary on folio
57b, the Vilna edition again marks a prefix, this time the letter sey, in connection with the
word ¥@, which is not noted in Hesronot HaSha"s."*® The difference between “a wicked
man” and “the wicked man” has no bearing on the meaning of the text. In Rashi’s
commentary on the previous folio, Hesronot HaSha"s records a suffix, the letter vav, at the
end of the word "an3 (k’hamor), where the Vilna text does not.'®® Again, the meaning of
the passage is not compromised whether the word means “like his donkey” or “like a

donkey.”

156 Sanhedrin, T4a; the textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha’s, 46.

*" Depending on vocalization of the text, the letter prefix bet can be understood to mean
“in” or ” or it can mean “in the” or “with the.”

158 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha's, 44.
159 Hesronot HaSha’’s, 45.
160 Ihid.
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The final two examples belonging in this category involve the use of different styles within

the grammar. On folio 21b, Hesronot HaSha”’s indicates'®' that the words 1 Yw'®? were
removed; yet, the Vilna edition records *»1aw.'"> The reference to Rome gives an
indication as to why the words were removed to begin with, but the difference in the way
they were reproduced is nominal. The last variation occurs on folio 96a.' Hesronot
HaSha"'s records Y2 0w, while the Vilna edition writes Y82 v anxnwh. Both of
these texts translate in the exact same manner, “the enemies of Israel.”'® Hesronot

HaSha"’s, however, employs a possessive construct form of the phrase.

. Group 31: The Remaining Modified Texts
The remaining texts placed into this category do not fit into any of the other groups. Each
of these texts contains words that were altered from their original state as recorded in the
Hesronot HaSha’’s. In order to establish some means of organization, many of these texts
are presented according to similarities based in their content. Due to the high volume of
these texts, only the most exemplary are examined here. Those not discussed explicitly
will be listed in the notes.

The first cluster of texts involves words or phrases that seem to be modified from their
original form because they refer directly to Rome or Christians. The majority of the

amended words, as they appear in the Vilna text, remove the overt reference to Rome or

161 Ibid., 44.

162 Trans., “of Rome.”

163 Trans., “that were in Rome.”

164 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha's, 48.

165 As noted above, this is a euphemism denoting Jewish apostates.

. _ . -
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Christianity, as they originally appeared.'® Only one example in Sanhedrin, where a

change is noted, maintains its reference to Rome. In Rashi’s commentary on folio 98a, the
words “at the entrance to the city,” occur. Rashi explains that the entrance in question is
not the entrance to Rome, as one might think by reading the text. Though both the original
text and the Vilna text explicitly employ the word "m (romi),'” the Vilna text precedes

6% thereby forming the phrase, “the city of Rome.”'®

this word with another, v (ba'ir),
This additional word is superfluous, as it is already implied through the contextual meaning

of the sentence and Rashi’s further commentary.

The other references to Rome, as mentioned above, have been changed so that the
meaning, “Rome,” or “Christian,” is not implied openly. One instance is found in the same
passage as the previous example, both in the Gemara text as well as in Rashi’s
commentary. Where Hesronot HaSha”s notes that the word “Rome” is utilized in the
initial textual reference, both in the Gemara and in Rashi’s commentary, the Vilna editors
chose to replace “Rome” with the more ambiguous word xnmp (garta), which means “a
city.”'” xmp, therefore, has subsequently become a euphemism for Rome, and most

instances of this word own this implication.

As discussed at length in the previous chapter, many references to Roman leadership'”"

were removed from the text. In addition, many of these passages were changed in order

166 As recorded in the Hesronot HaSha"’s.
167 Tra.ﬂs., “Rome.”
188 Trans., “the city.”
1? The textual differences are noted in Hesronot HaSha'’s, 49.
170 .
Ibid.
17" And therefore, Christians.
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to give the illusion that these texts refer to some other person or nation. For example, in

regards to a series of conversations between Gamaliel II and a certain individual,'™
Hesronot HaSha s identifies this person as 0P (gesar),'™ “the Roman Emperor,” where
the Vilna text disguises this man’s identity by calling him 7910 (kofer), “a certain
infidel.”'™ Though in many cases 99 has become a euphemism for 70°p, the intended
meaning is still very much hidden. Likewise, the text was altered in Rashi’s commentary
on folio 25b in reference to the king’s tax collectors. Though Hesronot HaSha”s notes
that Rashi’s entire comment was removed from the text, the Vilna edition has restored it
in full with one exception. Instead of writing M»1 190 (melekh ha’'umot), meaning “the
King of the Nations,” a known euphemism for the King of Rome, the Vilna text records

T9nn, “the king,” which could technically imply any king of any nation.'”*

Christians and other non-Jewish references were similarly altered. Rashi comments on
the issue raised in the Gemara, that judges, who were chosen to serve in the Sanhedrin,
must possess a vast knowledge of various subjects in order that they could recognize and
judge people appropriately.'”® One of these subjects was sorcery, which was thought to be
a common practice in Egypt at the time. On this, Rashi clarified that a judge needed to be

able to discern one who was a sorcerer so that the judge could “kill those who trust in their

sorcery in order to rescue themselves from the [judgment of] the court, and to expose those

who practice sorcery, who entice and mislead through their sorcery, like the

172 Sanhedrin, 39a.
173 Cf. Caesar.
'7* The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha’s, 44.

175 Ibid.; for other similar examples of censorship, see Sanhedrin, 91b and Rashi’s
commentary in ibid., 97a.

176 Sanhedrin, 17a.
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Christians/Egyptians.” Where Hesronot HaSha’s states that this comparison was to

o™¥un, “the Christians,” the Vilna text has changed the word to 0™x»1 (hamitzrim), “the
Egyptians.”'”’ On the surface, the implication of the text changes dramaticaily. Yet to the

learned scholar, the underlying meaning remains as it was originally intended.

The next example involves a discussion in the Gemara concerning a Jew who commits
murder.'” The penalty for the crime is based on the intent of the attacker. Hesronot
HaSha’’s notes differences in the text pertaining to the specific case of an attacker who
meant to kill a non-Jew, but accidentally killed a Jew. Hesronot HaSha”s notes that the
original word was "3, while the Vilna text employs the term, o"5v.'” Further on in the
text, the same discussion moves to the punishment for one who throws a stone into a group
and unintentionally kills a Jew. Hesronot HaSha”s notes the same textual difference in
both the Gemara and Rashi’s commentary in regards to the word used to describe the
stone’s target. The Hebrew word for “group,” 13, printed in the Vilna text and several other
versions of the text,'®’ is strikingly similar to the Hebrew word for “non-Jew,” "3, which is
what Hesronot HaSha”s claims was printed in the originai text.'® This word difference
changes the overt meaning of the phrase from "% 1aR P (zoreq even legoy) “one who

throws a stone at a gentile” to 137 12X Pt (zoreq even lego), “one who throws a stone into a

77 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha’'s, 44.
178 Sanhedrin, 79a.

'” Hesronot HaSha''s, 47; both of these words, as discussed above, refer to non-Jews and
are euphemisms for “Christian.”

¥ 1 appears in the Soncino and Schottenstein editions of the Talmud, both of which
%ubhs the Hebrew as it appears in the Vilna manuscript. The Steinsaltz edition of the

almud, which in many cases reverts to the original text as noted in Hesronot HaSha’s,
also uses the word w. This latter fact is an indication that the word " is likely a
misprint recorded by the editor of Hesronot HaSha’s.

18l prosronot HaSha’’s, 47.
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crowd.” Though the latter phrase is more ambiguous, the overall content of the passage

indicates that that this group was comprised of both Jews and gentiles, and the intended

target was indeed one of the non-Jewish members.

The Gemara records a discussion concerning the prohibition of reading verses from Song of’
Songs at secular events and occasions.'®® The Gemara imagines that the Torah might
respond to such an offence by saying, “Master of the Universe, your sons have made me
like a Iyre upon which om3 /0785 play.”'®® Here, the Vilna editors replaced the original
word, 0", with a more anonymous reference, o°x? (Jetzim), meaning “scoffers.”'®* Thus,
the lyre changes from the hands of goyim to the hands of those who would mock Scripture.

The intent is still the same, that is, referring to Christians, but the new word gives the Jews
a level of deniability.

The next two texts that were altered originally contained a derivative of the root Taw. The
first of these textual modifications involves changing the word avmwn, “those who force
others to apostasy,” to the phrase p°va o™w0 (kofrim b’igar), “those who deny the
principals of [the Jewish] faith,” as it appears in the Vilna text on folio 37a.'®° Though the
original word differs from its predecessor in that it implies heretics who force others to do
the same, the difference in the words seems to be based more on the choices of a
synonymous word than an intent to alter the meaning of the text. Though Hesronot

HaSha"’s indicates that an entire entry to the Tosafot’s commentary was removed from the

182 Sanhedrin, 100a.

183 Ibid.

184 The textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha s, 49.
135 Tbid., 44.
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text on folio 72b,'* the only current difference involves the last half of the note. The

comment is based on the phrase, “He is an Israelite; he is a member of the covenant.” The

187 member of the covenant, . . .

Tosafot then comments, “He is an Israelite and not a gentile
who were not elevated.” The ellipsis represents the differences in the text. Hesronot
HaSha"s reports that the Tosafot originally said, “And he was not a heretic forced to
convert to heathenism by those who incite others to oppose Jewish law,”®® while the Vilna
text currently states, “And he did not convert to an idolater, those who convert others to
idolatry and were inciters. . . .”'*® Though the message is ultimately the same, the initial

text is a bit more forceful in nature.

The final reference belonging to this group'” is an example of the censorship of sexual

19t was removed from

content. According to Hesronot HaSha’s, the word 10X (amato)
Rashi’s commentary on folio 103b. The Vilna editors inserted the word 91 (guf0)'*? in its
place. What is interesting to note here is that the censorship only occurs in Rashi’s

commentary to the text, but not in the Gemara itself, where the word 1n»X remains in tact.

It is puzzling that the Gemara is permitted to speak of the penis while Rashi is not.

186 Hesronot HaSha s, 46.

187 Hesronot HaSha s notes a difference here between the words *1 and *m>. Refer to
Group B above.

188 Trans., 1™ TOYDDT TN K.
189 Trans., 77112 171 2°2913 NTAYY TMAMT 0700 NTAYY MM X

'% For more examples of censorship in this group, see Sanhedrin, 66a, and Rashi’s
commentary in ibid., 103b.

191 Trans-, (.chis penis.”
192 Trans., “his body.”
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Conclusion

It is fairly clear that many of the texts that were originally cut out of the Talmud through
various acts of censorship found their way back into more recent versions of the text in
some modified form. Apparently, what was once removed because it was considered
offensive or polemic, was eventually changed, most often semantically and by means of
words that were considered less objectionable by the censorship authorities, and was
returned to its original place. In most of these cases, the original meaning of the text was

restored, though it was often through the use of euphemisms, word plays, or by other

linguistic means, such as synonyms,




CHAPTER 4

COMPLETE RESTORATION OF THE ORIGINAL TEXT

This chapter will illustrate and outline those portions of the text from the Babylonian
Talmud, Tractate Sanhedrin, which censors supposedly removed or modified in one form
or another from their original, pre-censored structure, but have been completely restored to
their original form in the Vilna edition of the Babylonian Talmud. Each of these portions
of the text will be reproduced in Hebrew, translated, and placed into the overall textual
context according to where the Hesronot HaSha”s indicates they should have been
removed. Where appropriate, these texts will be placed into a group with other texts that
seem to follow a similar pattern or resemblance in terms of the content and context of the
passages. Each text or group, thereof, will be evaluated in terms of why censors originalty
chose to remove or change it or them from the original text, what prompted the initiai
removal or change, and why the editors of the Vilna edition chose to reinstate the original
text into their version of the Talmud. It is not necessary to evaluate each textual reference
in every group, and therefore a few exemplary texts will be selected in order to demonstrate
the pattern and evaluate the group as a whole. The other texts recorded in Hesronot

HaSha s will be listed in the notes.
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Group 44 — Power of the 11 M

The first two texts involve the discretionary power of the Bet Din'"

to deal out physical
punishments and death sentences, even when this penalty for a particular crime is not
prescribed through Torah Law. It is likely that Christian censors, who did not want the
Jewish courts to encompass this level of power, originally mandated the removal of these
references from the Talmud. Though the jurisdiction of Jewish law only applies to the
Jews themselves, a local government would still have to grant the Jewish court the
authority to use this power. It is highly unlikely that any Christian government would be
willing to do so, and thus, the portions of the Talmud dealing with this subject matter, were
censored. By the time these segments of text were reinserted, the Sanhedrin was long gone
and no longer seen as a threat to local government. These texts, in all likelihood, were

viewed as historical, and their subject matter was not something that could occur under the

conditions of the time, and thus, they were not relevant.

On folio 46a, a discussion between two Rabbis yields the following statement, “I heard that
the Bet Din may flog and punish offenders who are not liable to receive such punishments

as prescribed by Torah Law.” The phrase that was removed, Twnwn o0 72w,

clearly
points to the power of the Jewish courts to inflict these punishments. Rashi’s commentary
clarifies what is meant by these punishments. He states, “[The judges of the Bet Din) are
permitted to inflict lashes and hand out punishments of death that are not from the Torah.”

Though the punishment aspect of the sentence was not among the words removed by

193 37 o, trans., “court of law,” usually referring to the Jewish Court of Law, also known
as the Sanhedrin.

19 Trans., “that the Bet Din may flog and punish;” Hesronot HaSha''s, 45.
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195 the reference to the Bet Din was purged, thus

censors from Rashi’s comments,

eradicating their power to impose these decrees.

With regards to the punishment for the transgression of idolatry, the Talmud states that the
Bet Din of Israel would execute a Jewish offender.'®® Though this might be an offense that
non-Jews also are forbidden from practicing, Rashi makes it clear that the non-Jew
offender is not executed for the violation of this law as a Jew would be.'”” Perhaps this
clarification is the reason for the text’s reinsertion, though the issue of the power of the

Jewish court is still evident.

Group 4B — 9%vo» " — The “Enemies” of Israel

Though Group 4B might serve as a footnote to Group 3F, where the Vilna editors changed

198

the word DR to owwm, it is presented here as its own group because o°R1W was not

changed in several instances where Hesronot HaSha”s indicates that censorship did

occur.'” As discussed above, both Y% *xnw and Yxw° "vw serve as euphemisms for

apostate Jews, though the former might be easily confused with those outside of the Jewish
community who were enemies or haters of the Jews. Regardless, the explanation for the |

reinsertion of this phrase is most likely due to its ambiguity. For example, in reference to

'9'; 1511)’.15 M2 72w, trans., “that the Bet Din was permitted to do” (Hesronot HaSha s,

1% Sanhedrin, 57a; The portion of the text that was censored, pon X, trans., “Israel
that executed,” makes it clear that this was the court of Israel that decreed this sentence
and not another court; the textual difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha''s, 45.

197 Steinsaltz, 18:105.
198 For a full discussion on this textual difference, see Group 3F above.

19 For other examples of censorship falling in this group, see Sanhedrin, 93a; Rashi’s
commentary in ibid., 94a; ibid., 96a.
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the people that God spared in his fury during the days of Balaam,’® the phrase onrw

oX W is employed. Hesronot HaSha”s indicates that censorship occurred with regard to

the word onxaw,”®! yet, the word remains in the current Vilna text.

Group 4C - xw»
These texts concern elitist statements about Israelites®®” with regards to their relationship to
non-Jews.””® In each of these texts, the word X was removed>® because it gave the
impression that Jews were viewed in higher regard than non-Jews both in the eyes of other
Jews and in the eyes of God. For example, when questioning a witness to a murder, the
standard questions posed concern the identity of the victim and whether he was a 2% or a
non-Jew.?”> The issue that Christians most likely took with regards to this line of
questioning, leading to the censorship of these words, is that the conviction and subsequent
punishment for the crime of murder should not depend upon the religious identity of the
victim. Rather, the outcome should be the same whether or not the victim was a Jew or
not. This is not the original meaning of the text which implies that the punishment for
killing a Jew is much more severe than killing a non-Jew. The reason for the reinsertion of
these texts follows the same reasoning stated above for Group 4A, that is, the Jewish Court

no longer has a power base to try and sentence Jews as they once did.

200 Sanhedrin, 105b.
20! Hesronot HaSha''s , 50.
202 wye~ur, trans., “Israclite,” is a Jew.

203
For other examples of censorshi falhng in this group, see Sanhedrin, 37a; ibid., 72b;
Rashi’s commentary in ibid., 74a; ’s commengt;ry gn ibid., 92a.

2% In some of the censored portions addition words were removed in addition to YR,

205 Sanhedrm, 40b In addition to Y8, Hesronot HaSha”s notes a difference in the
La guag e for “non-Jew.” Refer to the discussion for Group 3A above. (Hesronot
a s,
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Along these same lines, all references to the word Y7 on folio 79a originally came

under the hand of censorship. As discussed above under Group 3I, this text involves a
discussion in the Gemara concerning a Jew who murders another person. Most notable is
the situation where a Jew throws a stone into a group of Jews and non-Jews. If he intends
to kill a non-Jew, but he strikes down a Jew by accident, then he is not liable for a death
sentence. Just as each reference to “non-Jew” was originally censored, so too were the
references to “Jew.”?% Once again, according to the secular censors, it should not matter

whether or not the victim was a Jew or not. The crime committed still is murder.

Group 4D — Israel Strikes Back
As discussed above,??” a Jew is not responsible to rescue a non-Jew from danger unless the
Jew transgresses a commandment through the act of not rescuing the non-Jew.””® The
notes to the Soncino publication of the Talmud put this view in perspective:
Not a few of these harsh utterances were the natural resuit of Jewish
persecution by the Romans, and must be understood in that light. In actual
practice, these dicta were certainly never acted upon, and it is significant
that a commission of Roman officers, after investigating Jewish law in its
relation to Gentiles, took exception only to two laws, one relating to the

damage done by a goring ox, and the other permitting a Jew the use of
property stolen from a Gentile. Rabbi Gam{[a]liel repealed this latter law.2%°

This is the most probable rationale for why the words that came under censorship here were

later restored. So, in the case of a janow »x1w°,>'° the robbery of a non-Jewish victim, the

206 Hosronot HaSha’s, 47.
%7 See the discussion for Group 3B.
208 sanhedrin, 57a.

2971 Epstien, ed., Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Sanhedrin, Hebrew-English Edition, trans.
and ed. H. Freedman and Jacob Shachter, (London: Soncino Press, 1969), 57a;.

210 Trans., “Israelite who happened upon.”

e
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Gemara states that the Jew is not obligated to do anything. In actuality, this was not the

case since it was viewed as material inserted to serve as a backlash to Jewish persecutions

under the hands of the Romans, and the law was never upheld.

Group 4E — The Gentile in the Jewish World
It would seem that Jews were very protective of their traditions and created laws
prohibiting non-Jews from engaging in Jewish practice. It is unlikely that Jews were ever
able to prosecute offenders of these laws, unless they were apostates that wished to remain
connected to the Jewish community. Jews did, however, feel a strong sense of ownership
where their practices were concerned, and they maintained a desire to remain a distinct

group of people.

With fegards to cases concerning non-Jewish observance of the Sabbath and the study of
Torah, the Gemara issues the same penalty for both: they were liable for an (mitah).2"!
Though, in all likelihood, the Bet Din could not carry out this sentence on non-Jews, the
manifestation of these laws in the Talmud gives credence to the protective nature that Jews
attributed to their tradition and practices. The reason for the initial censorship of these
texts is obvious. It involves Jews issuing death sentences on non-Jews. Their subsequent
reinsertion is based on the reasoning above, that is, the implausibility that Jews could ever

put these laws into effect.

2l Trans., “death,” as in the case of a death sentence or execution; Sanhedrin, 58b; the
ruling with regard to a mandated death sentence for a non-Jew who engages in the stud
of Torah is later overturned. (Ibid., 59a); Hesronot HaSha s records that censorship too
place with regard to the word 7inn in both of these passages and the Tosafot’s
commentary on folio 5%b (Hesronot HaSha’'s, 45.)
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Laws involving intimate relations with non-Jews came under the same level of scrutiny.

For example, the Gemara states, “[A Jewish man] who cohabits with an N (aramit),>'? a

zealous person may kill him.”?"* According to Jewish law, a child born to a non-Jewish
mother would not be Jewish. Thus, it is likely that this law was decreed in order to
dissuade any Jewish man from generating children that could potentially return for an
illegitimate claim to their father’s inheritance. Regardless, the word n" R was restored to
the text because it has no meaning at face value and thus maintains a high level of

deniability.

Group 4F — o'sm — Heretics and Informers
As discussed earlier,2' the term o°r» appears throughout the Gemara as a label for heretics
and heretical actions. Hesronot HaSha’s records multiple instances of censorship
concerning this word, which has come to serve as a euphemism for Christians. This
underlying meaning is the most likely reason for the initial removal of the word. In several
instances, the word was restored, and this is probably due to the content of the passage in
which it is used. For example, the Gemara states, “Addam HaRishon*'> was a 10.”%'¢ The

meaning behind this statement is that by disobeying God’s command, Adam, akin to a

217 218

heretic, rejected God’s divine authority.”’ Another example”’" of this reinsertion occurs

22 Trans., “Aramean woman,” a euphemism for a non-Jewish woman; the textual
difference is noted in Hesronot HaSha s, 47; for another example of censorship falling in
this group, see Sanhedrin, 57b. *

213 Sanhedrin, 81b.

214 See Chapter 2, Remarks Against Roman Leadership and Christians.

215 Trans., “the first man.”

218 Sanhedrin, 38b; the omission of 1% is noted in Hesronot HaSha”’s, 44.

217 Herford, 198-199.

2'335‘81' other examples of censorship falling in this group, see Sanhedrin, 37a; ibid., 39a-
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during the description of the conditions of the world that will precede the Messiah. The

Gemara declares on folio 97a:

It was taught in a Baraita: Rabbi Nehemyah says, “In the generation
when the son of David will come, insolence will increase, honor will
dwindle, the vine will produce its fruit yet wine will be expensive, the entire
kingdom will turn to heresy,”'® and there will be no rebuke.” . . . It supports

Rabbi Yitzhakh; for Rabbi Yitzhakh said, “The son of David will not come
until the entire kingdom turns to heresy.”°

As previously discussed,”?' maY» is a euphemism for the ruling government, or in this case,
the entire population within the government’s jurisdiction, Therefore, the message here
involves the idea that when the general population turns to heresy, the Messiah will come.
The underlying implication points to Christians, yet the overt message is not necessarily

offensive to anyone.

Group 4G — nma%n — “The Government”
Noting one case of censorship involving the word m3%» in the previous group, Hesronot
HaSha"s records several more instances of censorship involving this word, as well as
others that refer to the ruling government, be it Rome or Greece. Whereas many of these

222 it is clear that some of these references were

references were completely omitted
reinstated according to the way they originally appeared in the text because they utilize the
terms in an imaginary sense, or as a geographical or an historical reference. Some of the

references to Mo, like those on folio 97a, speak of possible situations, and thus are not

219 The omission of the words mam> mabna, trans., “the kingdom to heresy,” is noted in
Hesronot HaSha''s, 48.

220 1pid.

2 'C%ge tthezabove discussion under Remarks Against Roman Leadership and Christians in
pter 2.




69
based upon current conditions. Therefore, these references can be interpreted as not

being a direct offense to any one particular government. The same can be said for the
references to n1aYn on folio 98a. An additional occurrence of censorship on the same
folio refers directly to "m,** though the reference uses Rome as an indicator for a
particular location, and thus it cannot be understood as being offensive. The same line of

224 on folio 46a, where the

thinking applies to a reference concerning the o1 (yevanim)
Gemara states, “It was during the time of the Greeks. . . .” The final instance of
censorship associated with this group involves the use of the term 70°2.2*° This term is
reinstated within a conversation between the Roman Emperor and Gamaliel II, where
most of these references to the Emperor were changed to 1913.2%° Perhaps this reference
was reinserted because the ensuing discussion does not actually involve Gamaliel; rather,

the Emperor’s daughter steps in and answers his question. Due to her involvement, it

becomes a family matter and elevates the status of their own kin.

Group 4H — n1 12 — Noahides
The Noahide Laws are those ordinances that God gave to Noah in the creation of their

covenant following the flood.”*” The observance of the Noahide Laws is compulsory for

222 1bid.

223 Trans., “Rome”™; the omission is noted in Hesronot HaSha s, 49.
224 Trans., “Greeks”; the omission is noted in Hesronot HaSha'’s, 45.
225 Sanhedrin, 90b.

226 See the above discussion under Group 31 in Chapter 3.

227 Gen. 9:1-17; the seven Noahide Laws are: a) not to deny God (i.e. idolatry), b) not to
blaspheme God, c¢) not to murder, d) not to engage in incestuous, adulterous, bestial, or
homosexual relationships, ) not to steal, f) not to eat a limb torn from a living animal,
and g) to set up courts to ensure obedience to the other six laws. “Judaism regards any
non-Jew who keeps these laws as a n%hteops person who is guaranteed a place in the
World to Come.” (Rabbi Josegh Telushkin, Jewish Literacy [New York: William
Morrow and Company, 1991], 509.)




70
all of humanity, because Noah represented the entire human race when he entered into his

covenant with God. Subsequently, Abraham and Moses entered into covenants with God
securing a higher level of standards for the Jews. Therefore, the Jews not only abide by the
Noahide Laws, but they are liable to an additional set of laws, setting them apart from the
rest of humanity. Finally, the term n2 *12 (bene noah)™® refers to all of humanity other than

the Jews.

Hesronot HaSha"s indicates several passages where the term m1 %13 incurred censorship.2?’

In each one of these passages, the general sense is that Noahides do not live up to the
standards of Jews, thus implying that Jews are superior to all other people. For example, in
Rashi’s commentary on folio 59a, Rashi states that “the Noahides are cruel,” and because
of this, when they conquer another nation they are not permitted to take beautiful captives
since they are not to be trusted in terms of their treatment. It is not difficult to imagine,
then, why these references were originally removed from the Talmud. Their subsequent
reinsertion might be based on the fact that Christians believe that they indeed do live by a

new covenant, and therefore no longer are considered to be merely Noahides.

Group 41 — v — Edom

230

D17X (edom),”" a Biblical name that can be traced back to Esau, is a euphemism employed

to refer to the Roman Empire by the Talmudists who subsequently applied every verse

228 Trans., “Noahides.”

? For exan%ples of censorship with regards to m "1, see Rashi’s commentary in
Sanhedrin, 59a; Tosafot in ibid., 63b; Rashi’s commentary in ibid., 75a.

2% Trans., “Edom,” referring to the Edomite Kingdom (Seir) as mentioned throughout the
Hebrew Bible. The Edomites were descendent from Esau. (Harper’s Bible Dictionary,
1985 ed., s.v. “Edom;” ibid., “Edomites.”)
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from the Bible that makes references to Edom or Esau to the Romans.?

' Hesronot

HaSha"'s notes two instances that the word ovix came under stroke of censorship,?
presumably because the inference of both of these passages portrays Rome, and thus
Christians, as a negative force. The reason behind the ensuing reinsertions of the word D18
is not entirely clear. It is possible that the texts were restored because these particular
references are rather ambiguous; neither one is particularly offensive. The reference on
folio 12a is in the context of a Biblical scene, and thus the reference truly can be applied to
the original Edomites. Similarly, Rashi’s commentary to the Gemara on folio 97b refers to
three periods of Jewish exile: Egypt, Babylonia, and Edom. This last exilic period, Rashi
explains, is supposed to last three times as long as the first two, roughly 2000 years, which
turns out to be a rather prophetic statement since the Jews returned to sovereignty in Israel

in 1948.

Group 4J — 02 — Idols
The word o3 (tzelem) is recorded as having been censored in several places.”* It would
seem that these instances involve the hand of Jewish censors, as the word D%%, in these
cases, is generally employed as referring to Jewish acts of idolatry. For example, the
Gemara recounts the story of those Jews who bowed down to idois during the days of
Nebuchadnezzar.”** God eventually condemned these “enemies of Israel” when Hanahyah,
Mishael, and Azaryah emerged from the fiery furnace. The subsequent reinsertion of the

word 12X can therefore be explained through the rationale that Jews recognized the realities

231 Soncino, 12a.

22 Hesronot HaSha''s, 43, 49; censored editions record the word *n R, “Aramean,” as
being used in place of mx (ibid.)

233 rrosronot HaSha''s, 48-49.
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of their own history, and these are stories from which to learn. Here, censorship can only

mean denial. Rather, later editions of the Talmud included these references to Jewish
idolatry because they illustrated that these actions will not go unpunished, thus serving as

an example for Jewish piousness and devotion to God.

Group 4K — Other Restorations
A handful of other examples of textual restoration exist that do not fit into the above
categories as listed. One of these is merely a phrase that was removed from Rashi’s
commentary, but the text from which it was taken in the Gemara was left unedited.***
Thus, its subsequent reinsertion is expected. Another word that was completely restored is
the word M on folio 105a.2%¢ It is used repeatedly in the Gemara to refer to those “other
nations” of the world besides Israel that forgot their obligation to God as prescribed by the
Noahide Laws. It would seem that the word " is used here in place of any of the other
synonyms described above due to the fact that the reference is specifically to other
“nations,” a fairly literal meaning of this word. A third remission involves the phrase 1an
oM (vayibbaneh vayippol),™” which is repeated twice in succession.?® Upon further
review of the story, the censors must have realized their error that this phrase was supposed
to be repeated, since the story involves the three-time rise and fall of a certain city. By

deleting one reference to the phrase, censors cut out one of these instances.”

234 Sanhedrin, 92b-93a.

235 Hesronot HaSha s, 49.

236 Tbid.

257 Trans., “and will be fre-] built and will fall.”
238 Sanhedrin, 98a.

29 Hosronot HaSha'’s, 49.
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The final two instances of repealed censorship involve slander to individual enemies to the

people of Israel. It is not clear why the word v was reinserted with regards to Balaam on
folio 105b. The reference refers to God’s anger at the Jews during the days of the “wicked
Balaam.” Perhaps it is because this account describes God’s fury towards the Jews during
the time of the Biblical Balaam that the negative adjective defining Balaam was replaced.
Though the undertone can be interpreted as referring to Rome or Christians, the overt
meaning is fairly direct. Likewise, the Gemara recounts Baladan, the King of Babylonia
during the days of Hezekiah, illustrating his appearance as one “whose face turned into that
of a dog’s.”® The explicit offensiveness ascribed to this statement is undeniable,2*' but
the person about whom it is stated has no connection to the Romans or the Christians.

Thus, it is easy to imagine why this instance of censorship®*? was later recalled.

Conclusion
From the information gathered through the examination of these passages, several general
reasons can be stated for why these instances of censorship were later repealed, returning
the text to its original form. First of all, history plays a large role in the way that people
read these texts. Many of these passages deal with actual historical events or those stories
that are recounted in the Bible. It makes no sense to edit the Talmudic references to these
passages that one might look up elsewhere and discover the truth. In addition, changing

times led to changing conditions making references to certain issues irrelevant. Second,

240 Sanhedrin, 96a.

! Ginzberg explains, “This is a reminiscence of Merodach [Baladan son of Baladan] as
sun god. Baladan's dog-face is very likely a Jewish ‘explanation’ of the dogs seen on the
Assyrian-Babylonian monuments in the company of Merodach.” (Louis Ginzberg, The
Legends of the Jews {CD-ROM} [Chicago: Davka Corporation, 1998], 6:9, note 82.)

222 Hesronot HaSha’’s, 48.
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statements that have no historical base, that is, passages of text that allude to imagined

scenarios, are not nearly as offensive as those based in reality. Therefore, several of these
statements were reinserted. The third reason concerns instances involving the use of
ambiguous language and unspecified references. If the passage is slanderous to no one in
particular, then there is no real point in censoring the language. Fourth, there is little harm
done by reinserting words that have no contemporary meaning or relevance. The last
reason for restoring censored passages is simply due to the fact that the censors made a

mistake and edited parts of the text that never should have been edited in the first place.
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