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INTRODUGRION

What 1» the nature of the bargunist’ # hwm&%mamm @f
ﬁh@ ‘biblieal statenents whioh aseribe bo God physisal
One i btempted te
&n&w@r %m@ @mamt&@m with &m&%ﬁ&? qm@&%i@ma &rﬁﬁm m@%@
than one thousand years, is nob the tapgunmic m@&&@a in
this @g@& slear %o the biblisal scholay, at least? The

amﬂ &m&%inm&i &t&r&bu%&a of man?

&mﬁ@&r7iﬁg,ﬁ@1 Indeed, there are two oonfusiens whieh
begloud the basle issue whether the tergunist peally
avolds %&ﬁwwﬁu@iﬁg l&%wwailg the snvhropomorphis and
anthropopathle refersnoes to God. |

The first of these sonfusgions &ﬁ‘bﬁ&ﬁghﬁ abeut by
the lack of any olesr-out dlstinotion between the
tapgunie trostment of God {end Ged's neme /) } en the
one hand, snd God's attributes {anthropomorphic and
anthrepopathie) on the obhepr. Roberts, in his discussion
of the nature of the Targunin, olesrly stabtes the tweo
separate problens, "There is, for @mam@&§, a universsl
tendency @aiﬁvwmﬁ all direct referense to the Ineffable
Hame, ALl Targumim do not resolve their verious a1ffioule
ties in the same way, bub they all invamia%iy aveld the
direct mention of the name of God., Himilarly anbhropo-
worehisme and anthropepathisns ayve ususlly paﬁ&pﬁy&awﬁ.ug.“:
Others, however, mseenm to run the two bogether, so that



2
hypostasin ls regarded as & form of snbhropomorphism,

Even Stenning, who lists "expedients’ &ﬁ@@ﬁ@ﬁ to olarify
f@@;ﬁh@‘ﬁmi@ﬁMﬁwﬁ Hthe primitive representations of God
in the 03d Testement, and espesially the amthropomorphie
'figawﬁg applied %o Him," hardly ﬁ&a@&memﬁh@w‘%ﬁﬁﬁwwm
@h@-ﬁﬂ@ryﬁ@m%MWW%a The "expedients" are listed togethey
snd inelude: "(s) the insertion of 'Word' op ‘Mempa'

{ h)»'N}; ‘Glory® { (o)) or 'Presonce’ (&h@h&m&;/Llae}

when God 1e deseribed es ocoming lnto relation with mang "
and "(4) parts of the bedy, hande, arme, eyes, fage spe
rendered by ‘might', 'wresense’, 'mempa', e.g. 'hide
the fage', L.15, 8,17, B4.8, 57.17, 59,2, 64.6, by 've-
move the presenge’.” |

Juat as hypostasis is sowetimes ingluded under the
genorsl term snthropomorphism, so is anthropopabhien
also subsumed, perhaps to & grester extemt. That iz to
BEY ; @ﬁﬁhﬁéy@y&%ﬁi@mﬁ* a8 gueh, will net @%@m'@@ mention~
| ad ape
m@w@hiammu the term teell will be generalized as well.
Thet such commente as "thers is & marked tendensy to |

aiﬁiﬂﬁimy because in generalising about anthiropo-

avold &mﬁhpaymm@mmh&ﬁmmwﬁ or "enxious 8b sny eost to )
remove the snthropomerphism of earlisr Hebpew ﬁﬁii&iﬁﬁ“i
are &ﬁ%ﬁ&ily mesnt to inslude anthpopopsthlism ie more
then amply demonstrated by the frequent use of the

#ingle term anthropowerphism in Louis Ginzberg's article,




%Tl'?d

7
"anthroponorphisn and Anthropopathilem.®

whaﬁ then of the originsl gquestion? IHven where
there has been no lunplng of the two gabegories indo a
- single ome, there is no definitive answer. Roberis,
who ﬁﬁﬁg_&iﬁ%xmﬁmﬁﬁh bebween enthrepomorphism a@ﬁ'anﬁ
thropopathism, indleates that beth are Tasually parss
phrased,” Bub Werblowsky, who would comeur on the
point of anthroponerphisem, 18 quite poinked in his
comment on snbhropopathlem "18 oppesed ho thaﬁ, Oikelon

&

dovs nob p@y too nueh adbention to anthropopathism and
he %?&ﬁﬂlﬂ%@ﬁ expresnions suoh as n/mJe‘hﬁﬁa‘,,bagau
*z@v%' f? /:)n tanger', 0404, withﬁuﬁ ohange.”

When, however, we defer bo the bulk of seholarly

@mmm%ﬁuitwﬁiaﬁ makes out of anbhropomorphism a gﬁﬁﬁr&m

Boru, thewe ig an apporent sonsensus that the PaPEun

ayoids anthropemerphism,  @&$& is so, despite the fand
that as early ae 1830 Lusszatbe had poimbed out bhet
Youkelos did not aveid all anbhropemorphlsm, émly thone
whioh might demesn...bhe honer of the Greater in the
ayes of the y@@@la* l@ insbere's @@iﬁ&@m that there &a
'“m@ flized rule fop %hﬁ avoidense @ﬁ”l anthropomorphi s
and anthropepathlsns or the favored wﬁ@w@mm&aﬂ that
%naﬁw is & “%wmﬂw&&yx».&@ soften or remove anbthroponorphe
&a-@xgﬁaaaiwnﬁﬂ does not alber the consensug. ﬁﬁay



merely tend to sonflrm that the whole subject is laoking
nethodical investigation, and that generalizations have
beon adophed even ap & part ol scholarly langusge on
the mubjeeb.

The present study is an atbempt to contribute in
some small memsure %o the proper understending of the
Targun. Hypostasis is not within the province of bthis
nthpopopathlsne are

aagay., Only suthropomorphiswe and e
digeussed -« and only those of Isaleah 1-39. Only when
teken bogether with simller researches on other Boaks will
it be possible to answer the gqueeblion: How dves the
bargunist tread the anthropoumorphie snd anthropopsthis
relereneen o Gud?

A finsl word iﬁ.ﬁ@@@ﬁm&my about the Hebrew and
Avemsds texts employed., The eonsonantel Avemsis bexs
is thal of the British Museum Ors 2811 as 1% esppesrs
in Je ¥ %%ﬁmﬁ&&%*a,ggﬁ,xggﬁm@  Isaleh. Sublinear
punstuatlon, however, has been employed snd follows
glosely that of the Paprdes veprint of the 1861 Warssw
edition of the Mikraob Gedoleb. The peinbed Hebrew text
is also that of the Mikraos Gedolob.
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L« Bleddyn J« Roberts, The 01d Tes
%g»w@¢;a (Cardlff, U. of Wales Fress,

By So, Loulme P. Smith, "The @W@@h@&&a w&wgmm a8
guide and  Defence for the ﬁiﬁh@r Gritie,” JBL, 52 (1933),
De 1&4‘ Y"mome chenges are purely veliglous 1n purpose.
Mvoldange of ﬁn@hy@pamﬁw@h%am; The subsbtitutiown of
YPear of God' or "word of Uod xmv Yahweh or God la too
well known to need 1llusivetion,®

E# if » e %ﬁmﬁmg T 9 4 M
Glerendon Press, 1949) 5, wilr -

Uy See belovw.

Be W O, B Oesterley, Digtlonery of &k
§am@a aa@%&m%m {mﬁin%wyah* e ond Ty C
Miapgaas . 89381

Gy ¥ * O Burkibtt, @ :

Oheyne (N, Y., Meemillon Goc  1000)

?ﬁ?%&%ﬁﬁ o ami BORG, The m%& of the
amﬁﬁya@@m@r@hiﬁm” i slgnifioant.

Te . Ieowuis %&mﬁ%@wg & ]
and Wagnalls, 1916 s T, 7 omgyphism end
Anthropopethism,’ p, ﬁﬂ%ﬁ. Amwhﬁﬁﬁ @ Bepbusgind,
and latey the w@r%ﬁmxm Onkelos sad Yerushalmi, to the
Frophete avold anthropomerphisme and anthropopathilsns,
whenever the Biblieal expressions seenm such, no fixed
rale for the svoldange of these phrases gsn be shown

o have existed, o the sume Targum sonehimes rendere an
ém@nv@pa%@wghiam literally, snd again, in snother plasce,
- guite freely M

of, alma G. Mensching, Die R 7Y e
2\ , (wﬁbmwgam do Uy | Ay a5 } vols Ty

! ﬁn B Aﬁ&hw@@wmmr@mi&muﬁ, Pe Aﬁﬁ, Wan muss
xw&&whmm ammam phyﬁia&@u und einem peychlsohen A.
untersoheiden.”

B Nedther Werblowsky nor otheprs make mueh distinebion
between Onkelos and Jonsthen, at least fa regard ho ape
thiopomorphisme or mmxmw#y&@ﬁgh&ﬁmﬁy Ofvy GeBey We O He
Costoriey, gl Pis with the ?%r@ﬁma BOn~

orally, 80 e Ehad of %ﬁm@iaa, there ip & marked

'aallﬁﬁtivﬁ farm
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Freen, 1019) :;a 1 ens Wdenoy, m mw s m
: %Exw ’Mmmm b xz& @“&m &mﬁhwwmmﬂ@ma erpressions
with mmmmg o God. M :
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fku /J’ie ‘

JS7¢ s "eary" woferring to men, appears 10 times in
Isedah 1-39. The bargumist presenbs & consistent method
of dealing with these osourpenges. In nine of $he 10
instances, the exsot Avemsie equivalent /2 4 ome
ployed (5.94 6.10 twiee; 11,3 22,045 30.815 32.35 33.15;
and 35.8)s Two of the nine demand eur partisulap
ﬁ%@ﬁ%mg BaBy PY) PN [ - PIC Al1 p "r/"’,f Lyl

) p . * 1 . {_\
Valoape ﬁ s B0d 22,14, ‘J\”(r‘)ﬂ YA J(hA D4 ¢t/
¢ 7 T - h réy r g I \7"7-}-,?(“‘..

‘

)2 Z ;f'?? 7”?‘?1,3 -plc « In both these verses, & cursery
examinabion of the text might lead one %o belleve that

the o/J(lc of God upe referred te. But the vosalisabion
and the Yrep help to indieste othevwise. And the
torguniet mekes cevbain that we ape avers dhat 4% is the

prophet's ears which ave meamby 5.9, JP7/CO [C20 D
pa ik rie s P Al paN g KG PO 7D P 1l
/ o T 'r/r; /' t -l = o,
LB «/?xf;( /"{ug% "Ihe prophet said, With mine esys 4id I
hesr when this was degrsed from before the Lord of Hosbs,
furely many houses shell become desslate,..” The seme
Lutradustion, YuR Ly PR (P dwie, 46 employed
in the Targum bo 22,14, |

It 18 interesting te note thet in the tenth instance
ot / /¢ in relation to man, the Aramele equivalent
is not found, In 36.11, Pr) Ufld i abne 239 f@’// o _f/



kﬂff?w~bﬁwrr legnr Lf;w\; ®erennd spesk not with us in
The @uﬁman langunge hawmr@ the people...,” the ﬁ&wgum&&ﬁ
reveals an interpretive ﬁiamr‘ It i @%ﬂimmg o him that
hn$ neaning of 4l is more of the order of “wiﬁhin
%mrﬁh@% of" than "in the ears of,* and he ﬁimﬁa the usuage
of the F%ﬁ?@ﬂi%i@&; pgy)g suitable. '

The same gannot be sald for the use of ﬁﬁ@ &gggm»
priete form of the prepositleon in the Aremeie hranslatlon
of 3729, ’TJJ‘;:;? ‘A?f 72J:/ch;/ 'N?I)[j N fo ;/uae/(( 7‘,7,(/,
Yand hy raging bhas come up before %@g" Wh&wm the “@awﬁ“
An the Hebrew vefor to Gold. The wse of the prepesition
"before" 18 slearly en svoldanve of the anthropomorphie

T/

referenge Lo God, In :ﬁ‘?;l’f’» lec ,1/,): ;;C)) 1])'{10/1 !"“Q“’
the only ﬁﬁh@w $mm%%m@ﬁvﬁh$r% the @%vﬁ of God are referred

b0, the same aveldsnce of the snthropemorphisa e to be



10

He ’é

There 18 only one instsnes in which ¢ + "buok,”
eppears in all of fselah l-39. In 30.17, Heseoklah thanke
808 for having cast hie sins behind His bagk: a0 re")~~3
“ICCI') FR/(( ')Nc*/ '/ch r‘DZT/r

%h@u didss pub away %11 my sins from before T&@$¢ -

/)J /m/')'p"nc ")lc . “;{*@:@

86, this trenslation might be explained as due to the
drenslastor's desive to aveld the literslism of the
priginal. In the light of the obher elear-out daba,
however, 1t is safer to regawd 1b as 4 dage of anbi-ane

throponerphi e,
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Be Y14

Thepre are four ossurrensea of v/ 2 ¢ "erm," in
Iasish 1-59, two refer to man (9.19; 17.5), two to God
(50,305 33.2). |

In 17.5, the exach equivaelent Y)Y appears for 7774 3
9/\.?/?_: P For’ /1) a’/J)/v P fo/e 2 ”zr);w/..:L
Eﬂ:%iiﬁg howevey, ;§>k' ’7'?S - 79?5 e i E&?aﬁ&w%%wﬁ
rather than tramslated, /(20 D'21)) 97 3K s
"they shall plunder everyoue the goods of his nelghbor,®
But i‘%aiﬁ,ﬂ not unilhely ﬁmg the targumish's texh read

JAY)  er possibly /v .

in both ossurrences of the T/QJ of God, the targumlet
avolds the anthropomoyphlism. In ﬁﬁ.ﬁg *r:zj 1&4?@%&@@%@
by fj')J) %P)W%CFY)J D J)/Pi‘ f)» /C;)Q/;\‘/J) '»).

:m B0.30, ;)m /wJJmJ// {;(, Jvunw;o([ 3«79 i{zm/
”&ﬂ& the ﬁﬁv@ng%h @r the arm of His might shall He vee
veal," the appearanse of Aramele Y27 seenms to indioate,
a% Tirst Elumh, that the tergumlaet is not @@ﬁ@&fﬁ@@vwiﬁh
ﬁh@'%m&h%@@@m@vyhigm. Infesd, Stenning's translation,
Hand ﬁh@.ﬁ%w&mghh of his mighty arm shell he revesl,”
would seem bo aonfirm the targumist's reprodustion of the
amﬁhra@@m@r@aiﬁm; Buk 1% ig elesrly not es. The Taygum
does mot give us God's¥)? § 4b gives us the ¥)D7 of Ged's



¥

lc A 7/»(1 This /) ‘w,o(( of God is such thab mgaww@mw
‘has snthropomorphie ohavascteristles of mw oWns AR
axact mwléal isg rwm% in the very fﬁ.m% mm of bthis

. ﬁ&iﬁ@ ?@?ﬁ@ a



NOLES

Lo Phe e (ﬁﬁﬁﬁmbﬁrﬁ) M%, (oited hy Stenning) and
the Wapsaw sdition of the Mikraot Gedolot read n'q~7?¢g

2. B0, 0uge, ﬁ%@mmimg, @g,,g&&., Pe Xvile

3

4.  The taw;umigﬁ'& uge @ﬁ the fiwa% pergon pronominel
pulffiz is substantiated by the ﬁyw&ma. Talgate, ond
$$V$§%1 Hebrew HES. Ihid, S

B A fTullap ﬂ&awumwi@n a& ﬂkim @@ﬁw@@t iﬁ found
helow &ﬂfﬁhﬂ ﬁamﬁiuai@n to hapter X.

By BBy DONM o An snelysis of Stenning's

%waﬁalﬁtzmn does not féll within the seope of thls
study; bub 4% is nobeworthy %maﬁ in his tronslation

of the first helf of the verse, "And the Lord ah&il
gause the glorious voiloe of h&& Hemrs b0 be heard,"

| ;'” 1s olearly presented ss & charaetoristio of G God's
‘ (n N '/V




e 1

- Of a1l the parts of the hody mentloned in lealsh
1-39, 7/ , "hend," appears the west frequently. In
relation to men, the bargumiet ls faithful in reproducing
Hebrew 7/ by ite Aremale equivalent 7! . Typleal are
such phrases as 7’/ 222 (10.13), referring to the
King of Aghury /- 2! ww;f (2.8), referring to the
idols of “the Housme of ﬁmm*‘ N JM P \[ {1587,
referring to the weakness of men on %m day of the Lopd"
and ‘m;{_ﬁ PIA D i.ﬁj YRY /eDD NTD {20.2), In faot,
ol the Bﬁ M@.{mmmé& of 7! in yelatlon to m«m,z there
ape only three imstances where 7/ L8 not reproduced
Literally.

In 6.6, which refers bo one of the seraphinm /?',o/

DJ\? 1/ [f/w P PO / y Mand in his mouth was @m
ﬁmﬁm,” the m?ﬁgﬁmm m%ww@w freely, but alpo
introduses another pard of the hody {(mouth) for the one
he has delebed (hand). The obvious weaning of )22 g';/
729 ) (B7.27) deals wilh weskness or lack of strength
{af. J.%&M "of smell power") and is sogurately re-
fleated in the Targumt //L) F 'n g% L / ;37"9:{7;’[ .
Hand as for thelr inhabitante, thelr strength was
diminighed.” In the third instence ‘/y?} PIA [eD~ ;) f v

7'7’,
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(10.8), the Targum seems far encugh removed fpom Lhe
Hewbrew text as not even to resognize the use of P31 %
CIQ:» // Fr w?/ S nufP //LFN/"*&M&

mﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁg@ﬁ sent from before Me %@&iﬁﬁ% them with & gurse."

The frequency of the ccsurpense of 7/ and the
various forms of 1te usage have heve been siressed to-
gethor with the faob of its falbthful reproduetion inm
the Avamaic translation. This is to smphasize that
even in such places where one might look for a targumic
papaphrase of the Hebrew -- for the targumlist is not one
who nesesparily avoids the use of pavaphrase -« the
Literal trensletion i virtually alweys found.

fontrant this km@wlmﬁ@@ with an examinetion of the
more then 20 ﬁﬁm@&r%ﬁ@ﬁ% of 9/ in pelation to God
in the ﬁﬁh&mﬂ text end the corvesponding Tergun. In
n&% &»§iﬂ@l$ ingbanee do we have the appseysance of the
Avsmele word P! yeferring to God. The Hebrew is gen-
erally rendered /fpy @rch?u%gi or by & somblnation of
the two.

Ten times in the Hebrew text the 7/ of God is used
in eombination with the root ‘DCQJ t B25 {twleels 9.11,
16,207 10.4; 14,26,27; 2%.11; snd 31.%. VWers one o
| soncentrate solely on this expression, €.g«, /7, QE}
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[ f;;" or C;/ /*?r' ?f'?j/ y one might be tempbed bo
ﬁiw%m& the m:mmm%mmmmm sme a8 soms sordt of
sbylishle patbern of trenslaticn, despite the laok of
sugh mmmmimxm the teansletion of ma 8 7! « The
evidence o the sontyary, however, ls telling. |

The expression, the Dngzy of Ged's 7! , osours
three times. In 5.18, /'7; Strp/ appesrs as 37/
'aau:\ﬂ?v Al Yand the work of His mmﬂém@“ﬁh.* Agadn in 29.83,
we have ‘7 newv /?”[\' /J’l/fc70 o / ’7’0
J)/_J;:) P ?',azn/)/c? /'74,0(( :dlgnrvﬂ ¥ Ugor when ?%m pesn
the mﬁ,ghﬁy mw wmm 1 shall do for his sons.” The
third such expression osours as pavh of the largep
statement /) P! DRres pfy Rt
{19.25)., The haprgumist, ‘Iaémww, is not prepared to
allow God to utber sugh words. His translation reads:
*/u:p/'s; '/,:)47? ﬁp? P"’LE)I'W}I N

- - '
T/Ts ) ‘ ! h

WJ\JCC /f'J)J\f a/wF(/c ¥

!

VO CR NT DA

/:
"Blessed be My people

whom T have broughb fw’m oat of Teypb. Because they

sinned betore Me I have exlled them to &awm&. " The
‘P10 jgfg » Whieh in the Hebrew text is parallel

to ‘N, here besomes God's aet of mending Israel into

the Asgyrlsn exile. Regerdless, e mmm&mhmmmwmm

is gﬁamz«mﬁ in the terguvist’s W}:zm%e%mm off Ny

and his avoldanse of the snthropomerphlsm in the mesond
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part of the statéenment.

In teking these three instancwes of the J)e—m of
Ged's 7’ together, the anbl-snthropomorphism m yeot
more ebriking when we bake note of the literal trense
lation of man's 7/ whemever the expression, the »euy
of man's 7/ , ooours: / Pad AQWF/ /m"“ 'M/rf
{2.8)3 /e P/ ,wyN AIn 35/«3/ PAiw /cw(('/c

»/?“ {A7.8)3 and  PJc- r>f n?’r‘N/ P1 P

cQre (3T419)s

Bimller to this is the cowbinstlon of 7/ with the
rook g 4 « A8 hos been Indiasted, when the 71 of
men is referred to, it i2 reproduced mwﬁmly by the
targumiet. Thus, we find /'?r: ﬁ) v / q;z?w f "IN
D71 (10.32), smd P/ oy [/ "-?{_ 10 Jfc (13.2),
When, however, the 2?2/ of ¢od is meant, the mﬁhw~
pomorphisnm 18 bDlatantly deleted: );u;) /[w /;H }? JJ)/ /
M2 L; nun/,o(p NPN P '/ 5»,’*4%17;&%% He will 14f% up
@m abroke of His might sgainst the Fuphrates' (11.18),
The same 18 cbserved in 19.16, VLYY ngf/,/;'a Jon/
» 4:):9 {u;? IRL IIN e P7 A , e rom Wﬁ'@m &m
11f%ing up of the might of the Lord,"

Bimilarly, in the T sdditional instences where
God's 7! 4m found, no other explanstlon than the
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bargunist's anti-anthroponorphisn can feaslbly amovount

for h&.ﬁ failure o reproduse mwmmy. This in
gapealally 8o in 1.2%, 'R /c// ’J)")‘/O(( J)/)N R Y VA
in ‘1‘;;‘,3‘;1& /,f N Je '\.;V.j?/(c F,O},/ BN J./\ ,,/;,. ﬁa/, l

wﬁ’}'ﬂoé s 804 in 25.1%, / A2 /o ,)/ Cered/f v/
/1’.3) ‘1A DA ?*/;D{;( Ny where, expepl for 7. ,
the Hebrew 48 trenslated by the exmet Arameic equivelent.



ROTES

Lo 1.12 125; 2483 3.6 m; 6,87 10,%,10,13,14,32;
11,8 fw; 13.2,'?; 17.85 19.4; 20,23 22, 18 m; m’s.:tz.i
BB.23 51,78 B3.013 3;555 31 % 15,‘;&% 19,20¢ ,‘?77.1@,&4 Dy
3‘3,3 &1‘%@ ﬁ t

P 1‘% g.m %’25 (W!&wh B.11; Q.M %; 3.@,#4»5
15.11,18; 14, Zm.m,aa; 8% 10y 28,10 51; 26,11
R9.23; 313 ’% o147

B, Using the @Mﬁm AT/ . IEm addition to the
88, elbed by Stenning in suppoft of thls reading, the
mzmm #@M ot alse reads >/ TP .



B /i' ¢ f
A
Thers are B insbtanees of the use of //CF ,

"yongue,” in the text of Xsalsh 1391 3.8; 5.24; 11.153
_5&@41&;, 50273 38443 33,193 and 5.6.  OF thene, T refer
4o the tongue of man -~ opr to theb of inaninmate objects)

only one refers to bhe bongue of God.

In four of the five referenpes to man (28.113 32.43
33,193 ond 35.6), the tergunist employs the exact
dpanele equivalent, /< F + The seme applies %o his
treatmont of "the tongue of the sea,” i< »Dr P>/

P2 fpory piek f ratuy sons /f"fﬂj IRV

iiiﬁlﬁ};

7 %hf&; targumiet's tendenay to parsphrese mﬁ ,mﬁmwm
maﬁmﬁﬁ for the other twe appesrances of ," A f s in
Bahy i /“Q',«TF op For /‘.r"f /18 prborens sian
[Qicay "Thevetore shall they be devoured us the stubble
in -%iw Tire," /}eg » Or ibe equivelent, disappesrs
entirely. In 348, however, /l'ef' 1 en essential park
of the thought conveyed %o uss P£J) f F.r’y'/ P;J/e‘g - D

p) [f)}' - &v/ n{b; PT‘?/Q, / [ /z //',a "?,;Qiif ");!T{c_{ /!L‘)»I\,W@IJ“;J{::/:W}’ ’,?,/F_e ’
"for the spesoh of thelr mouth and the reward of thelr
deeds are revealed before the Lord. " Heve, /}e’ rf ia
mmﬂmmm ag /;‘ﬁ Mo QLN we B WAPranbed mﬂfm’m&mm



in relation to iba parallel, rpo f ["_ YA .

Tt i gmmmwm whether / /’@[ s in 30,27, is
used metaphorieally snd ie not meant to indleste the
physloal tongue of God. Bub the targumist paraphrases
enyvey. Interestingly, the formula here ls not [”N

DINTD m# that would substitubte one anthroponorphis
feature for anobher. He, rather, disoreetly avolds Hhe
m%mammmmm by subshitubing the "word" of Ged:

B il
N g;:‘}c eicad (s /@ f// fe¢ So’/c /r‘r(”/c‘.y D IONN o
e u-‘/ , T ".l “/

21
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Be ¢ 2

Thirbeen times in the text of Isalsh 1-39 do we
find €94, tradibionally rendered "soult® 1.14; 3.9
%»1%; 10.18; 18,45 19,101 26.8,9; 29.8; 38,65 3B8.15, and
1?.” ALL but two of these {1.14 end 5.14) refer %o the
Baoul® of mani and, despite ogsaslonal paraphrastis
renderings indulged in by the argumist -- @.g., /COJ

i F >/ /Jvlf/breafﬁﬂ,”mﬁkmaﬁw*
thelr lives" (15.4); 09 ~f,v(//</ a,g Agad /\J;’-‘/

ne ;)Jf Yand aﬁalimwﬁi waber every men &s he wighed"
(&@.1@} -= & form of the exect Aramele equivalent

is reproduced in esch of the 1l insbances. Hven in
B.14, where the (?'s??( of Bheol, the netherewerld, is
referred to, the exach Aramsle equivelent was smployed.

In the single insbence where the text presenis the
Q‘DJ of God, it is replaved in Tapgum by Ged's ONY 3
'094 ,ﬂhJQ /DD’?YAM/ PJ’@Qh/ /f~9'/7)’

mvw /wm //_3'? o I (3»'114'31 There gan be no doubt

the %mﬁ@wwymm@m$M$% peference to ﬁ@@n
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ROTES

Le In addition, there ls the eupresgion <¢2J) NI
(3.20), rendersd ag "sopselets” (J.P.8.), or "perfuie
boxes" (R.8.V,, BaDoBy)e 3.18-23 presents a list of
jewelry snd the appaprently idiomatis expression o/ a2
is nob ene that should be deslt with here. The hapgumioc
rendering 48 apparently /«vep) » Neappings."



a4

?‘* ) );’ ?.‘.-!

AN, Wupgnth,” ooours twice in Isalsh -39
onge in assosisbion with men (2.22), and onge with Ged
{30.33). There is & marked difference in the nammer in
which the Targua trests the two osourrences.

The hext refers to the >N e".l of man in his nosbril;
the %w@mmm% makes 1% explicit 'ismt:. it 4 the "breath
:af the spirit ef m&:“ BBB, ro'M Y& "H”f ijPJ?
,3{;) ;5? JD DYy, "in whose nﬁammm is @m _’Mwm ‘
of the spirit of life." | , B |

Pub the targumist will not allew Ged to have so
anthropomorphie a chepacberistie: 30.33, n/n' J)N(’J
a')g((, [/),J 9/ _nl)o(ﬁ ﬁr'a((N BL]J ;”)iJ)'? /c")N’N "’}‘m‘g@ l

..\.“

Lopd's word is as a mighby river of ?w&;.mmmi " Onge
agaln we find the /[2N'/Y of fod in plase of some olearly

sndhropomerphie chayasteristlo of the Hebrew texh.



8 (Pryiyd) )l

The word /'*zr‘ (Pryrg)y “eyeln),” osours 22 *b%mm
am the ﬁ@mﬁ of Teaiah L-39 in apsoolation with men.
In 21 ;nﬁtmmg@a, the exact Avamale equivalent, //ﬁqufv .

18 employed.

In contrest, the bargumist's treatment of the

of God ~~ thepe are 5 such instances in Isalah 1-3%
1eA5,185 383 37.1T7¢ end 38.3 -« leaves no doubt that
. nhe aveided enthvopomorphisms. The very first instanos,
118, is & sbriking exsuple of this %wnd%muya ;Lxgxggl
Paﬂ Y /“PY/C P29 ta rendered in the Ammaw

by anfIF pe pepe wuns vaf
//aJA/ Ln_lﬁe "ac rAprbon "and when the prieste
gpread Torth bh@zr hands %@ pray for you, I wilt P
move the face of My presence from you, " Aﬁ&im, & gquiek
reading seems to indicate that the smbhropomorphis /o
hag been inkrodused in place of PrY e But 1% 1s
ﬁ‘i%ﬂy the /';a{_t of God's /c_?_j(??' s and not God's /:@/; ¥
thet is heve palerred to. B
will remove the presence of my Shekineh") is elear on
this point,

orming's translation (VX

There seems to be inversion in %7.,17: Jm.nbsf,aCB

plc)/ j":f: 3\},34 N DD A A) J
/ , P2 Tygn/ / ORI

ﬁ‘



'\rwmc/ A / 2N 2»9 DY ':ue"/ + Mot it be revealed before
Th@w, % Lord, and judgey am& let 1t be heard before Thes,

‘and smgenge Thyself." The mﬁhammmwmmhi g af the
'vwrﬁ@ 18 mede even mopve obvious when we @@ﬁtwmﬁ% 1% with

385 msww /;‘y is used in wm;}ummm wm}m the gane
P00ty )9 , in relabion bo many S ¥ AJOPID
Polre Here, sxeeph for the targumist's homiletie
iﬁ;‘m’ﬁmmaﬁﬁ;ﬁm of the house of Ispael with the biind,
tm Aramaie follows the Hebrew word for words /’Jn"

NOJ er/(P FUQ’ _/\‘/J 't JNNDAT
Ty o) / T o

One other referenos to the °'J'¥ of God commands
gur particuler atbention., In Hezekish's prayer to the
Lord, he reminds Him L) ‘&Y AT A (’?}/ (38.73) .
This is rendered, as one would MWM,J'S%V ? 2P / m?/

ﬁmﬁ%ﬁ@uﬁ anti-anthroponorphic auwm'&mmm ‘E@% one

MS. {in additlion “&ﬁa the Mikraot Gedolot) here resds

- l

/) 1Y D / sy 2/ » In the light of the evidenss of the
‘%.Mgumim’ﬁ treatment of pP'J'Y aloene -- and compounded
by his w@mm of other parts of the body ~- there can
be no doubt that the eriginal reading was here edid ? /2
end that the one manuseript olted by Stenning and the
Wikraot ﬁmmm have sesondayry resdings.

PIp ia alpo the snti-snthropomorphie expedient

26
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adopted in 3.8, f?/la.’;) I A 57 [ / )09/7 /_7((”(.{?5/
Al :.)/3; s "exelting to anger wmm His glery." And

finally, in 1.16, the anthropomerphism is avolded by the

wge of /c’w wWr LY 9’({JN p.)léfo(wv v I)'O"’)/ l??f’/C'

")N'N f 0/—),\/ //Q'Qfaly ,J)ifw,a,
£y -I.'/



£8

HOTES

1o 3el1s 3165 5.15,215 6,5,10(twice); 10,125 1l,33
13.16,18; 17,7; 29.10,18; 30,205 38,33 33.15,17,20f 35.5s
7,233 and 38,14

2 . In 29.10, the single instanss where the exact
Avameic equivelent, /v, i8 nob enployed, the Hebyrew
P4y dends &%&@1& gquite readily to the targumist's
rendering ©:'27 » Thepe 1s & parellel in the secomd .
pert of the verse where Hebpew P2/ > is rendeped /o fr
in the Torgumi ‘ o " '

P oy ~me p¥wil dwprn NI DD P2y >0 s up
PSP D Pare Y e/ PRI TMSf R 2
N2 /CLIDd __;3"/ /;,3 ,'/'{\/ PP C/"t‘é U l’a”;(f}’ nea D 7\/471,' //,,:) Y
opC ;c#w o /9}/7/2 //Laf /)}}J /139 (2t Y1229

3, Gfs ving 4 Hobo S.
& Phe A {ﬁwm@mga W " sollated by Shenning.

B “pe provoke the eyes of Him glory" (J.P.8. ).
Tpefying his glorious presence” (R.5.V.).



@Q 'Dc‘.")

- There are ai@h% inptanges of H2 , “m@ﬁth,“ in Isaish

l*%@a In six of thase inshencen - B,14; 5a7§ 9,165 10.34¢

xm.a; 29,13 =~ the bargumiet employs the @m&a% Avamaic
equivalend, (Cv/ 9 » In & seventh, 911, he sllows hine
pelf a rather free inﬁ&rpr&%aﬁ&mma ;jc7?’ Ale /f;/u/
hES f;p /'um L» ,L/cm_f 1937 A/ "J”” ’ ‘*mﬁ ﬁh%
have plundered the p&ﬁ%@ﬁﬁ&@m& @@ lsrmel in every plage.™
A# hap been noted earilier, the bargumist does nob shy
from paraphrase, swdl thie verse seemp to fall inbo the
gategory of interpretive pavaphrase. The elghth osour-
rense of DD in \Hc/ 2 ﬂ D) /lc' jv anv' (19.7) is
logt in the 5&r@mma$ﬁ*ﬁ garbled ﬁr&nmlaﬁi@ﬁ €N'f
>0 7 usn.J? Mav) 4 Yihe growih {or, greater
part) of the wiv&r aﬁaam dpy up, and heosome &ﬁ the g%@mﬁa
%h%?ﬁﬁgs

- Ag for the "mouth" of Ged, the targumist's aveld
aﬁa@ of the snthropomorphism of the Hebrew is elesrly
diseernible in all three inetances: 1.20; 30.2§ 34,16,
In 1,20 and 54,16 $he conventional form >/>'3 [Ny
god's nﬁ%aramﬁa}@@yﬂ, replases mnbhropomorphle 52 « In
30.8, God's moutkh ls more freely interpreted, and the
- enthroponorphlsn is avolded net by /egﬁqu bt by yet



AT e
anobther mediary, viz., the prophetsy < &€ f o/

A " y 1 » 2 b, 9
ol p /e e oy WEN O 4 "out have not asked the
iy ™ = 'i s r’i ¢ 'v ' .

advive {words) of wmy prophets.”

30



LG P '»:J ?9

PJ9, meaning “face" and referpring ho the faoe of
m&ﬁ‘{@.ﬁi 2 D CA P”JY’ P g BedBy PSP :P(u/
P ,o./ s B.21) op even Ms the faee of the mm {mg*,
| ,)N?/m Ja fr ¥ %.Z&?) or of the wmﬁw W*%w -»fv
p ,,v PN 1%;:&) s ooours & total of 20 times in the
text of Ieaiah 1-39., Without exeeption, the exset
&@m&ié mw%lmﬁ, , a Jog 48 @mmwm in the "ifm*a;m;

o the other hend, in the elngle instence wheve the
P9 of God is mentloned, the Arvamele /'O/c was noh
employed, In ite sbead the bargunist substibtuted God's

/(J’QQ t BulT, ADY ! NIPN /Jo 3f,no~3 //()frof )’/w(?
/\7’“' NAFN D m_/uﬁ {#de), "vwho %wmﬁmm gmm)
te remove Hip g@m&@m@ from them of the house of Jasob."
It 18 slear, espesially in the light of the other dats,
that the tergumist will have no anthropomorphis refer-

gnoe Lo God.

tne cennot leave a disoussion of U9 withoul 8
least passing reference %o the constyvet form ‘7 in
gombinetion with the prepesiilons JN e ﬁc ¢ OF in the
forms HoN g J 9 f These are prepositions, and sre
#o wﬁs&mt in the *ﬁw&g@m Do hag its axset equivalent

r3 /3 )V s and gg«gf is rendsred PO o This lg true



bobh in the absolute sbtabe of the preposition (7.2,16)
Bady LOBT; 16443 17.9,131 ebo.) snd in ibs declined
;&?wxg@ Y T %ﬂgllh This is true in relation to bokh
men  and God.
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HOTHES

§%§=ﬂ&; 6;&; Gudhy 13§@{%w&@w}§v;$.%l;

1, 343,9,15; 5 8¢
P83.17; 241y 25.7,8; 27.6; 28,85 20.22]

18425 19.8; ;

2 7 As olted,

Be . In the ebsolute form: 2.10,19,21; 23.18; ete.
And with the pronominal suffix: 9.2; 19.1; 26T and
$8.3, In fash, ‘9 in 1,12 ie breated the same wWAY:
AP .f\”/lc)f yrReDdD P F {,§/} DELEDNIC,. [ DIC 1A ICTP #
“whén you ¢bme Lo aphesr belpe e " Coniing dfber the
pagsive berb, as 1t does, 1% is read a8 & prapositlion
1.0., 88 Af it were o2f }j and the Targum's w2
ghould not be here sonsidered an anti-anbhropomorpnd st
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1. b7

Q}/)* s the "volee" of man, or as noise maﬂg by
men, appesrs 15 times In the text of Isaich 1-39. In
addition, it ocours onge as & sound of nature { P> DD
r?é fn/ val £ ﬁ;ﬁh@) end onoe in the @mv@ﬁmm

PNID X/)w 047 o E%ﬁxﬁ. In 81l but the lapb of this
grend tobal of 17 ccourrencss, the exash &wamaia LR R T
Jent kg“ is employaed.

Again, o8 in the sose of /évc ;ﬁ whwm.%n@ form
appears in relation to the prophet, the tergumisk is ad
paing bo make Gthis olesr to us, mo &8 to preclude God
as bthe spesker. This is evident in %5-33,4r~@7 /Ji}kb

: ’r //“) /i f\ i rNe/ gt 4016 X io_/ “)N/c » Mihe prophed
gaith, ﬁi?ﬁ ear snd keay ny ?liﬂ@n“ %h@ geme wight be
@w@@&%eé;im 3849, '5/3 DJYNQ ;7JN"3/ 'ga kffyg 1M1 g
"Alae up, hear my vuiaa.“ 4 ceveful study of the texi
mekes 4t quite olear whe ie mpesking here, and evidently
the tergumist feels there will be no confusion, SBone
sonfusion, bowever, is edossloned by Stenning's %w&g&l&timm
of the latter half of 32.9, "glve ey to ny Hemrs," in
which Avemaie /On oy i transliterated (ratber then
translated) end capitelized, This s hardly Juetified.
For, on the one hand, there are gomparable atiplbutes of
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God which are meyely @W&%ﬁl&%ﬁﬁwg On bhe other hand,
/c7Vr~ ibself is not used exelugively bte refer h@ fil-T
In fa@%, in the latber papd of %&.@3 referred to above,
we fina Lp)AK ANy ¢ -/fraw/, Also, the
Pergun %6 40 i> PITI {11.18) vefers ﬁ@@@ifﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁy ﬁ% %hw
N ‘fJ of the W@ﬁz@m ;’"'.‘),7’ YNILD

@ﬁ%ﬁ@ from thoe faot of the context of 32,9, however,
4% 18 quite oleay thet the tergumist does not understand
God as the speaker of 32.9. For in those gases vhere the
voles of God is referred to - 6.8; 3%%, and 31 ~« the

ddabinebively anti-anthroponorphis M NP /cw ‘N f’x e

placss the Hebprew \/n' g“\ *



fileiiged
L 6.’4% 30,303 lrﬁtﬁg‘&f'(‘ﬁiﬁn@@); iﬁt@} ﬁ&wl}*; 28.833
29.41 30.19; 3l.4p 32,9 33.31 36,12 and 37.23.
2, JyP. Bt "he whe fleeth from the nolse of the
teprror." R.B.V.t "he who fless at the sound of the
werror.”
3 S
4y The text reads NIV ;"fj LF?D/ :wNF fe-p \:O/_c *

He Partdoularly, invp £ Ofs 14285 5.25; 50.30
aha. T :

SUREE, Pe Be

56
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There 48 & tobal of 28 osourrences of (V) , “epirit,
wind, bresth," ete., in Isaieh 1-39. Eighteen of these
ape in & "non-Ood" contemb: 7.2) 11.2 (three times),4y

17131 19:5,141 25.41 26.9,181 29.10,24; 31,31 32.85 35.11¢

37,7, and 38,16, The remaining %en: 4.4(twice); 11.2,15;
27,83 28,65 30,1,28; 32,15; snd 34.16, are in relation
Bo Gods |

In the firet gategory, the exset Arsmeie equivelent
1cn1) 4s employed in 14 of the 18 situstions, The lapw
gundst's fallure to peproduge literally (2% pv ) A
T R A sptos by
(cy '3 4 "end by the u*ﬁt;‘mmm;g& of his lips #ill he ;ﬁmﬁ’
the wieked,” is snother cleay ewemple of his interpretive
bents As Stenning suggests , " e, . .8v0ided the Litevel
ﬁ#&éﬁmmm of meny figures of speegh." Of gourse, in
ma verse, hls rendering of /ffa @g'g@ from the parallel
- and w&mﬁm@ phrase /’;:3 C}g,? > /c >;J>/ BB NIND
REYRD @mﬂa&z}a&y pogssiong *‘i:ﬁ:m :ﬁﬁ;ﬁgzﬁ‘%wmﬁwmng‘ Both
288:by V) PR P ENE 010 ) (32 LIE
ﬁ}?‘g,\"a KopR 9 SRR 2P/ "ao are the words
of the wicked %o the righteous, as & ralnstorm whish
beats sgalnet a wall," snd 32,2, pH-/pN2 VD]

r
L - : oo /~ ¢ ) i
P o/ Jodrdy PR wipp jeipr 98 pind
2§ el ILE PRy R ISR )1

PN



NN TS PP /?_A' Y /f?',»/ w( NP L Hand the rightecus who
nide themnselves from before the wioked, as men hide them-
selves from before the tempest shell bes..," are furiher
%ﬁm@}m of the targumist's frequent employment of pard-
phrase, Bub these do no aller the fact that the bape
gunist's basle approach to pv) An relating to man is te
render 1t literslly.

rom bhe

The Tapgum %o %5.11 is alse fayr removed f
Hebrew texb: &)E;)/uw Ql( PD/W) e/7 /9[_/\ qeﬂ '/)J\Ja/
//@F //ﬁ ?ﬂor Y‘(’,?? /ulmQr /wJ{v;r /m} /VJH?Y‘J)/C

/fr 1’,3 ')N/N : ICiQ ‘Q )J.’)’P/Ol’r ﬁ?',o /'g,'p /:,),:)mr

/ /g_m : w sy ”P "Ye have sonselved wisked

though m,& i} 37'% mmﬂm ¢ y& bave wrought for you evil

deeds, beeause of your evil deeds My word shall destray

you, as the whirlwind the ohaff." That would not howe
gver scoount for the shange of person in the suffix of

Ponet W DN Ki@%&%’ﬁ% svggestlon that the targumish's

plage resd (N> 'pi7  seems justified, In context, &

first person pronouinal ewdilng sould here pafer only o
Bod .

While, in this oase, we hevs sherbted with bhe " P70

of man® (Hebrew ng:w 1}, we have ended {in Targ
with the ()N'N of God, Hor would we expest our tay-
gumist to render dod's po) literally. In 30,28,
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’ - -

ggie' 50:/;9 /n-/)/f VA4 }(;7:/79 DN, he employs
God¥e [y a8 a substibute for the anthropomorphle N/ «
The seme applies Lo 28,56, j\lll,—)? ,\/N AR 1D PHD  yae

CJQNQ fr f)plf[ Cc)Q)\l i 7(/;\/»’? /CNQMW achn /k}__l?”lr,;

J\HGLQ Py {\.J'D_jﬁ’ax?lfb / qu)u' f/'?? CEQ/ 7N';vf '
despide the faet that the "‘mrﬁmmmh bas slready randered
J\hc?_? ;'},fa; of 8845 as J\itcfg:f) YA ) CH @m is teapbed
Ho #@gg%% dsepite the absense of bexbtual suppord, thab
bR et 48 not a part of the originel trenslation of
this wm%@. ’

The form ( ’) Qw p7 4s found aleo in 4.43 "When God
will aﬁvm‘,*wa&haé awny the bleod of Jemusalem from withe-
in 1% by the spirit of judguent snd by the epirit of
depbruetion { drd 1" Bubt the targumist dees not allow
God to sst "by the spiras." Dor Ox® md2s (agy prp
the Targun resds (W W JPONND Yoy the
word of judgment and by the word of His final desree.

Three timea the targumist avoids the anthropomorphism
by m&mﬁiw God's p.H with some &ww% of mm@@m in
liniﬁ, god'e py 4B rendered as the "word of His prophetst®
intr pivaf ﬁ/'u IS amd @m Mi‘ﬁmlﬁa Habrew
Pivh 31& not felts sd all in the Pargum. "OJ x “my

[

prophota,” mz&”‘:ﬁ"iwg in B0edy 'y rd(/ NO2ON (Dc’)J#/ /



™ ~\
BN / f/c(’ /c£/ /D)N fco [NJ)M»{V Yand to teke gounsel,

ri
but ask not of My prophets.” One should note that here

f),v N 4s already employed by the | targundist in the pree

wnimg and parallel phrases fcr/ :)377' ,,me?[ /»fﬂwf
‘)N’NN /af/ /cjf“r" The third &mm OOCUFreOns® :m in
13 ﬁ; 3/ 3! N /a[r Dru/ /n/m P?,Q /N /74 D/f; ')(’n/,

The %&km% Gedolot, se wall as two m&. gited %}* %wmmg,

reRds D/CdS 017 . Whether we veod :3/,)' P:,\, JN Doty nid
with the latber op :nawly »/;ﬂ w, j# 010y the enti-
anthropomorphic intent M the targunist is M&%&z’w A6~
corned,

God's o alse appears in the difficuli verse 27.8,
PIPD PR «;w"/rm PPy NI IA Qn?@"/? DIoKOA §
s d Ty ( T o — T, ‘ T cf )
put the targumist's sxbensive inberpretation falrly well

eliminates 1be representation in the srvamailc texb.

There 18 alse one instance whers fed's N/ ls
rendered by the targumist by the anthropepathie /7v7 ,
fplessure,.” It i# well to note that hers oo the teygumish
hes slready employed vy An his Waﬁﬁmﬁ&m of the
preoseding phrages %am; /J’m e 1 na o/ :v/f fon - f
/A pred ppdE e S/ /e_mw DIAN N 1y Heor by His
word shalil they twg gathered tegebher, and ab His pleasure

ghall they be broughh near.”



- '*ma barganiet's treatment of our fival lnstance of
God's D/ kn 32.1B,p \ARE i;J'fV DX v/ Pr
ICNJ}M wm X JLJJQP SR E /cJF D7 "unbil
Mmm come Lo us a w&wm from before Him w}mw Pregense
is in the highest henvens," ia the some &8 in the pese

@ff‘»T)Zs v p9 G 1l.2.  Agein, however, the Wikrsot Gedolot

is more emphaitie in avolding the anthropomorphism. X%
veads nl?) rather then /) o This resding is supported
by Jestrow (p. 1457h) where he gives "relief" as the
mesning end emphasizes that the Hebyew text reads p-9)
("he boxt p/v 1%), -

4



L

wgmm@ o s&&i’&-am of the Jedex mm%:tmmma and
ﬁm F ) roenberg)  Mb,

5. & shtralght trenslatlon that &wm not sveld the
anthropomorphien might be Hir' 72 D> ag, for example:
RIRIANY ) D Kp¥a {mdh;w)i S “9/3.3/ N[0 2 ep)

(35#%)5 DI;)J ),t)?./ \h:;» /(,v([_;\.) { &léﬁ a*vltﬁ‘f 3@‘@};
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 Isalah 1-39 offers B instences of the use of PNOTC,
"14ps." Seven of these (6,5 (twice),7i 1l.4; 29.0%; 56,53
and 3’?;.&@3 refor o the Llips of men. The hapgumlat eme-
ploys the exsot Aremale eguivelent, | 190 four times
(11.4; 29.1%; 36.5; and 37.29), Onoe he inberprets
ﬂﬁ;ﬁgmﬁ 88 "mouthi® 6.7, rf 'Jsg?ﬂgf g T S 1D
, f,rJda:—jzs Lpreiad LD 1) ey "Behwld, I have set the words
of My prophesy in your mouth.” |

 Omly in 6.5 ' where the idiomatic PN b - ;cg(;
opoups twise, does he veer from the literal tranalation
to resors to effeative interpretationsrinol (' Cc 12

PR DUk AaRR ISPy Diagy UK/ AN IAE D
| <Gt
“for 1 am & man desmerving of rebulke, and I dwell in the

i /
I N sedfe / ) /'/»,s;s {Tr (NP ftRl% /.C‘A'l rRJlc fepo i'/c[\gc
LT o > -:, ] ‘y o / '_i s T ” > 1' K

widst of & people that is pelluted with transgressions.”

Isuish is PLAIR ~re C, "deperving of rebuke," Tub the

people 48 pPinod sl Tpolluted with trensgrossions. #
t ’I‘,' o lv . .

tn the single oooaseion thet we find God's lips
peforred to, 30.27, the tapgumist avolds the snthrepo~
morphisn in » memmer familiar to uss P¥) //dZV Rad cﬁﬁ?" /
QQ /3'«9;{ [e'¥ ’le'g [‘f > /'Ng/;; /gv s “’"fmm bvefore Him, &
suree goes Torth upon the wieked."



Gonglusion

There san be no doubt but that the Targum %o Isaish
139 ‘a&a&am%iw&ly deletes every bodlly reference to
god. In faet, tWo major expedients by which the msny
anthropomorphisms of the Hebrew text are avoided in Targum,

aye resdily diseerned,

Ome ig the use of the Aramais preposiiiomn P>H s
Thus, for szample, when God, speeking sboubd Demnacherilh
(37.89), says thay "your srrogence has gome up Ho My

oars," the word "ears" is conuploucusly abeent from Tar-

e

gamse UJM »Cr fvx.me/ ‘N?/TIC Apid [0 /J@/r(){w,c’/,
Rand ﬁm«y raging hes come up belore Ma, A?@iﬂﬁn@% of
anthropomorphiems by use of a form of P3,) oscurs in re-
latien to /$/L s Iy )i DIy ERd PND2T

A sesond expedient, employed in greater freqguency
by the btargusisht, is the substitution ef a non-anthropo-
morphie attribute of God for the anthropomorphism of the
Hebrew. Sevaral sush atbtributes or inbermedleries appeap
in Isalah 1-39: /cﬂ‘)/,a(( PR Q " kww s in relation to
)1”7\_'5 ?7{' ieﬁ QOJ‘* wCJ, /'Y,ng’, P}J&* F//,
and 010 . Of these, /cg{gﬂr;! i8 fraguently employed,
securring o total of 14 btimes in relatlon te 7 different
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anbhroponorphic berms of the Hebrew texnb.

An inheresting fenture of these lntermediary formn
is that, while they are usged ho aveld mmx*émmwﬁm
references bo @od, they themselves are sometimes referred
to anthropevorphically. Thus, for sxample, fﬁ%ﬁfﬁ QN
is plotured as having a xrasf;&mz God is nob so -:gza.&mme&;
mmmm we find an “aps" of God's f<n 9y 'QC" ¥ and &

- "fage" of Him /oo



Chapter 1P

ANTHROPOPATHIEMS

46



it



48

fe

Thepe are 16 instences of ] Ic y "anger," in Isalah
1-39. Three ape in "non~God" contexts (T.4; 13.9; end
14,6), and the others refer direstly to the "anger® of
God (B.25(tviee)s 9.11,16,808 10.4,5,25; 12.1; 13.3,134
30,27 and 29).

In Tely />55’7 ‘égfc‘;“’%') %/ /'ﬂ') 4547 Cﬂpﬁ?g Hhe
exuob Aremsio equivelent 4 /c d7748 vendered. In 13.9,
where the pature of "god's :&W" { k& 7l>3’ P DID) Ae
desoribed an "oruel, with wrath and fieree anger," |i7p/
anc is egain vendered by | 7 ﬂgrmi « Inm 14.6, in the
parable against the king of Babylon {%iamﬂmﬁmmw} we
£ind the desaription r"i(s/ ‘flc;% 737 / 6;m“ nf;)u

')J,w s "that ruled the nations with ﬁ‘@m@ ﬁw rsmgw}a.

doubrary to the pattern observed in the targumist's
gtriet svoldance of snthropomerphic referenges to feod,
gveyy instance of God's "snger" ig reprodused literelly
in the Tergum. Pive times, in the phrase o P@' lcb(’
(5,851 9.11,16,803 and 10.4), the tergunist adde an ine
terpretation of hie own (ik)’ﬁim«g 120 c[’ s "they

turned not from thelr bransgressions,” bubt still ree
produces God's "mnger” literallyr |i9JN 974 Al elve,
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"so thet His sngey might m’m from then,"

In 5.8% and 135,13 where CS?C is used in zammmmtm
with a form of 710, the bargunist employs the same
sonstrustion ( lebe ! dn conbinatlon with & form of 7?3{}7}
as has been nobed 'e&m% in 7+4 and 13.9. In the gage of

TN ""”M@w,” the tergusist makes ne M_m&m%mﬁ hebwoen
man and God.
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e P X"l‘;

P14, "indiguation," appenrs 5 times in Imuizh 1-39
63.#33;5 ,%53 13.53 26,205 and 30,87}, In eanch inatence it
ig ﬁm Hindignation” of God that Ap Anvolved, and inm sagh
instence the tergunic rendering is ( I/ s *‘wzﬂm,“ {in-
sidentally, an even stronger mmmmmﬁma atbribube).

Thres of the Inetences offer FY/ in the absolute
stete, and a ocomparable form of s rendered: 10.25,
FvJ )f)// Vs fC//)//a/o'/; BE.80, PY5 128! sv/
Cff’??)? 171 3087, Py //c/’)v Ppae/ *')w*?/r Jor
6// fwu €17'¢) [y

Pwice, however, f7 4 is found with & possessive
suffiz ending, and in %ﬁ%ﬁ instances the sorresponding
Taygun has (/ /" in the absolute formi 10.5, £79 '»)f v/
'M’j /O&'Pf (///”3 ;wcr M7, /)v n/b /amﬂ/v/, Hand
& masmmm sent, fmm before We szalnst them with a curse,”
and 13%.5, M/"M /J/ ’)/9’/ )7/,'/27/ C//a? oo J}// D/D’
feven the Lord with the vessels of the oup of oursing
vefore Him." Haoh verse, hovever, presents ite own
A1ffieuity, and the &basema@ of ’_( j /}s By @ﬁC 7//37’ need
not Indicate an m‘&%mﬁhmmwm&é tendency on the part
of our bergumist.



10.5 48 not easlly understood even in the Helrew, ut

the réw&smwﬁm of 'O /c in the first phrese, /0L 19D
'3 (e f;ﬁé’i/ 4 G(/}G I[Pl 7/y olears the Tap-
gamist ‘of mmmmﬁmwwmmmm, The vae of ¢ / /«s” 00 mxw%
appears often in Isalsh 1-39 (13.13 15,13 17. 15 ebe.) in
the absalute form ney w;&:t be & stylise which AGEOUNLS

for the use of ’) IN3 fl. An place of the possessive suffix
in 3‘:54»*55.

14 should be noted that Avamale 4 / / is suployed
alge in relation to men as & trangletion of 73002 in
8481 (0f. p. 685, helow) s
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o x § , "rage" or Yraglng," ococsurs only onse in Issieh
1=%¢. It is found in veference w @od, in a@mtmaﬁ Lo

¢ in 30,30, © {r ‘ﬂj?/j@'? a(m;‘o ¢ Mwith mgmg;g {or
mrmﬁg} @m&m‘ Ite usege is sinilar do that aﬁ%c l” N
(13.9,13) which is also Mmmw& by the targumist as
[ c‘ 7 Lf\m? « Buth ‘flc and ‘f Y 5 are here rendered by
m&% Mm&:ﬁ,ﬁs gquivalenbs ~- and 16 iz obvious thet the
terganist readlly acoepte this anthropopathle reference
t0 Gods | |



14/6? A

al rather than & physieal guality. (0f. supra, 14.6

Prig

ROTES

Just as do /") and Jg 74 4n the Hebrew, so aan
apparently stand alone snd have sboub ;w an enobione

;c;a 7)_’%_’)):1

53
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There are two references to the HN/17, Uury " of God
in Tesish 1-30 (27.4 and 34,2), The first appears in &
relatively simple Hebrew phrace vf lrzc INDY. whioh Lo 900
%ﬁ.&w&h‘m interpreted by the targumisty "0 {2 ¢ 2

37 TN f [RAEES fm G R e Pe edn WA,
[b‘)P péjw? e’ NNZ{P J?Nﬂl ’5@ nfeic !c:n’ qilc ¥ “Belold
mony wight *smm@ﬁs are nefore Mes L the hemm of Isrsel
would seb their faces to do bhe Law, would I nob send
forth My apger and My wrath aginst the natlons who are
gbirred up aginst them?" Desplie the desparity belween
the Hebrew and Apra
1iterally reprodused, bub His € 5 a‘m is also added.

mais btexbm, mot only ie God's

In 342, PlPT /So(?} INDT Plid9 f“) ﬁ‘ 7/)’ fﬂ/ of

[n;n’vex Jo ﬁs b{’gq/ KN £ {x )/5)’ PIRIN 427 "7k
“pop there is anger from hefore the Lord upon all the
ustions, and pleughter upon all thely srmles, ROND A8
rendered by £/ (p+ The Mikrach Gedolet, however, reads
F.bd 17y “am@m“ in plase of rf C,_. Buoh & resdling am-
phaamm the fmot that the targumist is not disturbed by
anthyopopathic reference here to fod. But even the read-
ing tg‘ C 1 dows nob indleabd othorwise. I it 4id, one
wemli be i‘eam@«:i to guestion the liberal %;rmmhmn of |

B4



"f J /2 / 4¢7 in the parallel first phrase. Nor sheuld

‘

one be decelved by the use of [y PIp [N here. The Hew
hrew reading is 3)!‘5)’5/) fﬁ?/v and nob 32/5; f ﬁ’ /?,; We are pafe
o assume that 47 %%}m ﬁ&wmﬂym ‘g opleinel statement
was t”f( s m% it i purely interpretive, and that it

is net related %o the problem of anthropopathl sma.

85



3nd

We find 90D, Merror" op "fesr," 3 times in the
toxt of Issiah 1-39; twlce in "non-God" contexts (24.17,
18), snid three times referring to God (2.10,19,21).

The exect Apvamaie equivalent /0/;7 7 is employed ln
both of %m former insbanoes: ﬁ%l‘?* / / ; iw/ anzf NI 7/
Wﬁf 10?311’/ C3A//Df c/n 73 24,18, (2 909D /u/ 0J D
mn@@ ﬂc/LJNQ /L/' f/«?‘ /cﬁﬂ ;7“7 /)\/ 7)3 ?,

C The Targun bo 2.10,19,81, in all of whieh the same
phrase @1/2 ' 3pY YOV oegurs is not quibe me olear. .
The Targum is consiphently different from the Hebrew,
Wherens the Hebrew heg )9 in sonstruet te ’71’59;’ s Ghe
Targun resds 7/97 mﬂ /”7? me /)v’ with /cf n»} apparently
in epposition wm& 7>/7)’ a mmm@ # translation resds
agoordinglyt "from before the Terpible Ome, the Lord"
(2.10,19,21), The Mikraot Gedolob, on the other hend,
reads "from before the Lord's fear (or mwammw}s‘* 2,10,
”? /co/)n? 1’057’7 /A/; 219, ”5) /ct,nﬂ)'? P?/ /Ng and 2.2,

21 ka3 py ,1. [

)
It is not lnconvelvable thatb /c;/’ 77 should be hy-
postatized, XYeot, in the light of the Mikraot Gedolot ap
well a8 bthe numerous inetonces where bthe tergumist re-

56



produces :Wﬁmmmfa or aven mﬁﬁxﬁg fgod's fear," ib 4n
arffieult o mogept ) /"D’ tﬁ ’)r? as orliginal. An mﬁgmmm
ing reading is thab m Lewis' Taygum on lsaish I~V where
the text is that of lLagarde with selected corrections
baged on the Bouwberg edition of the mmmﬁ In all three

; 7
ingtances Lewls has )7/9”9 /:’/ ’n? .

)
b is &m@ worth m%m@; thad, while mpr) 7 or engT D e’

poour m saveral Mmm&ﬁ, the vee of L /7 n? is limited.
In fapt, in addition w 1t use a4 an @m&mmm of
Godts 309 (in Btenning's menusoripts, &b lessh) 46
appears thres times (in all MES.) sa the exaot equivalent
of Hebrew ', 18.8; 26,4; and 38.11, the enly times that ]
itssll appears in all the prophetic Books. Again there
ie no uniformity of ite relationship to 9/5)? whieh
ﬁ*ﬁa%ﬁm, not only betwoeen the HES. gollated ﬁy'ﬁﬁmmmﬁ
and the mwm% Gedolob, bub even within the manuseripis.
Bo, we find ’) 7)’ wﬂn?m 12,28 {(all M88.), in 26.4

ﬁﬁﬁ%,} and m 38,01 {the Mikvaot Gedoloh);
mamwn’ K CJ) 'N9 ogours in 26.4 (Mikraot Gedolot) and in
38411 {ﬁ%@mm@; s MBH. }«!g
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NOTHS

Lo of all the M88. eollsted by Btenning, ad log.

24 Bo, Seey BudB,  POLIIV 191f // unﬂn? Lm/g
.2 7)37)7 e, ”"’/ 9/5)’? fcm/n?li e,

3s Bo, @agey 1eds b’”i’ e /’lmf”f‘f’///c /c/) flere
AR ﬁ :msw has not lesrnt bo k?m My Tasp {@gb,
the Phpp of f@@}} l:&é P’ DN - 2{’/( /’) »

D /03P, “ihere 18 none smong Ghem that’ is mwfw& m
the Fear of Me3® ebo. v

4y Hawpy 8. Lewls, Torgum on lsalah I
trlibner & 0o., 1889, '

Leid sy DD L8457

Ga Heére, Loo, the Jodex ﬁwmmmﬁmm and the A«
{iﬂﬁmmm) M. pyead »/H mf’m
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Gy »7 2Y
. A

generslly rendered “wrath® (9.18; 10465 13.9,13; 14.6;
and 16.,6). |

In two ingbances (13.9: 14.6) vhere mws not God's
577V that e referred to, the bargumist ewploys twe
@iiﬁi’gﬁ% translations of 7 ~7 . The first is the ex-
ast equivelent 2i~Ypr 159, 97727/ 104k £p 3D LI
2PE] 9458 D8 W egp Py £yP e The use of
bn 14,6, 90732 Ny oox/ Fiphr Y DN 7/27,
5,@, ]-mifm; elso a litersl remdition, ss we heve meen

above,

A third eegurrence of 7777 in pelation bo
found in 16.6, / "%f’ /9~k:grﬂ ip opyle bub 1be mesning 18
slearly “arrogance,” end it is so accepted by the tar-

, /? ) T ) . /’ o ,_
gumipts //;D_ /f) l/ //2.{7-/./137"‘?»/9 e /'2 T/) /'fDJf') "L _/’@/ ¥
"and their pride in respeet of thely punishment was of no
profit to them {1ib., nod equal}.™

Of the three ocourrences of 7)°7 in relation bo
God, two sre rendered by the exact squivelent 7/°7D.,
In both oases, however, the element of possession explisld
in the consbrust form 'aT/;Df ij:af (9,18 and 15.13) 18

Y



rendexed by the prepoition 1) V. Sinee, hovever,
God's "anger" is repredused regulsrly by the tarsumish
of Tualah 1-39, it is more than likely that 77 2 /¥ i
merely & sbyiism.

The targumist's trestment of )77 im 10,6, ”/; J
wiak ey re/ 202 hgie {x npgd ey 1y,
Yand agalnst the pesple that have transgressed My low
will I send him," 48 olearly interpretive, and adds nothing
t0 the analysls of anthropopsthism.
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There ave four instenses of >c/ 0 fzeal® ar "jenl-
ousy,” in Isalsh 139 (9.6; 11.13; 26,115 and 37.32).
One of these refers bo the >f/pDof men, NE/p 920/
P12k /P 0K Jv@;g/,;z L0k/p 370] (L1413), and is re-
produged Literally. '

Of the three which refer to Ged's L/ I wwo oeour

in the idemtigal phrase iy ')Q‘M j;/cr:»?j’ 2 P4 Jwg;/j) [0 NP

£ PPYND hiepd 9 a » "by the word of the Leord
of Hosbs ﬁh@l this 'tm;a wrought® (9.6 and 37.32). Yot
i‘i% is guestionsble whether the enployment af € 2X°X heve
48 for the sake of avelding the anbhropopathism. If so, |
what reason was there to have added P, "by," to RIN )Y
and % have changed the verb from bthe M%mm to the papgw
1vel »6 w_)f 7Py IN e T is possible bhat the targumist
hes heve employed & stosk Avamale phrage quite independent
of the gensral question of a&mﬁmmmmim&s; (0. 1T Kinge
19.31)

I 86:1%, Py IR KA Yn ) €508 D]
/// ’Q?’vﬁ /@W f// 77/3 ///7;? ar ”m@ wiak&ﬁ shall see,
and be mﬁz w smmm the mm%ma of the ;gamapm shall

gover them,” theve is no indioation whether 1t is God's

62



vengeanse upun the people or the people's vengeanss upon
the wicked thet is meant. In velation te F7 -4 }‘__J/? we

have the mmm:a, trenslatdon £y H//70/9. The tradition-
8l am@mmwa have sgcepbed the Tormer mwmm%mmm
ap if o transpose the Hebrew word order %o the Tollowing:
donoelvably, the Hapr-

s4n 2 Ong 62 0esp
gumlst had the seme in mind for God is seb frequently
presented e 7_?_;.941@/) /) dnY e
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NOYES

1e The Mikraot Gedolot and 2 other MBS. read ST
2, Rashi, Radak.
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s 757

There 18 bub & single veourrenne of 'f//?;"/‘ in Isaish
139 and the referense 18 to God's "indignatient® (34.2)
/’”/C)j /9 /,f »)/7’(/) 7% '/ 9/)77 IR S 447 el
£ ’)()/7( KD / v+« Here, the mm of the mwm tronslation
of the snthropopabhic quality should not be affected by
the appearsnce of P77 /s ﬂT/;)/v /) bexen independent of
the anthropepethiem, is generally rendsred by the hargumist
’3/)7 P?/ﬁ {Begay 15.20,8%; m.ﬁ; B, 6,8) and oseaslionally
7/)7 ,og/ /N(m:@a, 28,13 3&;@}«» This 48 pert of the grewt-
&r w@bimﬁ of the tergumist’s treatument of "God" as the
objeet of preposibtions, bubt should ned Influense our
gtudy of his treatment of smthropopsthisms.

BbA11, 4t L8 of interest to point oud that there is

in Isalsh 1-39 & mamm% ingtance of the mw% . Ve
find the verb fors / / 3p H» mﬁwmn@ te the reaction of
man m 8,21, /o e ml }éwjm/ st/7) ~':>,,))9/
Mﬁ/cf‘// A )jf’f/ (7//’/ f/c’o/ j97 4. 7k 92/
Vn[gG! 2°75H9, "and 1t shall be that when ome
gecs th@ hunger and affliction, he will surse and ﬁem%m
$he neme of his Talse god and of his Ldol," where ﬁ"f‘ VK
is rendered Ly ( // « An Ve have sesn, _////7 ia also the
pegular Arsmeic translation for /"{j , (God*s) "indignation,”
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)
Lo 7‘{//{:
- =7

%{S’ + "6o Yo sngry," ocours onse in Iealah 1-39,
and :L*I; refers to God (12.2). 4As in the case of *“7’?_*“
eur word is yeproduved liberally enough by the targumnists
’P DQJK £C, 73/3)‘ /ﬂzyw/J" -3/7‘? ([b)’ 716 3)/}7’ /'"A/?ﬂ ) /e
’J 4 fj(}/? 2/ [N 77 ¢ "I wAll glve thanks before Thes,
t Lord; m:@ kmm;fm I hed sinned before Thee, Thine angey

®as upen ne,”
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8 g D/ d

'mmm i but & single instence of 7L, Yo Wmmﬁ*
in Tsaleh 1-39, In 17,13, God is ¥he subject of the verb
in 9 3’; | whigh is vendered literally by the bargumists
)’)"r_ﬁr""f{j g .

Though there is only the single instanse of the use
of the verh, we Tind the noun ’?W é twige in the verse,
30617, /w( 96}// 7{7()’51 SON AL vazré YON Fpk J/)/xw

tt
/‘/'77)’}:) Cé/v/) )9/5/\/ ,09/ /A/ 3h J{sz /37/ 2 /:?h Jﬂc’*
wheye the Aramsie equivalent is derived from the seme, oy

8 related Werd, '

Whother uan or God, ‘the targumist makes no distinetion
in the gnpe of Ppatule, |
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The hiphil form of the verb po ’ has amongst its
mesnings the ides of Ppeproving® op "ohiding." As sugh,
it peours twise in lsaieh 1-39, once with men as 1ts
sublect (89.21) and ones with Ged (97.4). It alse ocours
three bimes meaning "to judge" or "o deotde” e wikh God
ag subjeet (2.4) and with man (11.3,4)¢ In 81l three

jatber inegtances the exach Apvamaie eguivelent DO’ (hiphil

form) is employed.

In 20.21, despite the baygumist's ewbeliishument,

the exest squivelent is also employeds OHYEA p u;)v/ /

| //6 2/ )cﬁ) 2 ik ')\/Cmo (S 74'9 //57/ h2in 3 J/’
bé(’ 7J7 by, */) /zr‘ 9, Yand sesk sm osossion of g&xﬁﬁ%&m

m@;&émﬁﬁ him that reproveth them in the house of Jwig

ment
with the words of the Iaw,*

The faet that N>’ 4w not rendered literelly in
peletion to Sod (3T.4) bas m‘mm% B0 do with the tergumist
avoidense of enthropabhisns: PIATA T )/»7/ /7 A '/
’A/CUS.;) fv:? opfo’ eh /J“z/ 7/:7 "and He mm exeoube vmggwm@
for a1l the words," 3‘@ appesrs ag the subjest of & werb
even stronger then the Helrow. -




"*p P/") ;l

The werb P 2 J s "o avenge" or "take vengesnce,"
goours once in Issiah 139, with dod as the mmmﬁ
(1.24)s > /leV W/«)J/c/x fped f'a’r/ ﬁ)\//;_} PRI
The %Wmm renders the %mhw%ymmm 1iterally,
despite the faot that he does notk use & gomparable form

of the werd /?4 v

~ There ars aleo two insbences of the noun form (34,8}
35,4) «= both referring %o God, and both rendered by the
baprguniet by the famillary /cg‘) 2 Y719+ The sesond of these
insbances 1s espesially interesting, as the Largumliet
treats °H_ as the Lufinltive Form of the verbs 35.4,

/7=
f@/?w zo/w P D/L/ fcuw '3 KD ?AZW/)//D;) ﬂr*
*‘mw God povenleth Himself to exesute z*igh*&%m& yengesnae. "

TO



Tn Zssish 1-39, there are five instances of the qal
form of the verb J/@ 7, "o be agitated” or “exelted," op
o quake” (5.25;5 14.9; 26.81; 32.10,11). '

tur word is assogiated with the woumbeins (5.85),
gheol (14.9), snd “gonfident women" (32,10,11). In each
gage the Avamsie equivalent 774, "to tremble," is em-
ployed by the tergumlet, snd the verses in guestion are
rendered 1itarally.

In 28,11, however, where tod is the subjeot of the
verb 4774 the targuuist offers a lengihy elusidstion
of the yvelled referense of )/ §s7’ //gf;ad PPN ;/;? XY
128 b #)oed Jis g 2w » 1@ 277

//Wﬂﬁﬁf fer 2 muw 7 veey "ond 1ike the wonders
whish He did for Hoshua ln the plaln of Glbeon, that He
might be avenged on the wioked v
Hig word, so shall He be revealed to be avenged...." In

he had treansgressed sgalash

effeot, in epeliing out the meaning of thie phrase, the
targunlst hes rejested the move anthropomorphic festures
of 417/ y/ { ond substituted in thelr stead the anthros
popathic qualities of f Xw/)/c/ »  Oup tranglator has re-
sorted to this kind of interpretation elsewhere, S.d.,



B4y 16, /j”ﬁ £l inh 1/ / w‘*"?/‘“JJD’ DD/ Ay Yand ut

Hig plessure shall i&h@y he broughht nesr,”

T2



6. )T

There 18 bub ene osourpenss of £/ ¢ , "o hate," in
Tesdah 1~59, In l.1d, Ged'sd O 4 found ap subjest of
the verbs 0oy dyf r27UW PYETn/  floon72

73

INN D (29K /+ The exact Avemaie mﬂ@%},‘m& 1g e

m@wwﬁ ‘!ay the mr@mmmm

- Phough therd are no other exsuples of /0J€ « e Pind
Of@/*’ m& f £) with nan o subleet of the m‘x‘ifu in the
mmg:{aa &mﬁm&w of. ?ﬁ’c“v’ (Bah) ')/> 7 is employed by the
targuniset. Foy OAUV, he amwmmwa q/r?iT*lﬁs BT 33:&;
1) ana 7/ (5,205 865 30.12),

Ewen so, of fteelf this would pob perve as an argue
"25 that the %&wgumﬁ;m 48 nob mmmmmmmxm Por

rsq'

/C NNy And God's b QNN 4 a5 we have seen mwwiawm,

asgumes swbhropomorphis charscteristios {evf., /:‘ )2

PN eh0.)e Daken, bowever, with the other verbs m’w

penbed in this seebliom the exanple Is at lesst supportive
of the propositlon that the bargumlist is net dlsturbed
by anthropopothlsms,




Gonglusion

The targumist of Isaiah 1-38 trests the anthro-
popathisns of the Hebrow boxt differently from the sn
throponorphisng. In the targuniet's vepresentation of
the 1ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁg,ﬁﬁ has Been noted, God 1s pletured as having
no bodily features. He does, however, have many emobion-
al characterisiics. @od beocomes angry, even furlous; He
fnsbils terroy; He prebukes; He avenges Himselfy in faob,

He apparently even habtes. The targunist aﬁ,xﬁai&h.lnﬁﬁ
is not troubled by anthropopsthic reference to God.

Heverthelesn, denpite mregular reprodustion of sn-

thropopathisms by our targumist, one might, at firet
Blush, hesitate Lo state flatly thet he is not at a1l
bothered by snthropopathlsms. The resson for such
hesitation would be the targumisb's treatment of ©v 4,
)Yy and LJD. Bub upon slose examination of these
three 4t besomes appayent that sueh hesitation is herdly
Justfied, .

P@Z}g for exemple, ogours flve tlues and ls rendered
O by the targunist. Omly 4n 10.5 (W3 P3P 49 GN0)
and 13.5 {ivys @2;/'2£p}, Wh%ww,Pg;'iﬁ found with
ng (and C// 18 reproduced in

the possessive suffix ending
the absolute ferm) might one question bhe targuwist's




motives. Bub 10,5 s & diffienltd, 12 not corrupt versss
and the syoldanse of 9 5 // ? {for /'prf 43 dn 13,5 herdly
geems to be an abbempt Lo aveld anthropopathism.

The targunist's treatment of God's »7 2Y is similar,

avelding the reproduction of the sonstruct ( 219 9227}
in 9.15 'm 13417 by the insertion of %he 'garm@mamwﬁ |

PIR /{V; In hoth cases, however, the exsel Apamaic
sguivalent 71°70 is also reproduced. It is dublous
therefore whether 1% is the snthropopathism which is bother-
ing the tergunist; rather does it appear to be a matter

of style. In faoh, the parallel phrage in 13,13 is ve-
w@%ﬁmm 1iterallys /210 / 0 P ’f’ P j /7. »’/}‘D:? P12 2

In the oase of God's 3 ’)/,J/ o Mo Are aléo linited to o
two instanges and both ars rendered by cov'Vj3 & J pA
b m?,azh m/mf M /k3 2 3Bh AiepS VN7 X HA
C%’h@ some ﬁhmm appears alse in II Kinge 19.31.) %’i@h
: /C’?/;(_’{\/V 48 ofben used to obwiste anthropomorphle refepenves
mf God, it seoms more likely that _Nir A7 9/‘:9"9 CIN WA
3 9 s AR in mm%mm of a stoosk phrase mgzmym by

the mg»ggam #ha



BUMMARY

In sum, 3t may be stated that the sargunist of Isalah
139 sorupulously avolds the veprodustion of anthropomoys-
phisms. However, he reproduses literally almost all ane
threpopathioe refeprence to God; the few @x&ay@i@ﬁﬁ nead
m@ﬁ'yﬁ%ﬂ% e anbi-snthropopathlsm.

Bueh ﬁ%&%@ﬁl%éiﬁﬁ atatements ss "anbhropomorphisme
and enthropopathions are usually paraphrassd” (Bleddyn
J. Roberta) or that "the Targumim...bo the Prophets
aveld &mmﬁra@@mawﬁhiﬁmﬁ and snthropopeathlsns whenever
the Biblical expressions seem guch" (Louls Ginsherg) &re
not sosepbable in the light of the present work. Haach
Book must be examined per me. Yhebher any one genepral
ﬁ%&%ﬁmﬁﬁﬁ o sover all the Books of the Bible will re.
gult from these mumerous studies, ons gannot now ﬁ@«

76




