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A. Background.

In 1883, Moses Wilhelm Shapira, a Polish Jew who was converted to Christian-
ity and settled in Jerusalem as an antique dealer and "agent to the British Maseum,"
offered for sale to the Museum fifteen leather fragments containing portions from
Deuteronomy, including the Decalogue.l

The fragments, wrapped in linen, were found by an Arab in caves overlooking
Moujib ,2 in the vicinity of the Dead Sea. The circumstances3 of the finding tally
almost exactly with those of the Qumran discoveries. The text was written in archaic
(Phoenician) Hebrew script, similar to but not identical with the seript used in the

Mesha stone ,h and exhibited significant variations from the Masoretic text.s

*This writer wishes to acknowledge his indebtedness to Miss Mary Ann Fruth,
a graduate student in the Department of Speech and research assistant in the Depart-
ment of Hebrew and Semitic Studies at the University of Wisconsin, for assisting in
research and preparing the mamuscript for publication.

111 great portion of the text appears twlce. Two-thirds of the text was in
fairly good condition. H. Guthe. Fragmente einer lederhandschrift enthaltend Mose's

letzte Rede an die Kinder Israel. pzig, 1883, p. 63. For detalled contenits see
Tootnote 163. ~ ! 4

2The Biblical river Arnon, also known as the Wadi Moujib, cuts across Moab
running near the ancient city of Dibon, and empties into the Dead Sea.

3see next section on "External Evidence."

bas we shall see later, in the section discussing the script, almost all the
1883 scholars who actually inspected the original document suggested dates ranging
from the period of the Captivity, the Maccabean period, and even the first two cen-
turies A.D. (The Standard, August 1L, 1883.)

Sciinas 5A11 the important variations are discussed in the section on "Internal Evi-
ce.
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Ginsburgs, acting for the British Maseum, transcribed and translafed about
two~thirds of the texts, which were published in the contemporary, leading newspapers
and Jurnals. The French acholar, Glemnt-GarmaauT, after a brief examination,

branded the Manuscripts as a forgery. Several of the objections produced as external

8

evidence, if acceptable, may equally apply to the Qumran scrolls-, such as the claim

that no fragment can be preserved for over 2000 years in as damp a country as Pales-

tineg; the fact that the fragments were sewn together, and that the manmuscripts were

found wrapped in nnznm.

Shapira was distraught, He committed suicide a few months later in Holland'l,

and the whole "™incldent" was almost forgotten. Unfortunately we are yet unable to

trace the manuscripts themselveslz.

6Ghristian David Ginsburg, 1831-191L, Famed Massoretic scholar who edited
and published editions of many Hebrew MSS. Ginsburg's familiarity with the Phoeni-
clan script of the Shapira MSS. stemmed from his work on the Mesha Stome, prior io
his publishing a most elaborate account of that monument written in English. He was
a Jewish convert.

TCharlea Clermont-Ganneau, 1846-1923. A noted French Orientalist,instrumen-
tal in discovering the Mesha stone in 1870, and author of a mumber of volumes dealing
with the archaeclogical expleration of Palestine. Gannean was well-known as a critie
of suspected forgeries and frauds and claimed the honor of revealing the framdulant
nature of the Moabite pottery connected with Shapira, as well as the famous "tiara of
Saitapharnes” owned by the ILouvre,

8
In the opinion of this writer the anthenticlty of the Qumran scrolls is
unquestionable.

90110 of Claude R. Conder's main arguments against the authenticity of the
document was that no leather manuscript could exist for more than 2000 years "... in
the damp atmosphere of a country which has a rainfall of twenty inches." (m Times
Weekly Edition, August 2, 1883, p. 9)

1°St.rong objection to the document was raised because of Shapira's account
about the existence of the linen, "The mention of the linen seems somehow a mistake
since 5%37 believers in leather can hardly be expected to assign equal staying power
to mere flax." (The Times Weekly Edition, August 22, 1883, p. 12) For a complete
account of these objections see below.

n
According to information received from the Population Registry in Rotterdam,
Moses Wilhelm Shapira died on March 9, 188k, at the age of fifty-one. This is the
only document in which the full name of Shapira is given.

12399 section below on "The Whereabouts of Shapira's Scroll.”
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Among the recent Qumran ﬁndal3there are several Pentateuchal fragments, especi-

ally of Deuteronowlh, also written in Archaic Hebrew st:ri}:d;15 s though admittedly of

later datalé

« In the summer of 1956, the present writer spent several weeks at the
British Museum studying among other things the eighty-two page dossierl? on this scroll.
It is clear from this dossier that it was mainly the internal evidence which prompted

Ginsburg, Sa.ycew, Neubauerlg, and other scholars to reach their decision. By no means

13For full detalls see P. Benoit, O.P. "Editing the Mamuscript Fragments from
Qumran.” Biblical Archaeologist XIX, December 1956; or, in its original French ver-
sion, "Le travall d'e on des fragments marmuscrits de Qumran." Revue Biblique LXIII,
1956; PPe h9"67o

mFrank M. Cross, (BASORs no. 1h1; 1950, p. 111) referring to the single copy of

the Book of Chronicles found in Cave IV, polnts cut that this mamuscript is found on

a three-inch strip of leather; parts of six lines and two columns are preserved. He
also points out that the most popular books among the sectarians, to judge from the
mmber of coples preserved in Cave IV, are Deuteronomy--13 M5S; Isalah--12 MSS; and
Psalms--10 M5S. Some will note that these same books figure most frequently in New
Testament quotations from the 0ld Testament. The scrolls in Paleo-Hebrew are virtu-
ally all Biblical, including the five Pentateuchal mamiscripts and some fragments from
Job,.

ISSeva'al Pentateuchal fragments have been found in 1Q, LQ, (for instance Gen, 6,
13-21; Lev. 8, 13), written in Paleo-Hebrew script, agaln of much later date. "There
is no reason to date E.he paleo-graphical series of MSS5. discovered in Qumr outside
the normal range of Qumran materials in the square-letter script." P.W. Skehan's report
in BA XIX, 1956, no. L, p. 86.

16
The inscription on Shapira's Deuteronomy is similar to but not identical with
that on the Mesha Stone (ninth century B.C.). For the date of the scripts of Shapira's
document see below chapter on script.

17prd tish Maseum, Add. 4129k, PaFra Relating to Shapira's Forged Mamscript
of Deutero . This dossier contains Trelevant, though incomplete, papers relative to
Wﬁ allegedly forged MSS. of Deuteronomy, consisting chiefly of some of the
original letters from Shapira to Walter Besant, Secretary of the Palestine Exploration
Fund; to E.A. Bond, Principal ILibrarian of the British Museum, and to Dr. Christian D.
Ginsburg, who was appointed to report on the Mamscript for the British Museum. The
dossier does not contain the original MSS., but happily there are reproductions in
photograph and lithograph of the text prepared by Ginsburg. Most valuable also are
several contemporary European newspaper clippings on the heated controversy.

18

A.H. Sayce, 18146-1933. British Orientalist and Professor of Assyriology at

Oxford. One of the foremost contemporary authorities on Oriental scholarship,
191. Neubauer, 1832-1907. British Semitic scholar born in Hungary. In 1868 he
became associated with the Bodlelian Iibrary, where he subsequently became sub-librarian.
He was reader of Rabbinical literature at Oxford from 1886-1900 and published a number
of books, one being a catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the Bodleian Iibrary.
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did the opinions of all scholars and experts of the day condemn the MSS. as a
forgery’®. On August 13, 1956, a preliminary report of this writer's study of
the Shapira case was published in the form of an interview21 and was subsequently
reproduced in some of the leading newspapers in several countries.

Following the publication of this report, but before this writer was able to
publish a documented article on the subject, Oskar K. Rabinow’icz22 and M.S. Goshen-
Gottstein23 strongly criticized the re-opening of the case, each concluding categori-

cally that the Shapira document was a forgeryzh. There are good reasons, however, to

2014, 45 regrettable that the scholars who have recently objected to my
re-opening the case did not see fit to refer to any of the reports in favor of the
Shapira documents. (See Gottstein, Rabinowicz; notes 22 and 23 below.)

2lThe New York Times. August 13, 1956, pp. 1, 6.

220skar K, Rabinowicz. "The Shapira Forgery Mystery." Jewish Quarterly
Review XLVII, 1956, pp. 170-182. (Rabinowicz further published two articles on the
subject in the Jewish Chronicle, London, August 9th and 16th, 1957, respectively.)
Rabinowicz mainly repeated the arguments advanced in 1883. He concluded with a
sweeping statement in .support of S. Zeitlin's views on the Qumran Scrolls. See
footnote 32.

23Mmegil18t qumran veziyylf sefer debarim %el Bappfra." Ha'ares. December
28, 1956, Tel Aviv. Gottstein, while in essence following Rabinéwicz's 1883 arguments,
raised an important question involving the paleographic issue, to be discussed
later. A similar item was published by him in the Jewish Chronicle of Febraury
15, 1957. Again, he published an article in the Journal of Jewish Studies, "The
Shapira Forgery and the Qumran Scrolls," VII, Nos. 3 and L, 1956, pp. 187-193.
The latter Journal was published only in July 1957.

2hPerhaps it is relevant to point out here that this writer has never made
a claim to the effect that Shapira's Deuteronomy is not a forgery. It was J. L.
Teicher ("The Genuineness of the Shapira Manuscripts." The Times Iiterary Supplement,
March 22, 1957) who wrote that he had reached the "inescapable conclusion that the
Shapira manuscripts were genuine and that their contents are most fittingly described
as representing the Book of Deuteronomy, which was re-drafted for liturgical and
catechetic purposes in the Jewish Christian Church." Obviously, apart from raising
the question of re-examining the Seroll, the present writer cannot be held responsible
for J. L. Teicher's conclusion on the genuineness of the Shapira manuscripts.
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believe that, for the sake of true scholarship, the whole case merits re-examination.
It was in this spirit that ihe vwriter read a paper before the Society of Biblical Liter-
ature and E:egeaiszs and another one at the joint Midwest meeting of that Society and
the American Oriental ‘Boﬁ.ety.zs At both meetings the members received a sixteen page
mimeographed pamphlet containing documents, quotations, and sources relating to the sub-
ject under review. It was at these meetings that an attempt was made to refu’e the
arguments of 0.K. Rabinowlcz, as well as those advanced in 1883. Several eminent achol-
“'27 have since written to this writer encouraging him to pursue the matter further.

Jo. Philip Hyatt, President of the Soclety of Biblical Iiterature and Exegesis, in his
presidential address to the ninety-second mesting, expressed the belief that the Qumran

discovery might eventually lead to the authentication of the Shapira documents.ze

Se Ieivj.nzg, reviewing the finds of Qumran IV, independently called for the re-examination

of the Shapira document in the light of the Qumran diaoovaries.Bo
The purpose of the present paper is to atiempt to analyze and refute the evidence--
both internal and external--advanced not only by the scholars of 1883 but also by M.H.

Goshen-~Gottstein and 0.K. Rabinowicz.

25""the Case of Shapira's Dead Sea (Deuteronomy) Scroll of 1883," read at the
ninety-second meeting, held at the Union Theological Seminary in New York City, Deceme
ber 27-28, 1956.

26

"Further Evidence Relating to the Case of Shapira's Deuteronomy," at Dubuque,

Iowa, April, 1957.

2

70ut of courtesy and respect to these eminent scholars this writer refrains
from referring to their names, which may be obtained on request by any would-be inves-
tigators of the Shapira case.

28
See also L. Philip Hyatt, "The Dead Sea Discoveries: Retrospect and Chal-
lenge.* JBL IXXVI, 1957, p. 3.

29
3 ¥oted Israeli archaeologist and director of the department of Antiquities in
Jerusalem.

30
Hi'areg. April 20, 1956.
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This writer wishes to reiterate that at no time has he made any claim that the
31

Shapira documents are authentic. He leaves such decisions to more qualified and com-
petent scholars to re-examine the case and reach a new decision in the light of our
present more advanced knowledge of paleography and Biblical archaeology. Furthermore,
this writer will not in the least feel unhappy or disappointed should competent
scholars today re-examine the case and re-establish the forgery on a sounder scholarly
basis.

The most startling statement in Rabinowicz's article3?2 is his intimation
that the Qumran Scrolls might be a forgery too. His conclusion is as follows:

If it should be possible to prove--as is indicated in John Hillaby's
report--that these fragments are textually similar to or in some parts even
identical with certain scrolls discovered since 1947 at Qumran, then a mystery
of unparalleled importance would be woven around the latter, and thus justify
to a great extent what Professor Zeitlin of Dropsie College Philadelphia has
been claiming about the Dead Sea Scrolls on the basis of internal evidence.

The motive which has prompted Rabinowicz to embark upon a "holy war" against

this writer is quite appreciated in this light.

31Gottstein, ope cit., p. 187, quoting John Hillaby, correspondent of the New
York Times, attributes the following to me: "My impression is that there is a good
chance of this scroll [viz. The Shapira Scroll] emerging as a genuine one. It is
quite feasible that Shapira might have suffered a great injustice seventy years ago,
and that even if his Deuteronomy did not date from King Josiah's times it might have
been copied by one of the members of this Qumran sect." This quotation by Gottstein
is correct as far as it goes; however, this quotation originally belongs to Theodor
F. Meysels, of Jerusalem. {See Jerusalem Post, November 20, 1953.) It was only
natural for this writer to entertain the possibility of the Shapira document emerging
as a genuine one, but certainly not the "only possibility," as Gottstein infers.

2JGR, cp. cit., p. 182,
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The External Evidence.

B. The Discovery.

The following is an account of the discovery and descriptions of fragments, as

related in Shapira's own handwritten letter to Professor Herman Strack, of Be.rlin33, and

34
in Shapira's own handwritten account to the British Maseum.

I am going to surprise you with a notice and a short description of a curi-
ous manuscript, written in old Hebrew, or Phoeniclan letters upon a small strip
of embalmed leather, and seems to be a short unorthodox book of the last speech
of Moses in the plain of Moab....

In July 1878, I met several Bedouins in the house of the ue]_l-gnnﬁn Sheikh
Mahmud el Arakat, we came of course to speak of old inscriptions.3> One Bedouin
asserted that the antique brings blessedness to the place where it lays, and
began to tell...the following....

3B mhe original letter in its entirety is found in the above-mentioned British
Museum Dossier, fol. 1, and is dated "Jerusalem, May 9, 1883." The writer has made very
few changes in grammer and style.

"A Few Notes as a Preface to the Mamiscript of Deuteronomy.” British Maseum

Dossier, pp. 26-32,

3511'. was only natural for Shapira to discuss inscriptions, seeing that he was an
"agent for the British Museum." It i3 relevant to say here in passing that Shapira in
this capacity had sold a large rnumber of ancient authentic rabbinic and Arabic documents
which are still in the possession of the Museum. Guthe, the well-lmown German scholar
whe was the first to carry out intensive study of the Shapira documents states in his
book (ops cit., p. 1) that he had visited Shapira's antique shop several times "to look
at several Webrew and Arablc MSS., especially concerning the Bible, which Shapira had
bought in Yemen and which he had sold in the meantime partly to the Royal Iibrary in
Berlin and partly to the Iibrary of the British Museum in London." A number of mam-
scripts were at that time purchased by Mayor Adolf Sutro of San Francisco, according to
a letter recently received by this writer from the librarian of the San Francisco public
library. On Shapira's arrival in London, several reports appeared in the contemporary
press stressing that he was a distinguished member of the Hebrew-Christian comsmunity.
The Jewish Chronicle of Iondon, August 10, 1883, p. 10, reported that in Jerusalem Shge
pira"had Decoms a pillar of the London Mission and that as a leading antique dealer in
Jerusalem he used to acquire great mumbers of old MSS. from Arabs in South Palestine
and sold them all over Europe. Some of these documents were of great importance such
as the beautiful MSS. of Maimonides' Commentary on the Mishna which he sold to Berlin.
As 0,K. Rabinowicz himself points out, (op. cit., JQR, p. 173) this made possible the
.editing of the whole work of the philosopher. In fact, the announcement about the
edition of the Mishna Torah on the basis of Shapira's MSS., giving him full credit for
it, was made in 1 188ly==eight months after his fragments had been declared a for-
gery and one month after his suicide in Rotterdam, (ibid., p. 17L) Ginsburg, in a let-
ter published in the London Times, August 27, 1883, and addressed to E.A. Bond, prin-
cipal librarian of the British Museum, dated August 22, 1883, reporting on the forgery,
pointed out that in November, 1877, the British Museum purchased from Shapira a large
number of ancient Pentateuchal scrolls from Yemen.
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Several years ago, some Arabs had occasion to flee from th enemies and
hid themselves3® high up (in caves) in a rock facing the Moujib. T They dis-
covered there several bundles of very old rugs. Thinking they may contain gold,
they peeled away a good deal of cotton or linen and found some black charms and
threw them away; but one of them took them up and ainge having the charms in his
tent, he became a wealthy man, having sheep, €tCousad
Only the goat and the jars are missing here to show the striking similarity with

the circumstances of the Qumran original discovery of Cave One.

Shapira's account goes ons

We marvelled of the dryness of the place. The Arabs told us that no rain
are able to approach the place becamse the north and south rocks sheltered it
from rain. We thought at that time that such a drys}and may preserve for us
the oldest documents, being like the Egyptian soil. 1 therefore took an_inter-
est in the story.... with the help of Sheikh Arakat, an Arab brought me / i.e.,
Shapirgalowly all I now possess, which seemed to me to belong to three differ-
ent documents--one nearly complete, one a very little wanting, and of one I have
only a very little piece and much decayed. ¢
Some scholars doubted the truthfulness of Shapira's account as fantastic and the

frult of his imagination. Yet today, in the light of the Qumran account of the discov-
ery of Cave One, Shapira's story does not sound so incredible.

According to Guthe'sho description of the manuscript, there were sixteen strips
of leather whose breadth varied between 7.6 and 9.7 centimetres. Their lengths, however,
were of greater variations. Five strips were only fifteen to eighteen centimetres ‘longj
the others consisted of two, three, four, or five connscted layers, each of which had
the length mentioned above so that strips up to eighty or ninety centimetres in length

were found. In addition there were several smaller pieces.

6

3 ", .sin order to escape the persecution of the Turkish govermment.® B.M. Dod-
sier, p. 26.

37Ac¢:ording to Shapira's account to Guthe, Bedouins of the East Jordanian tribes
were forced by the Wali of Damascus to recognize Turkish rule which they hated. So they
escaped to a cave, supposed to be between Aroer and Wadi-l-Moujib. There they found a
black bundle next to a pile of old linen. (op. cit., p. 5)

3B'I'lmaue three excerpts gre from the Dossier, p.l.
39Fron a letter from Shapira, Dossier, p. 2.

hoga.. cltey Pe 2.
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C. The Role of the German Scholars.

In a memorandum addressed to Ginsburg,hl Shapira stated that upon receipt of
the Manuscripts in 1878, he had made cc»]:v:l.e;ab‘2 and had sent them to Konstantine Schlot-
tma.m:.h3 Shapira went on to say:

Schlottmann wrote that they were fabrications and blamed me for calling
them a sacred text...and wrote in similar terms to the (German) consul at
Jerusalem, Baron von Muenchausen, and desired him to prevent me from making
the find public.

Shapira placed the fragments in a Jerusalem bank upon receiving Schlottmann's
opinion. However, he scon began to consider the German's case more critically. He

stated:

I began to reconsider Schlottmann's objections and found that they were
partly grounded on mistakes I had made in deciphering the writing. I felt
better able to judge them myself because I had had more experience in manu-
geripts. It was before Easter of the present year that I re-examined them,
and deciphered them a second time. Professor Schroeder, Consul Beyrout,
saw them in the middle of May, 1883, and pronounced them genuine. He wanted
to purchase them. I took the writings to Leipzig at the end of July to have
them photographed. Professors there saw them. Professor Guthe, who intends

b1} ted August 7, 1883, and reprinted in the Athenaeum and Academy, both of

August 11, 1883, pp. 179 and 99, respectively. It is also reproduced by Rabinowicz
in the JQR, op. cit., p. 17k.

h2m’ may account for the observation made by his daughter (pseudonym Myriam
Harry) in her book, La Petite Fille de Jerusalem, Paris, 191i: "Son pere copialt ces
lettres vingt fois, cent foiS....cherchant de nouvelles combinaisons; et, chaque fois
qu'til €tablissait un mot ou compl€tait une phrase, il exprimait sa joie." p. 31.
Gottstein in the space of one page, JJS, op. cit., p. 189, makes several contradictory
observations: (a) "It cannot be maintained with certainty that Shapira was involved
in the forgery himself.” (b) "That he /Shapira/ was versed in the art of skillfully
writing Paleo-Hebrew letters is beyond doubt."™ (c) "It is possible that his desire
to prove his learning...drove him to being involved in the forgery, which by the way,
could not be accomplished by one person."” Again, Gottstein (ibid.s describes Shapira's
daughter as a person who "idealized her father"; in the same breath, Gottstein uses
the French quogation to prove that Shapira was training himself for the forgery. The
general view expressed by most. of the contemporary writers was that Shapira himself
was not the forger.

U3, theologian and Professor of 01d Testament at Halle.

hh.lu:cox't:l;l.ng to Shapira's account to Guthe, Dr. Schroeder, the German consaul
in Jerusalem, inspected the leather strips in May 1883, and had no doubt concerning
their gemineness. Guthe adds, "It is undoubtedly certain that Schroeder had seen
the manuseripts in Jerusalem and is inclined to consider them gemuine, (op. cit., p. 7)
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to write about them, believes in them. The manuscripts have been smeared
with asphalt originally as a kind of embalment. They became subsequently
further darkened by the use of oil and spirit. The oil was used by the Aﬁgbs
to counteract their brittleness, and to prevent their suffering from wet.

According to Rabinowicz ,hé Guthe finished his investigation on July 6h7;
four days later Shapira appeared in Berlin and offered the fragments for sale to the
Royal Library. One would expect that Guthe would have warned the Royal Library and
later the British Museum about the forgery but nothing was heard from him, Moreover,
Richard Lepsius, keeper of the Royal Iibrary, decided to accept the offer. The Times
correspondent in Berlin reported to his papeth that Lepsius

+eeat once convened a Committee of the most learned of his colleagues to
examine into their ﬁhe fragmentsj nature and value, This commlittee consis-
ted of Professor (August) Dillmann, of the Hebrew Chair; Professor (Eduard)
Sachau, the distinguished Orientalist; Professor (Adolf) Ermann, another
scholar (prominent Orientalist); and Dr. (Moritz) Steinschneider, who in the
Yyears between 1852 and 1860 compiled the valuable catalogue of Hebrew books,
etc. in the Bodleian Iibrary at Oxford. ...The Committee met at the house
of its convener, Professor Lepsius, on the 10th July last; while Mr, Shapira,
of Jerusalem, was waiting in expectant trepidation in an adjoining room,
spent exactly one hour and a half in a close and critical investigation into
the character of the goatskin wares. At the end of the sitting they unani-
mously pronounced the alleged codex to be a clever and impudent forgery.
There was some thought of calling in a chemist to look at the matter from his
particular point of view; but so satisfied were the Committee with the gen-
eral internal evidence against the presumption of the antiquity of more than

J"51'{emoz-s.ndum from Shapira to Ginsburg, op. cit.

hé@, op. git., p. 178.
L7,

The result of Hermann Guthe's work appeared in Ieipzig in September 1883,
under the title Fragmente einer lederhandschrift enthaltend Moses letzte Rede an die
Kinder Israel. Raﬁﬁnoﬂcz, In 3y Pe s E1ves an incorrect description of Juthe's
work when he writes: "This booklet contains almost 100 pages--l for the Introduc-
tion and 9l for the text--reproduces the entire wording of the Shapira fragments in
one column--There are also some facsimiles of the MSS. at the end of the books...”

A more accurate description will read as follows: "This booklet contains 94 pages--
2 for the Introduction, LO for the text, and 52 pages are devoted to description and
discussion of the M35, and the texts. There are no facsimiles at all of the MSS. and
the book has only one page containing a table of the forms of the Phoenician alphabet."
Moreover, the text in Guthe's book does not cover all the Shapira fragments.

hGOn Augnst 28, 1883. It is worthy to note that although the correspondent
reported on events which took place on July 10th, his dispatch was published in the
Times only after Clermont-Ganneau's conclusion against the authenticity of the docu-
ment. The Times in the meantime published Ginsburg's transcriptions and translations
of almost two-thirds of the text.
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2000 years claimedhgor the strips, that they deemed it unnecessary to call
for further proof.

Rabinowicz claims that the German scholars knew that the scroll was a hoax.
If so, why did they not warn their British colleagues? Surely they knew what was

going on in the British PMseum.s 0

In the strong words of the Atha.naeum:SI "Lf the
professors detected the forgery why should they have offered to buy the fragments?
And while they read in German and English newspapers the sensational news from Lon-
don, why did they keep quiet? Not a word of warning to the British Museumi" The
article also doubted that Dr. Lepsius, "with the limited opportunity he had of exam-
ining them, came to a declded opinion about them." Nonetheless, the German savants
did not share their knowledge with the English scholars. One naive excuse advanced
was that these learned gentlemen were on vacation.52 Why did all the German schol-

ars--some of whom wanted, nevertheless, to purchase the docu.men'b53—-wait until Cler-

mont-CGanneau had made his decision and only then join the band-wagon?

h9It is interesting to note that the Iondon Editors of the Times pointed out
that, not withstanding their verdicts, the Berlin scholars were w.i.lIIng to acquire
those fragments at a price Shapira could not accept. Rabinowicz in JOR (see note 22)
remarks, "This made him /Shapira/ think that the MSS. might after all have been gem-
ine, for why should scholars be willing to purchase forgeries?" and that he therefore
brought them to London to try his luck with the British Museum.

5 oProfessor Albert Socin of Tuebingen also confirmed, but a year later, (in
Zeitschrift des deutschen Palaestina-Vereins, leipzig, 1884, pp. 2h0-241,) that a
Whole committee of important scholars in Berlin recognized the forgery immediately,
long before it created such a stir in England.

51geptenber 1, 1883, p. 275.

52
A. Neubauer, The Athenaeum, September 8, 1883.

53 The Times, which had reported the Shapira controversy in a thorough and
objective manner, often consulting experts on the subject, apparently instructed its
correspondent in Berlin to look into the authenticity of the offer by the Berlin
scholars to buy the fragments from Shapira. This was confirmed in the Times of Aug-
ust 28, 1883. The ingenious reason given for the purchase was to enablé the German
professors to study and exhibit to their students "an example of what could really be
done in the way of literary fabrication.” (ibid.) Rabinowicz, in JQR, XLVII, 195
p. 178, converiently confuses the events chronologically without gIving sources or
documentations and naively concludes triumphantly, "One of the most striking facts

2

(Contimed next page, please.)
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D. Shapira's Offer of the MSS. for One Million Pounds Sterling Not Rejected.

Shapira offered his Deuteronomy scroll for sale to the British Museum authori-
ties asking one million pounds for it. The fact is that the offer was not turned down
even after several days of examination of the document, not only by Ginsburg but also
by a group of experts who met at the office of the Palestine Exploration Fund for the
gole purpose of inspecting the sc'mll.sl4 Moreover, a mamber of fragments were put on
display, and on August 13, Mr. Gladstone, the British Prime Minister, pald a special
visit to look at them. One of the London new:apa.pers55 reporting the Prime Minister's
visit to the British Museum remarked that he was seen "chatting" with both Shapira
and Gingburg and that he had expressed an astonishment at the close similarity of the
Manuscripts to the Moabite and the Siloam stones. The paper went on to say:

The battle which is now waxing hot among Orientalists will be the renewal
of the old war of the Moabite stone. The question is partly one of paleo-
graphy. Obsolete words and words regarded as late Hebrew appear. Among
those who hold that the Mamuscript is genuine, the divergency of opinion as
to the date is very great. Some 8th century, some the time of captivity,
while a third party places it to be the Maccabean period.

Had the British Museum scholars been convinced that Shapira's documents were
a forgery, they would have neither displayed them to the public nor troubled the

Prime Minister to come and inspect them.

53(cont) with regard to the finality of the finding that the fragments were a
forgery is that the scholars in Cermany and England arrived at their conclusions inde-
pendently." Just that, German scholars who knew about the forgery several weeks before
their British colleagues kept silent about it.

' 5,"In his autoblography, Sir Walter Besant, one of the persons present at this
meeting, comments that the MS. was examined "amid such excitement as is very seldom
exhibited by scholars." Besant also mentions that one of the learned gentlemen, a
professor of Hebrew ",..exclaimed with conviction, 'This is one of the few things
which couldn't be a forgery and a fraud.'" Sir Walter Besant. The Autobiography of
Sir Walter Besant. New York: Dodd, Mead, and Co., 1902, pp. 16I-167, =

5511}3 London Standard, August 1L, 1883.
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E. Ginsburg's Reluctance to Reach a Decision.

For almost three weeks Ginsburg, the expert on behalf of the British Museunm,
had been publishing transcriptions and translations from Shapii'a's Dauterommy.sé
Almost three-fourths of the entire text with translation was published in the London
TMmes during the period. Had he thought the whole thing was a forgery, what was
the purpose of publishing the texts? It took Clermont-Ganneau only a few moments
(sicl) to reach his sensational conclusion that the document was a forgery.

Two weeks after the arrival of the Manuscript in the British Museum we read:

Dr. Ginsburg is still busily engaged at the British Museum in decipher-
ing Mr. Shapira's latest antiquarian find; and the reticence Dr. Ginsburg
displays leads many to put faith in the original assertion that these scraps
of leather are hundreds of years older than the Christian era. It is argued
by these believers that, 1f the skins had been forgeries, such an acute

scholar as ?r. Ginsburg would have been able long before this to have detected
the fremd.’

56Ginaburg's translations appeared in the Iondon Times of August 10, 17, and
22; and in the Athenseum for August 11, 18, and 25. Many other newspapers copied the
translations for the enlightemment of their own readers.

in Tond 5TRepom'3 to the liverpool Daily Post, August 16, 1883, from its correspondent
n Olle
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F. The coup de grace.
The coup de grace in the external evidence was dealt primarily by Clermont-
Ga.nneaus @ and was repeated in Oinsburg's first reportsg to Bond: "The narrow slips
of leather on which /Shapira's text/ is written are cut off from the margin of Syna-
gogue scrolls.m"
Clermont-Ganneau, in his devastating conclusion, admitted that he had enter-
tained in advance most serious doubts as to the authenﬁcity of the documents.6o

His decision was reached only after a glance at two61 or three fragments, grudgingly

63 Clermont-Ganneau added that

62
permitted by Ginsburg,  and only for a few minutes.
he could easily forge another seroll which M"would make a fitting sequel to the Deu-
teronomy of Mr. Shapira," adding sarcastically that his "would have the slight advan-

tage over it of not costing quite a million sterling.” Clermont-Ganneau's supercili-

58The Times, August 21, 1883.
59Datad August 22, 1883, and published in the Times August 27, 1883,

6°Upon his arrival in London, Clermont-Ganneau, in his letter to the Times,
published on August 15, writes: "I will not conceal the fact that I entertained in
advance serious doubts as to their authenticity."

61The painstaking acholar Guthe (op. cite., p. 2) tells us that when Shapira
came to see him in Leipzig in June 1883 l_iftthiew to examining the document, he
(Guthe) told him that no conscientious scholar could reach a conclusion until he had
"acquired a perfect lmowledge of the entire manuscripte..and this is a labour which
would take weeks or even months." It took Clermont-Gameau only a "few moments,"
Neubauer--less than a week (even without seeing the document), and Ginsburg about
twenty days, to brand the document as a forgery.
62Al:l. accounts indicate that there was no love lost between these two schol-
ars,

63 Clermont-Ganneaun writes, "I set to work with the meagre means of informa-
tion at my disposal: (1) The hasty inspection of two or three pleces which M.
Ginsburg had allowed me to handle for a few mimutes on my first visit; (2) the exame
ination of two fragments exposed to public view in a glass case in the mamuscript
department of the British Museum, a case very ill-lighted and difficult of approach,
owlng to the crowd of the curious pressing round these venerable relics." (Times,
August 21, 1883.)
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ous attitude was met with hostility by some of the British press ,Gh and apparently
the Daily News was not prepared to accept Clermont-Ganneau's conclusion at face
value. The newspaper sent its own umnamed expert to examine and report on the
scholar's conclusion, His verdict reported in the Daily N;miégtated:

«sothe portion of the Deuteronomy mamiscript examined by the present
~ writer was written on leather of a thicker character, differing very con-
siderably from that usually employed in synagogue-rolls. Moreover s it is
questionable whether on a purely speculative business it would have been
worth while to mutilate and spoil a valuable roll. M. Clermont-Ganneau's
evidence is also vitiated by the strong prejudice which he confesses he
had previously entertained,

61*Naarly every London newspaper took the chance to attack the French scholar,

often with no attempt at subtlety. The Echo (August 23, 1883) commented that "...the
flippant offer of a French archaeologist to provide us with an entire Pentateuch of
similar apparent antiquity is about equal in value to Dr. Lardner's promise that he
would swallow the first steamship that succeeded in traversing the Atlantiec." The
Manchester Guardian (September 6, 1883) remarked that Ganneau had "shown the hand of
The critic a ttle too soon for British notions of fair play." When a controversy
arose regarding the original discoverer of the forgery the press leaped to the de-
fense of Ginsburg and accused Clermont-Gammean of bad faith and falsification. The
Daily News (August 27, 1883) commented caustically on the Frenchmen "whose special

ction 1t is to discredit Mr. Shapira's antiquities...." By the end of October,
however, Ganneau was being pitied, and the Nation (October 25, 1883) reassuringly
published its view that the persecution of Tamneau resulted from a failure on the
part of Ginsburg and that "English newspapers...endeavored to disentangle inshurg?
by accusing the Frenchman of acting from a preconceived notion and anti- cal
prejudices, of haste in forming his decision and greater haste in making it known,
of making use in his discovery of the fraud previous hints by Dr. Ginsburg, etcees."

65August 22, 1883,
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G. The Whereabouts of Shapira's Document.

In an article to the Jewish Chronicle on the aub:]ec‘b,66 the present writer

&
remarked, "The scroll may be lying in some repository of the British Museum 7 which,

however, denies poaaesaion;6s may have been thrown out long ago, or may have been
returned to the Shapira family."

In this connection it was stated®® that in July, 188l, Shspira's widow wrote
to the Museum inquiring about the documents of her late husband.m The present
writer also remarked that there was no indication in the dossier of a reply having -
been sent or of the fate of the documents.

Both Gottstein'*

and Rabinowics ° have attempted to exploit this remark.
Gottstein, with baffling over-confidence and aarcasm73 claims, "Mansoor seems to

have overlooked some pertinent facts when he states that a reply was sent to Shapira's

66}1. Mansoor, "Shapira's Dead Sea Scroll." December 28, 1956, p. 13.

6-!Tl'lis claim was first advanced by Theodor Meysels in the Jerusalem Post,
November 20, 1953.

68This writer wishes to put on record that the British Museum authorities
have done everything possible to extend the facilities of the Mmseum to him, inclu-
ding the making of several photographs and a microfilm of the entire dossier. He
has never doubted the statement by the British Museum that they believed the Shapira
document ‘was returned. This writer only stated that he could find no written record
in the dossier to this effect.

69M. Mansoor, loc. cit.

"Ome relevant evidence is in folio 25 of the British Museum dossier (Add.
L1294) dated July 7, 188L: "Dear Dr. Ginsburg: Mrs. Shapira in a letter just re-
ceived asks to have sent to her a letter of recommendation of her late husband from
Lepsius and a similar oas vritten by myself which she states are in your hands....
She inquires after the Deuteronomy fragments and says she found two small pieces
among her husband's papers and sent them to Professor Schlottmann./ Signed E.A. Bond."

71
JC, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

72:12, August 16, op. cit.

73% can answer with absolute certainty," "beyond any doubt," "there is mo
doubt whatsoever," "every scholar can rest assured and sleep soundly at night," "it
iz an obvious fake," to quote only a few (JC, op. cit.) Gottstein's srticle a few
months later in the JJS (op. cit.) is moderate in Tome. (See alao note 80 below.)
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widow, In fact, we find a note to the effect that she afterwards submitted the mater-
ial to the German scholar, Schlottmann, for further atudy."'m In view of the docu-
ment quoted above,75 Gottstein's statement is clearly misleading, all the more so
since he does not refer to the sources. All the letter states is that "two small
i‘ragments"76 were sent to Schlottmann. Surely Mr. Bond, the Curator of the British
Museum, would not have written such a letter to Ginsburg had the MSS. been returned
by that time. In view of the one million pound sterling demanded by Shapira, this
fact could not have escaped his mind. Furthermore, the "further study" by Schlott-
mann, mentioned in Gottstein's statement above is pure conjecture. There is nothing
to support it. Building up his conjecture, Gottstein, referring to Schlottmann,
reuu;.:;'ks77 that he "had already played a doubtful part in inducing the Berlin Museum
to buy /through Shapira/ the well-known 'Moabite pottery fakes,' and Shapira had got
in touch with him before he came to England." Gottstein's implication is clear:
Schlottmann was perhaps the first scholar, as early as 1878, (i.e. five years before
Shapira came to London) to denounce the document as "obvious forgeries, because they
contradicted the B:Lble."T8 Shapira himseif, in a memorandum addressed to Ginsburg79
writes, "Schlottmann wrote that they were fabrications and blamed me for calling

them a sacred text."

™36, 1oc. cit.

"5British Maseun Dossier, fol. 25, Add. L129l.

76Stxap:l.ra brought only fifteen strips to the British Museum. (Times, August
3, 1883; Athenaeum, Augnst b, 1883.) According to Guthe (see note 40) Shapira had
at least s en strips. This explains the fact that Mrs. Shapira found two frag-
ments among her husband's papers after he had cormitted suiclide. Gottstein's argu-
ments in the JC (op. cit.) and in the JJS (op. cit., p. 191 n. 19) are far from
convincing, whereas Rablnowicz's statement on this subject (JC, August 16, 1957) is
irrelevant in the light of Guthe's evidence. (For the entire contents of the strips,
see note 183.)

g6, 100. stt.

L 5 ?eIetter from Shapira to Dr. Strack, May 9, 1883. British Museum Dossier,
Ole 3

Taugust 7, 1883. Published in the Academy, August 11, 1883, pp. 99-100; The
Athenaeum, August 11, 1883, p. 179.
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Having built up his conjecture, Gottstein concludes "with absolute certainty"
that "there is no doubt whatsoever that in 188L the British Museum returned thé
Scroll."BO Here too Gottstein's conclusion is fully endorsed by Rabinowicz.al

Let the followlng facts speak for themselves: (a) Mr. Bond's letter (dated
July 188L4) to Ginsburg inquiring about the documents. 22 (b) Shapira left Iondon in

ignominy in September 1883 obviously without the MSS. In Clermont-Gannesu's !Jot:d:\:83
8L

we read that a re-examination of the documents™ by a number of scholars, including

Clermont-Ganneau himself, took place at the British Museum in January, 188L. (c) Final-

ly, the most relevant evidence in this connection is the following excerpt from A.R.C.
85

Carter's book1

After the exposure he (Shapira) wrote a piteous letter of regret for the
trouble and unrest which he had caused, and he thankfully accepted a few
ounds from the British Museum for his once "priceless" manuscript o be
Ee t as a warning to others. With Uhis small sum he went to Amsterdam and
ed Ty Fis owmn E'aEE In an obscure lmn.

This last evidence certainly supports the evidence given in (a) and (b) above.50

801y 3 perhaps relevant to state that despite his initial overconfidence
Gottstein had not a word to say about the whereabouts of the MSS. in his subsequent
JJS article (op. eit.).

81 JC, August 16, 1957,
B2See above, note 53.

BB_L_e_s. Fraudes archaeologiques en Palestine, Paris, 1885, pp. 25k ff,

B]"Ob'vi.cn.lsly Clermont-Ganneau by re-examining the documents at the British
Museum in 188l indicated that he was not certain that his condemnation of the docu=
ments was "indisputable" as he had thought six months earlier.

85 AR.C, Carter, let Me Tell You. Iondon: Hutchinson and Co. Itd., 1940,
A whole chapter, pp. 21&-'[97 i5 devoted to the Shapira case. Mr. Carter, who is
happily still with us, was born in 186, so he was about twenty years old when the
Shapira "indident" took place. Since 1894 he has been editor of the Year's Art and
a regular contributor to the Daily Telegraph on art and literature. -

%11 & private commumication from Dr. Cecil Roth, of Oxford (dated June, 1957),
it is stated that fragments from Shapira's Deuteronomy were exhibited in London by the
Quaritch firm. It is referred to as "Item 2091 in the Catalogue of the Anglo-Jewish
Historical Exhibition, Royal Albert Hall, London, 188." Further inquiries in this
direction have falled to produce further results as to the whereabouts of the document.
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H. Character of the Seript.

A significant feature of the investigation was the fact that no objection or
suspicion about the script itself was voiced against the document by the scholars of
1883; especially by those who had examined the original strips. On the contrary it

seems that both Ginsburg and Guthe were favourably impressed by it. Ginsburg himself

atatads?

The writing of the Shapira MSS. seems not to be a picked alphabet, but
current, and this is in favour of the gemuineness of the document. It is
pretty clear that, whatever the _Sgg of the leather, the writing must elther
date from somewhere about BOU B.C. of from A.D. 1580.

88

The Standard =~ said:

Among those who hold that the MSS. are genuine...some incline...to the
period of Captivity, while a third party places the documents as late as the
Maccabees.

This view was given support in the Saturday Review which was able to reporta9

that "the latest estimate is that they are of the Maccabean period."

Gottstein's Inaccurate Argument on Paleography.

Gottstein's main contention90 is that the forger "imitated Paleo-Hebrew monu-
mental letters, i.e. letters used on inscriptions (or coins). Neither he nor any
scholar in the 1880's could know--and this decisive fact seems to have escaped Man-
soor's notice--that a written Paleo-Hebrew document exhibits altogether different
characteristics.”

Perhaps Gottstein should be referred here to a statement on the subject by
an authority. W.F. Albright's classical work91 contains an important statement which

clearly refutes Gottstein's. The statement reads, "Palestine itself has yielded a

BTAthenaeum, August L4, 1883.
BaAugust 1, 1883.
89August 18, 1883.

90358, op. cit., p. 189.

91'1'he Archaeology of Palestine. Penguin edition, p. 221.
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number of Aramaic ostraces from Samaria, Tell Farfah, and elsewhere, written in

exactly the script and language of Jewish papyri and ostraces of the fifth century
B.C. which have been found in Egypt."

While the above observation speaks for itself, archaeclogical finds also
contradict Gottstein's statement.

Yohanan Aharoni, who headed the 1955 expedition to Massada, conducted under
the auspices of the Hebrew University, the Israel Department of Antiquities, and
the Israel Exploration Society, reported92 among other things that "two Hebrew in-
scriptions were found...inscribed in black ink on a potsherd and on a fragment of
papyrus...written in the square script found on the Dead Sea Scrolls,”

Elsewhere in the Jewish Chronicle’> Gottstein categorically declares that the
manuscript is "an obvious fake" on paleographical data. Here again Gottstein should
be reminded of W.F. Albright's general obaervat.iongh that "The paleographic eriteria
are insufficient to establish their dating beyond doubt.”

It should be borne in mind that the character of the script in Shapira's
document is not exactly that of the Mesha or Siloam inscriptions, as is generally
assumed. After spending several months studying the texts Guthe pointed out’® that
at least seven Hebrew letters 21, 7, 1, T , 2 , ¥ | P are different from
those in the Mesha inscription while four others ( @ , 3 , B , N ) display
a minor deviation. Moreover, Guthe found at least three letters ( 2 , © , 1)
with a "consistent difference" from the Siloam inacription.96

9245 reported in Israel Digest, April 20, 1956.
930p. cit., April 19, 1957, p. 15.

91*21)_. cit., p. 221,

90ps clte, pe 654

%61b14,
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It is also sigmficant that Guthe remarks’| that Mthe symbols collected from
Hebrew seals and coins yield the most mumerous and closest similaritles. The forms
for the Hebrew letters ¥ , 2 , 2 , T , ? are found most faithfully on
Hebrew coins, whereas the letters 1 , T , ? , 3  offer the best parallel with
those on old Hebrew seals." Another revealing observation by Gu'bhe98 is that Sha-
pira's script contains three letters © , 2 , P in entirely new form. IHence,
Guthe” (who nevertheless condemned the document as a forgery on internal evidence)
observes, "the writing therefore does not lack certsin features which become especi-
ally appealing only after prolonged occupation with the manuscript.”

Perhaps it is appropriate to finish this section on the character of the
script with Guthe's own conclusions

In spite of the differences mentioned,...the impression of uniformity
predominates so much that I am now able to write the same symbols with an
oriental reed pen on leather without effort for/ hesitation....In this exper-
iment I was surprised to observe that the sharp cornmers and the pointed
angles of the letters can be produced without any difficulty on a plece of
leather which has been smoothed for writing. This characteristic is apt to
arouse a prejudice in favor of the manuscript.

As I have reported in my "Ausgrabungen bei Jeruaalem"loo I am in posses-
sion of several reproductions of really forged or still to be forged in-
scriptions which inhabitents of Jerusalem showed me. Their letters however
were with few exceptions so faulty and strange that a rewriting from memory
would have been impossible. With those common forgeries this mamuscript
has doubtless nothing to do. Compared to those the manuscript makes a so-
to-speak distinguished impression.

101
A full facsimile of the alphabet iz given in Guthe's work.

9?22- E&-, Pe 66.

98 p1d.

Pipid., p. 62.

100mme separate edition, Leipzig, 1883. p. 17h.
1013p_. cite, po She
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I. The Internal Evidence.

It is most significant that both Neubauer and Ginsburg became convinced that
the manuscripts were a forgery, not on the basis of external evidence but mainly on
internal evidence.loa Again, Rabinowiez s'tates,103 "But it was on internal evidence
that Professor Guthe came to the conclusion that the fragments were a forgery." He
further points m.u‘.]‘oh that the Rev. Albert Im:ylos was "one of the first in England
to repudiate the gemineness" of the document and that "it was the voice of Professor
Neubauer and his extensive analysis in the Acta.de_rc_xxm6 that sounded the death knell
for the Shapira fragments." This statement, therefore, constitutes the argument par

excellence of Rabinowicz.

1°2Rabinowicz, J&R, op. cit., p. 173 "Certainly, these external findings
were important, but it was on the internal evidence that the Shapira fragments were
finally proclaimed a forgery without any shred of doubt." See also Ginsburg's erum-
eration of his conclusions based on internal evidence, in his report to Bond of the
British Museum, dated August 21, 1883. again, in the Academy, September 8, 1883,
pp. 161-62, we read that Guthe's condemmation of the forgery is based upon internal
evidence.

10
%3, op. cit., p. 176,

1ohﬂabinmlicz, _{g, Oop. Ed_'l-'." p. 179.

105’1‘113 entire statement relating to Rev. A. lowy, to whom Rabinowicz refers,
is found in The Proceedings of the Society of Biblical Archaeology, November, 1883.
Vol. VI, Fourteenth Session. (rublished at the OIfices of the Society, Bloomsbury,
W.C., 1884, pe 5.) The report given in the proceedings is typical of the unscholarly
treatment of the subject. For the sake of reference it is reproduced here in full:
"The Reve. A. lowy, at the request of the President, made some remarks on the well-
known forgeries called the Shapira MS. He stated that in the month of August, when
he saw the reproduction in the Athenaeum of some portions of the alleged ancient
text, he had no hesitation in mentioning before a large audience that a most daring
fraud had been committed by some unscrupulous speculators. The forger had elimi-
nated from the text nearly all the vavs and yods which serve as matres lectionis,
in order to bring his work in harmony with the ancient Phoenician inscriptions.
But he had forgotten to be consistent. For example, Sihon was written with a yod
after the samech. The interpolations were suggested by the Samaritan system o
garbling the text of the Pentateuch. The innovations introduced by the forger were
ridiculous." As an example Mr. Lowy observed that it could be noticed that the for-
ger, in his search after the sensational, had parodied some of the verses in Deuter-
onomy, ch. xxvii, where curses are pronounced upon the commission of such and such
a sin. The forger had introduced new benedictions by the insertion of phrases in
which it is said, "Blessed is he who shall not [_Eomnﬂ.t such and such a sin/". The
interpolations were in many instances specimens of bad Hebrew and bad logle, and in
all instances specimens of bad faith. It is significant to note that the Rev. lowy
"definitely proved" that the Mssha Stone was also a forgery! (A. Lo "The Apocry-

B T om0 5?25?

phal Character of the Moabite Stone." Scottish Review IX," April PPe 2

1°6Augnst 18, 1883, p. 116. Neubauer's views were also published in the
Academy, August 25 and September 8, 1883.
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The absurdity of the whole argument is that Neubauer's articles are far from
extensive and are written for the layman. The articles are undocumented. Rabino-
wicz in his articles'®T has simply reproduced the arguments, incorrectly in some
instances .108

This writer has been conducting research for over a. year on all the available
material published in the contemporary newspapers and periodicals .109 An attempt
will be made to quote, where possible, not only the arguments advanced by Ginsburg,
Neubauer, and Guthe against the authenticity of the document, but also those

recently advanced by Gottstein and Rabinowicz, and to analyze them in the light of our

knowledge today. The writer leaves it to the reader to reach his own unbiased conclusion.

0Top. cite, p. 17h. See also, Jewish Chromicle, August 9, 16, 1957.

108p,r such errors, see notes 110, 111, 121, 12L, 128, 129, 131, 132, 1h2,
and 1h8.

10%ver 70 books , articles, and reports relating to the Shapira document
have been consulted. A copy of the relevant bibliography is available on request.
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J. Main Arguments Advanced Against the Document.

(1) "...ve are struck by the verb NN , 'I liberate thee.' The usual
verbs employed for liberating from Egypt and from the house of bondage in the his-
torical as well as in the prophetical books of the Bible are either RX” in the
Hiphil form (as the received text has it here) or 179 . The roots TN or 11 110
are not used as verbs in the 0ld Testament, but only in the Targum and in the Talmmd,

and then not in the Hiphil form'l Az

or with the particle D .
While the statement is correct, the argument is not valid. We find deriva-
tives of these roots: %7 hérfm "free born, nobles" at least ten times in the
0ld Testament.l}? Moreover the root is used in Aramaic in Aphel:  {13°7IMK
"I shall Liberate her." L
Neubauer's argument is rather dubious. Can one say that the Siloam inscrip-
tion of the seventh century B.C. is a fake because the word i12p3 "hole" (from the
Biblical root 21P3 ) is not found as a noun in the Old Testament? Again, the word
D7DON "bowels," "inward part," "midst," is found at least four times in the Qumran
1.1:'1‘!:.:1.:139115 but not in any other Hebrew text. Can we reasonably condemn the Qumran
writings because DON or its derivative is not found in the 01d Testament or else-

116
vhere in Hebrew literature?

noErroneoualy, Rabinowicz writes that the root is i1 which is impossible

here. See JC, op. cit., August 16, 1957.

lnﬂabinowicz, loc. cit., following Neubauer, asserts that this verb is not
used in Aramsic in Aphel form. This is incorrect. It is found at least once in
Targum Y. to Gen. 162 (See M. Jastrow's Dictionary s.1.).

112Neubauer, loc. cit. (see note 106 above.)

113
I Kings 21:8,11; Isa. 34:12; Eecl. 10:17; twice in Jer. and seven times
in Neh. (see S. Mandelkern's Concordance Sel.).

ooreun Y. to Gen. 16:3. The verb was quite common in the Targum, Mid-
rash, and T  Also found as Hebrew inscription in coins PR v
ngecond year to the liberation of Israel." Cf. S. Zeltlin, The Dead Sea Scrolls and
Modern Scholarship., p. L5.

D‘SIQS iv, 20; IQH xcxix, 28; x1i. b; and Qumran Cave I 36.1k.2.

116For a comprehensive discussion of the word branded a scribal error sev-
eral scholars see M. Mansoor, "Studies in Hodayot-IV® JBL, lxxvi; 2, 1957, PPe 7-8,
and Y, Yadin. JBL (1955), pp. Lo-h3. S5
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(2) "In the Second Commandment the document reads ?N2U4Y for NAWRM -..117
Neubauer rightly argues that the form is ungrammatical. That an expression in a
text is ungrammatical, camnot be brought as evidence against the authenticity of the
document. We all are aware of the rumerous ungrammatical expressions in the 0ld
Testament and the Qumran texts.

(3) It is further argued by Neubauer that "the root N2V does not mean 'to
rest' but 'to cease from work,' and in this sense only it is found in the 01d Testa-
ment. 118 He adds that the verb M13 should have been used. This is a pointless
argument. The text used in the document reads: 12 %y ®yavn DYv°2 *hawvn

Thna% Ank 83 NIWN  The verb NIV in this sense is used regularly in the
0ld Testament. Cf. TNOKPR POn NAT  Gen. 2:3;  nawD oY awh 0121
Exod. 2311233k 121 and several other instances.!l? Neubauer concludes that the "for-
ger made a blunder in not leaving the root 11 as in the received text, n120

(L) Shapira's document is also condemned by Neubauer because "the word
ought to be repeated according to Classical Hebrew: Exod. 17:31 /and/ 32 and else-
where." This is a surprising statement on the part of Neubauer, whose argument is

repeated and supported by Rabinowiczlzl

who, in turn, did not check the validity of
such a statement. He asserts that the text should have read ‘JNPIT2 037 AhR D2
and hence the charge that Shapira's Hebrew is ™inclassical" and "ungrammatical.”
While it is correct to say that the repetition of U} is recquired in accordance with

Biblical usage, its absence surely cannot constitute a proof against the relevant

117Neubauer » loc. cit.

D1,

1195ee also Gen. 212; Exod. 16:30; Lev. 2633L,35.
12°Neubmaer, loc. cit,

12lamne Shapira Scroll," Jewish Chronicle, August 16, 1957, p. 13. "In
classical Hebrew one would expect a repetition of [ in this commandment instead of
*|n::m:1 anR ax n
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text. A mere glance in the Concordance would have sufficed. There are numerous
passages in the 0ld Test.alruerr!'.l22 where DX is not repeated, e.g. Exod. 3L:3

P2 (R¥3 01 Est. 1:16 >n71w37 ®3R O3 and Ecel. 8116 g41°3 b3 ®2 .
129927 (5) Shapira's text in the fourth Commandment reads R wH3 n¥In XY .
Now, Neubauer argues, "Here a clumsy use has been made of the Chaldean paraplu'ase."123
This writer sincerely fails to see his point. In the words of Rabinowicz, Neubauer's
proponent, in the @m, ", .othe word WEl in the Fourth is used in a way utterly
unparalleled in Biblical usage." As is the case in all the short Commandments, the
compiler of Shapira's text paraphrased this Commandment too. This writer does not
accept Neubauer's verdict as to the "utterly unparalleled in Biblical usage." We
find ©¥D3 M%7 in Deut. 22:26, and 27 WK 1°MK W31  in IT Sam. 14:7.
The latter is certainly in accordance with Biblical usage and can be favourably com-
pared with Shapira's text. The use of the preposition 1 in Samuel should not
ralse any insurmountable difficulty, for the irregularities in the use of preposi-
tions in the 0ld Testament is not uncommon. The same can be said in respect to the
Qumran texts.

Yet, Rabinowicz in his JC a.rticleslzs surprisingly declares, "It was this

phrase which convinced a group of scholars in Berlin at first glance that they had

1225¢¢ also Deut. 28:61; IT Kings 17:l1, et. al.
123Neubaner, loc. cit.

121'_?_. cit., p. 179, and in the Jewish Chromicle, o cit. Here too, Rabino-
wicz has not checked his sources when he reproduced the text in the JC. Had he
checked the facsimile in the British Museum dossier, he would have observed that
Shapira's text contains neither Nt nor > in wbB3l . (A reproduction of part of
the Decalogue is published in the Journal of Jewish Studies, VII, 1956, p. 187, where
this writer's statement may be readily verified.)

12540, op. git., pe 13.
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been presented with a forgery." To authenticate his statement, Rabinowicz relies on
a passage published in the Ju'.l‘zen.n.el.‘n:nl‘""6 by Neubauer: "If I remember rightly, there
occurred a passage in there, 'Thou shalt not kill the person of thy brother,' which
Professor Dillman and I considered quite sufficlent for the recognition of a forgery."
Thus, these two eminent scholars condemned the Shapira document as a forgery on this
basis. Is this true scholarship?

(6) Neubauer also objects to Shapira's paraphrase of the Fifth Commandment,
"Thou shalt not commit adultery with the wife of thy neighbour."27 He contends
that the forger merely copied Lev. 20:10 Iy DUk DR AR3I? R wOR
being the same text used by the scribe of Shapira's Deuteronomy.

(7) Shapira's Sixth Commandment reads: I¥7 11 23aD K7 . Neubauer
maintains that " ] is not found in the Pentateuch, the word ?°N being employed
there instead of it in the sense of 'wealth!'." Rabinowicz adds his blessing to this
statement by writing in the &128 that " 1N (sicl) is equally unbiblical” and
refers to Gen. 3L:38 and Deut. 8:17. This writer leaves it to the judgement of the
readers as to the validity of this point. 19771 is commonly used in the Bible as
"wealth". In this sense it appears three times in Psalms, four times in Ezekiel,
once in Song of Songs ( 1N®1 117 ), and sixteen times in Proverbs. Can Rabino-
wicz justify his comment that ]17 is unbiblical? Yet, this is one of the argu-
ments advanced in 1883 in condemation of Shapira's text.

(8) Shapira's Seventh Commandment contains the expression WU dhu xwab
"to him who taketh My name falsely." Neubamer points out that here the expression

KWU3? 4is rabbinical; in Classical Hebrew we would expect RU® R WK% ,

1263eptember 8, 1683, p. 308.
127Neubaner, loc. cit.

1285, oit., p. 179. By mistake, again, Rabinowicz substitutes N for 17 .
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The usage of XW31%? is certainly Classical Hebrew. In the Decalogue alone we have

129 | ot to mention the very mumercus illustrations in the 0ld

several such forms,
Testament.

(9) The document's Ninth Commandment contains the expression
"false testimony" for PW TY "false witness" in Deut. 5:20. The variant reading
Apw for XK1V  should cause no difficulty, for the parallel version of the Decalogue
in Exodus 20:16 also uses "pV., as in Shapira's, and not as the Deuteronomic
version, Moreover, seventeen MSS. read TPW in the Deuteronomic version, and
not w130

Neubauer's main contention, however, is that N1y is rabbinic.Bl This
is questionable. First N1 "testimony" is more appropriate here than ™.
("Thou shalt not bear false testimony [rather than 'witness'] against thy neighbour."

The word N17¥ "testimony" is found in this sense at least six times in Psalms.132

33

Again, according to Kittel,'33 the Versions render testimonium ( N17y? ) for

the 1% in the Decalogue.

12906, Deut. 5:9 ®R3IT% 3 5:10 *NI¥n 0GP 27K . Rabinowics
quotes 5:9 but overlooks 5:10. In his JQR article (loc. cit.) he regards the use
of K@Y (1%n3s8) a "grave grammatical error." Rabinowiez transcribes
as lenossey. The cannot be doubled here. See also JC, loc. cit.

130
3 Cf. Biblia Hebraica, ed. R. Kittel, Stuttgart, 195L, p. 271

131Whereas Neubauer was content to say that NT¥ is Rabbinic, Rabinowlcz in
his JQR article (op. cit., p. 179} commented that it is "not Biblical Hebrew." After
readTng my remta’n'gon—of his assertion in the JC (April 19, 1957, p. 20) he "miti-
gated" the issue with this statement: "Thus, while the phrase appears nowhere in the
Bible, the very phrase is, on the other hand, used for expressing "false testimony™
in the Talmud, Succah 29a. It is therefore correct to state that "% in the Sha-
pira texts is not Biblical but rabbinical." (JC, op. cit., p. 13)

132Psalma 781885 80:1; 81:6; 119:88; 122:4. In the JC article of April
19, 1957, p. 25, this writer stated: "The word is NV , meaning 'testimony,'
and is more appropriate here than I¥ . It is found mainly in the later books of
the Bible at least six times." When Rabinowicz attemptéd to refute thls statement,
he wrote in J0 (August 16, 1957) as follews: "For N1V appears seven times
(not in the Tatter books's--the Psalms." This writer used the word "later" and
not "latter"; moreover, he stated "at least six times."

133
Cf. Biblica Hebraica . 109.
13h — e p

Cp. Exod. 20:16.
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Here, Targum Onkelos, too, renders KIPUT KNTTI0 for MpW ¥, clearly
"a false testimony" and not "a false witness," thus in agreement with Shapira's text,
All the versions could not have invented a word when the translations were made.
This does not imply that Shapira's text is superior or more authentic; on the other
hand, this deviation from the Massoretic text cannot be taken as an evidence against
the authenticity of the document.

(10) Another argument raised by Neubauer, and blindly reproduced by Rabinowicz
in the JR'® 1s that "Jehovah 1s used at the beginning of a document which is else-

where entirely Elohistic." Gottstein136

of the Hebrew University leads his readers
to believe that the text presented "a pure 'Elohist' document of the Book of Deuter-
onomy." He, too, at the time of writing had not checked his sources. Shapira's
text is not purely Elohist. Neubauer, too, is wrong in making this claim, for the

Hebrew tetragrammaton,Yahweh,occurs in the Shapira text at least twice, at the begin-

ning and at the em.'l..137 However, this 'hoax'us was used as one of the evidences
against the document.

(11) In He JR a.rt.iclaa_,u9 in summarizing Neubauer's objections to the authen-
ticity of Shapira's Deuteronomy, Rabinowicz writes, "That the word T1°Y is written
plene contrary to the custom in early inscriptions." This is indeed an important

argument against Shapira's document. Now, the word A¥ "city" appears in the

1350p. cite, pe 179.

136‘1’113 full statement reads: "Indeed, we can only smile when we see how a
clever forger intended to hoax Bible critics of the day by producing a pure 'Elohist!
document of the Book of Deuteronomy."™ "The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Shapira Forgery."
Jewish Chromicle, February 15, 1957, p. 15.

137See Hermarn Gutheg op. cite, Pe 22,00 233 P23 YX 1177%..and the last
verse on p. 62 1A% °D 7Y . Surely a forger who would embark upon such a task
would not have made such serious omissions at the beginning and at the end of the
text,

138‘Ir| M, Gottstein's wording.

P00, cit.
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document twice in the singular but in each case it has the defective spelling, in
conformity with orthography in early inscriptions. Nowhere does it occur with Yod,
( 7%y ), as Neubauer and Rabinowicz first claimed. In the meantime enough damage

has been done to discredit the document on this score, too. This careless statement

provoked a justified attack on Neubauer by the Daily Hewsmo which claimed that he

had made statements against the Shapira Scroll without ever seeing the documents

themselves. This state of confused and careless 'scholarship' 1is clearly reflected

in the fact that Neubauer, in The Acadegxlh1 , blames Ginsburg for this error and

corrects h:lms'alf.l112

moAugust 22, 1883; see also the Acadegg, August 18, 1883. Neubauer here

admits that he was convinced the scroll was a forgery before he saw it.

mlAugust 25, 1883. Neubauer writes: "I see from the published text of the
first two chapters of Deuteronomy, according to the Moabite sheepskins, that ii. 9
has Ar and 1ot ir; why is it, then, translated by city, and not as Ar? City as a
conjectural rendering of the last word may be right in an exegetical commentary,
but not in a faithful reproduction of a new text. Such a method leads to misunder-
standing." Neubauer later calls attentiom to some of Ginsburg's "other blunders.”

mzﬁabinowicz presumably relied on Neubauer who relied on Ginsburg who made

the incorrect statement. Rabinowicz reproduces Neubauer's false claim about the

lene spelling of %Y as evidence against the document. Nowhere in that article
%oes he refer to the fact that it was subsequently corrected by Neubauer. He does

so in his JC article of August 9, 1957, p. 13, only after having read this writer's
reply to Goitstein in the JC (April 19, 195?{, « 20). Even here, Rabinowicz declares
that nowhere in his article did he regard 1°¥ "city," written plene, with a Yod

as the main argument against the genuineness of the Shapira document, "In fact,"
Rabinowicz contimues, "after including it as a part of the statement made by
Neubauer and quoted as such in my article, I did not refer to it further at all;

for I am aware of the gorrection made subsequently by Dr. Neubauer on that point."
(ge, op. cit., August 9, 1957, p. 13) To begin with, Rabinowicz did not quote

but summarized Neubauer's objections bnt the general picture is quite disturbing.

It geems that Rabinowlez quoted Neubauer that 1°Y was written plene, was aware

of the subsequent correction, but he did not subsequently inform his readers about
it; yet the plene form wasa weighty argument against the authenticity of the document.
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(12) Another careless statement, subsequéntly corrected,u‘3 was published by

Ginsburglb’h to the effect that the combination '1,1‘;2( ok does not occur in the
01d Testament and hence, he concluded, its presence in Shapira's text was caused by
a forger. In fact, two identiecal cbmbinat.ions plus two very similar ones are found
in Psalms.lhs Despite the corrections, enough prejudice has been apread by these
incorrect statements.

- (13) Ginsburg, in his report to the Principal Iibrarian of the British Mu-
seu.m,u‘e' after having stated that "the compiler of the Hebrew text was a Polish,
Russian, or German Jew, or one who had learned Hebrew in the North of Furope," re-

marks that Jews 'l;]'leJ:'e.U"-r pronounce alike the letters N tand v t. Ginsburg

_—

goes on to state, "This accounts for the otherwise inexplicable spelling in this docu-
ment of the word rendered 'frontlets' in our Authorized Version." He points out that
the word noww? "rrantlets"lha in Deut. 6:8 is spelled  NINN? | "thus betraying

not only the ignorance of the scribe but also the nationality of the c:cmq:i:’l.'].er."1"19 It

m3'1’his correction has escaped my notice in the reply which was published
in the Jewish Chronicle, April 19, 1957. This writer is indebted to Rabinowicz for
drawing his attention to this fact. (JC August 9, 1957, p. 13)

M& Athenaeum, August 18, 1883, p. 206 -

WSpsaims L5:8 JonPk DobR Jnwn
18:15 TR ooiter T %0
50:7 233K T°PR 0oPR
677 13°0%% 027K 130710

1h6Dated August 22, 1883, Published in the Times on August 27, 1883. It is
also found in the British Museum dossier.

nﬂi.e. in Poland, Russ;i'a, or Germany.

11‘LBJG, August 9, p. 13.

1"‘9As explained by Rabinowicz, JC, op. cit., p. 13. This is rather a
surprising observatiom by a scholar like Ginsburg who had done a great deal of
work on the Massoretic text. (See next paragraph.) Here, Rabinowicz, as in the
other instances, quotes the 1883 arguments by Neubauer and Ginsburg against the
authenticity of the scroll, yet he shifts the responsibility of the errors which
he quoted to these two authors,
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is admitted that this is a gross error but certainly in the light of the textual his-
tory of the Massoretic Text this is not "inexplicable."

To begin with, one would obviously expect an ignorant scribe from Northern
Europe to confuse his "gutturals" more so than the letters N and © ; but this is
not the case in Shapira's text. Secondly, we find the same "inexplicable spelling"
in the 01d Testament, in the Qumran texts, and elsewhere. Is Rabinowicz, who endorses
Ginsburg and Neubamer's views, prepared to condemn { !772°71 ) several books of the
01d Testament because of the following "scribal errors," also committed because of the
gimilarity of their phonetic value?

In II Chron. 10:18 we read 8777 for U7X in the paraliel passage of
I Kings 19:18; in Jeremiah 52:15 J1DRT  for (701  as in the parallel passage of
IT Kings 25:11; in I Chron. 13:12 we read %7 for 7°K. in IT Sam. 6:9 in the par-
allel account, The Jewish compilers (of the Massoretic text) who made these errors
were certainly not Hungarian Jews who usually confuse the i1 and K .

Again in I Sam. 17:7 we find TM7 as ketfb and T¥1 as M as read by LXX
and Vulgate. An Oriental Jew will ‘normally not confuse his gutturals-and surely the
Biblical scribe cannot be of Polish or Russian origin. The argument here is that
such errors were comnon.lso Kemﬁ.cottﬁl refers to thelr variant readings in the
Pentateuch, where D and © are cnnﬁsed: cf. Gen. L:7 H.T; nne?  _var.k.M0O? 3
Exod. 7sl M.T.. D°0DU1 -Var.K, D°NBYY ; Gen. 33:lk M.T. JWRY -Var.K, >nxb 152

Again we find that the Samaritan seribes also confused these two letters: -
Gen. 15:10 M.T. 1712 Sam. Pent. 1702 ; Deut. 12:3 M.T. DONXN3IT _Sam. Pent,

onxv3 .153 In 1QTs® 26:12 we read UISWD for M.T. DOWH -,

15°There are mmerous similar scribal errors cited by A. Sperber, "Hebrew Based
Upon Biblical Passages in Parallel Transmission." HUCA, XIV, 1939. pp. 153-2L9.

151Vetus Testamentum cum variis lectionibus. 2 vols. Oxford, 1776-80. The
variant reading is here designated Ver. K.

15211. is left for the reader to guess the nationality of this seribe.

153

For more illustrations, cf. A. Sperber, op. cit., p. 166.
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(1) Using the same a:!'gument.,:l's'h Ginsburg points out that 73N in Deut. 3:h155
is found as 72D in Shapira's. "Hence, when the compilatr156 of the text dictated
to the scribe the word 73N , the latter spelled it 723 ," Ginsburg and Rabino.
wicz, who reproduces this argument, conclude that this error is impossible unless the
copylst was a Polish or German Jew who promounces M gs D without a Dagesh.

The validity of this argument is dubious. The letter 2J at the beginning of
a word assumes the stronger sound k and it is therefore unlikely that a scribe will
begin a word with J when the sound 48 T . Even a Polish ignoramus is unlikely
to make such a ld.atnke.157

But a careful examination of the photographic reproduction of the text in the
British Museum duusierl55 will clearly indicate that the reading is not 2a but

223 (for 33 equals Y133 border," "territory.") 159 In Shapira's document
both 3 and 3 are almost identical in this Paleo-Hebrew script: 7 and Y

respectivaly.lw Moreover, even if we read it as %10 thereisa possibility that

IShIn his above-mentioned report. See above, note 1L6.
155  239% 23N nihe region of Argob.
156Preaumab1y a Jew from the North of Europe.

15750t tstein apparently subscribes to this view too when he writes that the
"migtake 339K 735 (=sicl) would be impossible!" op. cit. JSS, 1956, p. 190,
217K in Gottstein's article is probably a misprint for 2X"R and so is%*hRX17
for 7°NRYIN on p. 191. This writer, however, admits the use of Ti1T03N 4n
Shapira's for the M,T. 7122030 1s a gross scribal error, but such errors existed
in the M.T., cf. “Jn?32 " in Isa. 33:1 (1Q Isa. A3n1%2>

1SBSee above, note 17.

159 54923 implies not only "boundary" but alsoc "territory" (enclosed within
boundary). In this sense it is employed in Deut. 2:h and 19:3 and in numercus other
passsges. (See W, Gesenius, A Hebrew and English lexicon of the 01d Testament. Ox-
ford, 1952, p. 148.) If so, ~ JXIK 2733 13 a variant reading of ~ a9iX van
both meaning "The territory of Argob."

160‘11113 can clearly be seen from (a) H. Guthe's facsimile of the script,
given in his book, (op. cit., p. 94), and (b) the reproduction of the text in the
British Museum dossier. ~See also "Character of the Script" in this article.
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this interchange is due to a partial assimilationof 1 and 25 . This peculiar-
ity is quite common in the Semitic languages, S} in the Ssmariten Pentateuchl®? and
possibly in the word ?7TiX 4in 1QIs® 13:19 (for H.T_. 29TIX "'mel.")163

(15) Neubauer argues that the D717 "except" in Deut. 1:36 is changed in
Shapira's documents to >N%1 , becsuse the latter is "certainly lesa emphatic,*iSl
This is hardly convincing. Does any reader believe that the following verses in the
M.T. will become more emphatic if we substitute >N?1T for *N72 7

19913 Br °nPa 10 003w 10% 00 Amos 313
<10% ox *nPa Anaynn PP 1780 1heh Amos 3:h
DonR Q2°NK °nba 3D YKAD K? Gen. L4313

192% 717°% °nba pane bonbRY nar Exod. 22:19

(There are other numerous illustrations from the 0ld Testament.) The reason for
the use of °N%2 4is to be sought elsewhere. ’N?1 was probably a word more
comnonly used than *N71T . It oceurs over eighty times in different forms whereas

0?11 occurs only .sixteeﬂ times. The argument can be advanced that the scribe

believed he was rendering a service to his readers by employing a more frequently

1611, pramatc 9°3 (Y. Ketubboth vi. 3la) and 9°3 (Koheleth R. to verse
11,1) for "shore of sea or river." Gf. Ugaritic Ep ym (C. Jean, "Dictionaire des
Inscriptions Semitiques de 1'Ouest, s.1.); Place name "Kezib" is found in the Mishna
as  1°TJ (Halla Iv. 8) and 2573 (I. Halla iv. 8); Heb. fya , Aram. gyD
"call out," "bellow;" in Syriac NS and oth forms are used; Heb. =5  and
Arab. D3P ﬁ%’ "to deny" (a right); "disown;" Aram.xp35 equals XD3}
"wing." in. . soor, "Iinguistic Aspects of the Qumran Texts." J3S ITI, no. 1,
1958, pp. LO-55.)

162Gen. 1h:23 M.T, G177  -Sam. Pent. X1 3 Gen. 21123 M.T. e k)
-Sam, Pent. >7x3%?1 . (For more illustrations ef. A. Sperber, op. cit., p. 165.)
163Not necessarily a scribal error as some writers asgerted. Cf. S. Zeitlin,
"The Hebrew Scrolls Once More and Finally." JQR, XII, p. 30 (1950-1951). These
and other ‘scribal errors in Shapira's Deuteronomy refute M. Gottstein's contention
in "The Shapira Forgery and the Qumran Secrolls." (JJS 1956, p. 191,) that such "text-
ual types" do not occur in the Qumran texts, -

1bme goademy, August 25, 1883, p. 130,
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used word. A simllar tendency is observed in the Qumran version of the Isalah scroll.
The copyist deliberately used more common words for less common ones: 171°R* for
1%i1° in Isa. 13:10; m’;w_? for YAV in Isa. L7:2.
Ginsburg records a similar charge against the document in his report to the

165

Principal Iibrarian of the British Museum, pointing out that the forger substitu-

ted OYYn (mE¢51Zm) for g2apb , Again, Gottstein categorically states that166
",.enot even one of the many peculiarities of the Qumran scrolls can be found in the
Deuteronomy scroll." This is clearly not valid.

(16) Rabinowicz, referring to Neubauer, statesm?

that "Another proof of the
ignorance of the compiler can be found in the omission to notice the transposition
of the two letters in the predicate applied to God, which, instead of saying fIK”1
("He was angry") declares ‘JX1°1 ("He committed adultery"). Oinsburg testified
that the compiler must have been very shrewd. Can we really believe that he would
make such a defamatory mistake deliberately?

This type of transposition.of léetters, especially in the presence of laryn-
geals, is made easier by the lack of vowel signs and is therefore not uncommon. We

witnessed the same phenomencn in the Samaritan texts and in the Qumran texts.lGB

165Dated August 22, 1883. Published in the Times on August 27, 1883. It is

also found in the British Museum dossier.
166
op. cit., JIS (1956), p. 190. Gottstein (p. 191) also refers to the
"mpossible” gy by3> in the paraphrase of Deut. 27:21 instead of Oy 20W> ."
We know that this type of "grammatical deviation" is found in the Qumran texts, as
stated above,

W75, op. cit., August 9, 1957.

68

Several writers have already pointed out this peeculiarity in both the Samar-
itan and the Qumran writings. For numerous illustrations see M, Burrows, "Orthography,
Morphology and-Syntax of St. Mark's Isaiah Manuscript," JBL (1949), pp. 195-21l;
G.R. Driver, The Hebrew Scrolls, London, 1951; M.H. Gottstein, "Studies in the Language
of the Dead Sea Scrolls," JJ3, 3 (1953); H. Yalon, "Lileson Ham-Megillot Hag-Gemzot,"
Sinal (1950), pp. 267-293, Jerusalem; P, Kahle, "Zur Aussprache des Hebralschen bei
den Samaritanern," Festschrift A. Bertholet, Tubingen, 1950; and M. Mansoor, "Iingu-
istic Aspects of the Qumran Texts,¥ J35 III, no. 1, 1958, pp. L0-55.
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A paper from The Athenseum, August 18, 1883, reproducing the transcription
of portions of the Deuteronomy fragments.
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E. Wirthein also refers to such cases as Isa. 9:18 M.T. ONYJ and 1QIs® DOYN3 H
Isa. 32119 7%V and 1QIs® o0 , ete.tS?

(17) The fact that Shapira's text uses the word P9 "neighbour” once in-
stead of TIK ‘"brother" as in the remaining three times is also taken as internal
evidence against the scroll. Is there any criterion in Hebrew or in the 01d Testa=
ment relating to the use of ¥»7 and nNX synonymously? The Pentateuch alone uses
these two words as synonyms scores of times. Why neither some of the 1883 scholars
nor Mr. Rabinowlcz explained what was wrong with the usage of eith& word meaning
"brother" or "neighbour" is mystifying.

(18) One of the "minor slips" in the document, according to Neubauer,17o is
the use of the singular in the remaining part of the Decalogue. Some of the verbs
cited are 13IYN for MIYN and NNCN for NINNUD . This so-called irregu-
larity occurs in the text with 17 verbs only. Rabinowiez, im referring to the
analysis of the text made by Neubauer and Ginsburg, e::pl:a:l.na171 that this was inten-
ded by the forger to be the second person singular from the root 13% s ™n imita-
tlon of the archalc form on the Moabite Stone, where it oceurs tuice."172 Rabinowlcs,
however, fails to point out that IMNEGN , which occurs in the document, does not
appear in the Moabite Stone. It seems that anything that did not suit the purposes
of Ginsburg and Neubauer has been regarded either as an imitation of the Moabite

1695, Wirthein, The Text of the 0ld Testament. English Edition, Oxford,
(1957), p. 72. See also Z. Ben-Hayytm, Studies In the Traditions of the Hebrew Lang-
uage. Madrid, 1954, p. 89.

lTOGf. Rabinowiez, JQR, op. cit., p. 179.
17

1_92. ct., JC, August 16, 1957,
1721t 1s interesting to note that Ginsburg in his translation of the text in

the London Times, August 8, 17, 1883, used the singular throughout. Guthe also did
not regard 8 as an error.
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Stone or as a clever fabricatlon by the forger.173 The same charge had been applied
to the separation of the words in the Decalogue and the insertion of a full stop
after every word, "exactly as it is in the Moabite Stone, which here was obviously
1m tated " L7h

(19) In sum, Rabinowicz in his articles in the Jewish f!h.l:‘cnit:le]"‘rs over-

1ookad176

the fact that in December 1956177 vefore a gathering of about three hundred
Bible snd Semitiec scholars, and sgain in Aprdl 157,17 s writer refuted

most of the arguments advanced by Neubauer, Ginsburg, Clermont-Ganneam, and those
repeated by Rabinowicz. By sultable docu:uentatd.onn? it was also pointed out that

Rabinowicz made at least ten errors in his 1956 contribution to the gg!_.leo Most of

173The following is a typical instance: In the Fourth Commandment, the
clause 7°n> ]13°7K> YD? is absent in one of the Shapira fragments but appears
in the duplicate. Ginsburg, in his report, argues that the forger cleverly suggests
the "existence of a different recension.” (In his report to E. A. Bond, published
in the Times, August 27, 1883.) It is worthy to point out that here in the following
excerpt from the Decalogue T°m% 1I2°K? YNy TP 2w (yn? the
Exodus version has lost the first clause 77 2w> (yn?  though it is

preserved in IXX,

Whop, dit., Jc, August 9, 1957.

1754uzust 9, 16 respectively. Rabinowicz writes (August 16) "It is
sigrificant that in his lengthy attack against everybody who regards the texts
as a forgery, Professor Manscor refers to one single criticism only and keeps
completely silent on all others.™

178For 1n a letter to the Editor of the JC (April 19, 1957) this writer
referred to the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Iiterature.

1?7At the ninety-second meeting of the Society of Biblical literature and
Exegesis held at the Union Theological Seminary in New York (December 27-28),
See also "Proceedings, Dec. 27-28, 1956," JBL (1957) IXXVI, Part I, p. i.

1785+ the joint mid-west meeting of the SBIE and AOS held in Dubuque,
April, 1957,

179At both meetings a sixteen page pamphlet was distributed to the
members. It included an abstract, Ginsburg's conclusions, Rabinowicz's objections
in the JQR, the Decalogue, parallel texts, excerpts from the document, the
refutation of internal evidence, Guthe's facsimile of the Phoenician alphabet, and
finally an extensive bibliography spread over three pages. All quotations and
sources referred to in the papers were documented. Coples of these pamphlets
were sent at the time to some of the leading scholars in the United States, Israel,
and Europe including W, F. Albright, S. Mowinckel, G. R, Driver, E. Vogt,
H. H. Rowley, and the Editor of the Jewish Chronicle,

18045, cit.
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these errors have been mentioned above. Surely Rabinowlez could not have expected

181
this writer to produce all these documentations in the Jewish Chronicle.

K. Contents and Nature of Texts.

(20) It is important to bear in mind that this new text is greatly compres-
sed, occupylng less than a third of the space taken up by the corresponding text in
the 01d Testament. It also contains the same text ‘bw'].t:'e.l82

The corresponding text in the 0ld Testament as given by Gu’ohele3 is as fol-
lows:

Deut. 1:1,5,7,8-9,19,20; Num. 1h:21ff; Deut. 1:3Lff; Deut. 2:21:-3;?; 31la; 2:17-23;
Num. 21:31-33; Deut. 3:1b, 2-11; Num. 25:1-8; 16-18; Mum., 31:1-20; Deut. L:3,14,2,
23,39-40; Deut. 6:k-9; 5:2; 5:5-19; Exod. 20:19; Deut. 5:25; Deut. 9:1; 7:17-19;
9:3; T:20; 9:6-113 9:22; 10:l-h; 9:23-25; 10:15-17; 10:21-22; 11:22-293 27:11-1h;
28:1-13; 27:1h-26; 20:15-20,25,37,43-kh,63; 31:1-6.

The sequence of the texts is significant. The selection of the Deutero-
nomical texts is a logical one, the theme of which being Moses' last speech to the
Israelites before his death.lBh

It can be surmarized as follows: First there is an historical survey of the
experiences of Israel in the desert. Here Moses mentions that, at Beth Petor, after
the victory over the Midianites, he had received from Elohim the injunction to teach
the Israelites laws and rules which they were to observe in the land about to be

conquered. This is followed by the Decalogue. Then a series of blessings and curses

1alIn fact, after Rabinowicz's allegations a thirteen page article was sent
to the Jewish Chromicle, the Editor of which justifiably thought the article too
long for a rspfi ina non-professional weekly.

182Guthe, op. cit., p. 63.

18311014., pp. 22-62.

J‘ShA fuller analysis is given in Guthe's work, ibid., pp. 86 ff.
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is given to the people by Moses. TFinally Moses indicates that Joshua will be his
successor as the leader of the people into the Promised Land. The main emphasis
seems to be the love of only one God and of His commandments. All the remaining
material in the canonical text is--whether deliberately or not--excluded.

It is clear that Shapira's Deuteronomy displays a dkilfully abridged manual
compiled from Deuteronomy with interpolations from other books of the Pentateuch witl
Moses' last speech as a theme. It is also probable that the "Dires de M"ws is
a similar compilation. In these Qumran Deuteronomic texts we find interpolations
from Leviticus, Numbers, just as is the case with Shapira's text.

Shapira's Decalogue.

(21) Another mein internal argument against the document was given in Gins-
burg's re;:n:vrt186 to Bond, in respect to the form of the Decalogue. It reads as fol-

lows:

Taking for granted that because the canonical text already contains two
recensions of the Decalogue no insurmountable objection would be raised
against a third recension provided it exhibited the Biblical precepts, the
forger manifestly made the Ten Commandments the groundwork of his text.
Accordingly he not only modelled the Decalogue after the pattern of Leviti-
cus KVIII and XIX, but derived his additions from those chapters. Thus the
refrain, 'I am God, thy God,' which he inserted ten times is simply a vari-
ation of the longer refrain, 'I am the Lord your God' which occurs exactly
ten times at the end of the ten precepts or groups of precepts, leviticus
(xvirr, 2,h,30; XX, 2,3,4,10,25,31,34k). Again, what is here the seventh
commandment is made up from Leviticus XIX, 12, while the additional tenth
cormandment is simply Leviticus XIX, 17."

Several other scholars such as Neubauer published similar conclusions.
Again this is not unusual. We find two recensions of the Decalogue in the M.T. it-
self; the Samaritan version again manifests some differences from the M.T. The Deca-

logue was an important and well-known text, hence it must have contained several

185 gymran Cave I, pp. 91-h.

18680e note 165.
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variations. This can be confirmed by comparing the versions. The combinations pre-
sented by Shapira's form of the decalogue do not seem to harmonize with any plan
that is likely to have occurred to a forger.

Tt seems more plausible to assume that the passage of the Decalogue, for
instance, reads more like a paraphrase, like part of a mamual of instruction for
popular use, than as a recension of part of the Bible.

187 which contains a somewhat-dam-

An analogy may be seen in the Nash Papyrus
aged copy of the decalogue in a form which follows partly Exod. 20:2 ff. and partly
Deut. 5:6 f£f., followed by Deut. 6:l f."This arrangement shows that we have here not
a fragment of a Bible scroll, but a short collection of texts for liturgical, edify-

ing, or educational p\.lrpr.)ses.“lBa Albright,189

in 1937, declared, on the basis of
paleographical indications that it was of Maccabean origin.lgo It is interesting to
note here that the sixth and seventh commandments appear in reverse order and that
the second portion from Deuteronomy, mentioned above, is introduced by a phrase not
in the M.T., but found in IXX,

The practice of interpolations or insertions from other Pentateuchal books
was not unknown in the Qumran texts. Frank M. Cross, Jr., in his report191 observes,
"Additions of so-called 'Samaritan' type are often found; thus after Num. 27:23
there is an insertion taken from Deut. 3:21, which occurs otherwise in the Samaritan

192

tradition...." Again, we read in that report that "Deut. 5:28-29 is combined

with Deut. 18:18-19 followed by Mum. 2L:15-17 and Deut. 33:8-11."

8Tpiret, published by S.A. Cook in the Proceedings of the Society of Bibli-
cal Archaeology (1903), pp. 3L ff.

188

189W.F. Albright, "A Biblical Fragment from the Maccabaean Age: the Nash

Papyrus." Journal of Biblical Iiterature, LVI, 1937, pp. 145-176.
190?. Kahle assigns 1t on internal grounds to the time before the destruction
of the Temple in A.D. 70. See E. Wurtheim, loc. cit.

191"Editing the Fragments from Qumran." Biblieal Archaeologist, XIX, Deceme
ber 1956, pp. 75-96. See report of Frank M. Cross, "Cave L of Qumran (LQ)", p. 83,

1921bicl., see report of John M. Allegro, p. 92.

E. Wurtheim, op. cit., p. 2k.
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The present writer belleves that, in the light of recent discoveries and of
what has been stated above, neither the internal nor the external evidence, so far
as yet published, supports the idea of a .forgery. Therefore, this writer firmly
believes that there is justification in his suggestion for = re-examination of the
case.

Perhaps it is appropriate to conclude with the words of The Echo ,193 "From
the moment that the discoveries were declared to the world there was an eagerness in
many quarters, quite inconsistent with the true spirit of criticism or scholarship,

to stigmatize them as forgeries."

"The freedom to ask questions, to search for truths through
careful and honest inquiry and to teach the results of such inquiry

is the heart and core of one great freedom of mankind."

193pugust 23, 1883,

*From a public address on academic freedom by Dr. E.B. Fred, President of
the University of Wisconsin, delivered on February 15, 1957. This writer wishes to
express his thanks to the University Research Committee in the Graduate School for
making this research possible.






