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Summary
is work tries to take a new look at the Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible. Based on the assumption that
the masoretic vocalization has its roots in the oral tradition it asks what is the character of this text, why it
was transmied orally, and in which context it was wrien down only at such a late date. It asks further
what was the function and mutual relationship of the other masoretic elements: the Hebrew vocalization,
the accentuation and the Masoretic notes, and whether they all can be traced back to a common denominator.
Lastly, this work tries to answer a question whether the masoretic tradition presented a reinterpretation of
the consonantal text to some degree. To answer these questions this thesis analyses phenomena connected
to the masoretic vocalization, accentuation and masoretic notes. Further, it observes some grammatically
unusual masoretic forms. It comes to the conclusion that all of the masoretic elements of the Hebrew biblical
text are to be traced back to an institutionalized oral study of Bible, which was the prevalent way of learning
before the literacy became common. e present work could not testify any interpretative tendency in the
Hebrew vocalization.
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Anotace
Tato práce se snaží nově prozkoumat masoretský text Hebrejské bible. Na základě předpokladu, že masoretská vokalizace má svůj základ v ústní tradici, se táže, jaký byl charakter tohoto textu, proč byl předáván
ústně a v jakém kontextu byl zapsán teprve v dosti pozdní době. Dále se tato práce ptá, jaká byla funkce
a vzájemný vztah jednotlivých masoretských elementů: hebrejské vokalizace, akcentuace a masoretických
poznámek, a zda-li všechny tyto elementy mají nějaký společný základ. Tato práce se rovněž táže, zda-li
masoretská tradice představovala do nějaké míry reinterpretaci hebrejského konsonantního textu. K zodpovězení těchto otázek analyzuje tato dizertace jevy související s masoretskou vokalizací, akcentuací a s
masoretskými poznámkami a dále si všímá některých gramaticky nezvyklých masoretských tvarů. Práce
dochází k závěru, že všechny masoretské elementy hebrejského biblického textu lze chápat jako výsledek
institucionalizovaného ústního studia biblického textu, které bylo běžné dokud se dostatečně nerozšířila
gramotnost. Práce nepotvrdila žádné interpretativní tendence hebrejské vokalizace.
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Abbreviations, Sigla, Signs
a) general abbreviations
BA

Biblical Aramaic

BH

Biblical Hebrew

ed.

editor, edition.

lit.

literary

LXX

e Septuagint

Mm

masora parva

Mp

masora magna

ms.

manuscript

Okl

Oḵlā we-Oḵlā

Qr

qerē

Kt

ketīḇ

MT

e Masoretic text

Symm

Symmachus

TaNaK

e Hebrew Bible ( תנ״ך, Torah―Neḇiʾīm―Ketuḇīm)

var.

variant

VUL

e Vulgate

b) bibliographic abbreviations
BHS

Biblia Hebraica Stugartensia (BHS)

BHQ

Biblia Hebraica inta (BHQ)

BL

Bauer-Leander Hebrew grammar (Bauer-Leander )

DJA

Dictionary of Judean Aramaic (Sokoloﬀ )

DJBA

Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic (Sokoloﬀ )

DJPA

Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (Sokoloﬀ b)
i

Abbreviations, Sigla, Signs
GesK

Gesenius-Kautzsch Hebrew grammar (Gesenius-Kautzsch )

HALOT

Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon to the Old Testament (Koehler -)

JE

Jewish Encyclopedia (Siger -)

KBL

Koehler-Baumgartner Hebrew Lexicon (Koehler )

MMB

Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae series

MurJ

Muraoka-Joüon Hebrew grammar (Muraoka-Joüon )

OHB

Oxford Hebrew Bible (in preparation, see hp://ohb.berkeley.edu/)

PL

Patrologia latina

c) sigla
𝕬

e Arabic translation of Rav Saadya Gaōn

𝕲

e Septuagint and other Greek translations
𝕲Θ

eodotion

𝕲A

Septuagint, “text A” (in Judges; =Codex Alexandrinus)

𝕲B

Septuagint, “text B” (in Judges; later Jewish[?] revisions)
Masoretic Text

𝕸
𝕸tr

Masoretic Text―textus receptus

𝕼

Biblical text(s) from mrān

⅏

Samaritanus

Syh

Syro-hexampla

𝕾

Pešīṭtā

𝕿

Targum (ed. Sperber)

𝖁

𝕿O

Targūm Onkelos

𝕿J

Targūm Jonathan (Prophets)

𝕿N

Targūm Neofyti

𝕿pJ

Targūm Pseudo-Jonathan
e Vulgate

ii

Abbreviations, Sigla, Signs
d) mediaeval Jewish commentators
ראב״ע

Rabi Abrahab ibn Ezra

רד״ק

Radak (Rabi David ben Qimḥ ī)

רש״י

Rashi (Rabi Šimon ben Yiṣḥaq)

e) Tiberian masoretic codices
A

Aleppo codex (see Yeivin , §§-)

C

Cairo codex of the Prophets (see Yeivin , §)

L

Leningrad codex, Evr. I B a (see Yeivin , §)

M

Madrid codex M (see below chapter ., p. )

) other manuscripts or manuscript collections
H

ms. Halle of Oklā we-Oḵlā

P

ms. Paris of Oklā we-Oḵlā

T.-S.

e Taylor-Schechter collection of Genīzah fragments at Cambridge

g) signs
<>אבג

word in question (if quoted in context)

⌊abc⌋

explicative additions (in translations etc.)

√אבג

Hebrew (or Aramaic) root

*אבג

hypothetical form

A>B

form A developed into / was translated as B

A<B

form A developed from form B

×

not extant

iii

Masoretic and Other Notation Systems
a) masoretic punctuation systems¹⁾
vowel

Tiberian

Babylonian

Palestinian

punctuation
qāmeṣ (å)

◌ָ

◌

◌

pataḥ (a)

◌ַ

◌

◌

segōl (æ)

◌ֶ

ṣērē (e)

◌ֵ

◌

◌

ḥ īreq (i)

◌ִ

◌

◌

ḥ ōlēm (o)

◌ֹ /וֹ

◌

◌

šūreq/qibbūṣ (u)

◌ֻ /וּ

◌

◌

◌ְ

◌

×²⁾

šwa (ᵊ)

=pataḥ [or

◌ ]

◌

Table : Basic vocalization signs in all three Hebrew punctuation systems

. Due to the lack of freely available fonts containing Babylonian and Palestinian masoretic signs I had to prepare my own
variant of a Hebrew font (based on the free typeface “ Taamey Frank CLM ”, hp://culmus.sourceforge.net/). Unfortunately,
as the result of technical diﬃculties the masoretic signs are not always correctly placed.
. Segōl, ṣērē or pataḥ may be used for šwa mobile.

iv

Masoretic and Other Notation Systems
b) the Judaeo-Arabic notation (in Hebrew script)
phoneme

trans-

Hebrew

Arabic

-scription

script

script

tā

t

ת

ت

ṯā

ṯ

̇ת

ث

ǧīm

ǧ

̇ג

ج

ḥ ā

ḥ

ח

ح

ḫā

ḫ

̇כ

خ

dāl

d

ד

د

ḏāl

ḏ

̇ד

ذ

sīn

s

ס

س

šīn

š

ש

ش

ṣād

ṣ

צ

ص

ḍād

ḍ

̇צ

ض

ṭā

ṭ

ט

ط

ẓā

ḏ̣/ẓ

̇ט

ظ

ʿayin

ʿ

ע

ع

ġayin

ġ

ג

غ

kāf

k

כ

ك

-a(tun)…

ה̈

ة

tā marbūtā

Table : Judaeo-Arabic Notation
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Chapter 
e Problem of the Masoretic Text
For a very long time, the “Masoretic text”¹⁾ of the Hebrew Bible, i.e. a text containing Hebrew
consonants, vowels and accents, has been seen as a result of the “work of the Tiberian Masoretes”.
According to the accepted view (which saw the emergence of this text through the prism of the
“modern” literate society) the Masoretes worked as a kind of grammarians and “punctuated”
the consonantal text with vocalization and accentuation signs, and annotated it with marginal
notes. As to the reason for this presumed work several explanations were proposed. Some saw
the need for “ﬁxing” the Hebrew text even to the smallest detail to be under the inﬂuence of the
“exegetic school of Rabbi Aqiba”²⁾. Negatively formulated, the vocalization signs were thought to
“to limit the midrashic excesses”³⁾. e proponents of such a thesis, however, didn't explain why
the vocalization signs were introduced only at such a late point and not much earlier. Paul Kahle⁴⁾,
on the other hand, claimed that the Masoretes strived to reconstruct “the original” vocalization
of the Hebrew Bible. According to Kahle this should have happened as a response to the early
Jewish-Muslim polemics and as an aempt to equal the readers of the rʾān. His theory was,
however, already opposed, with good arguments, by G. Bergsträsser, who above all pointed out
the fact that if the Tiberian vocalization was a reconstruction, much less irregularly and peculiarly
vocalized forms would be found⁵⁾.
On the other hand, some more recent scholars don't regard the vocalization of the masoretic
codices as a direct outcome of the work of the Masoretes themselves but rather as being based
on an older oral tradition, which was only then wrien down by these Jewish scholars. is
. e use of this term is inconsistent in biblical scholarship: oen it refers to the (consonantal) Hebrew textual tradition
that eventually led to the text of the masoretic codices as opposed to other ancient versions. I, however, use this term
strictly for the vocalized (and accentuated) biblical text as found in the oldest masoretic codices, such as the Aleppo codex
or Codex Leningradensis.
. For the overview about the scholars who held this thesis see Albrektson , p. ). Albrektson himself criticises the
approach.
. Levy , p. 
. Kahle  and Kahle .
. Bergsträßer , p. .



Chapter : e Problem of the Masoretic Text
was claimed, for example, by James Barr⁶⁾, Moshe Goshen-Gostein⁷⁾ or Shlomo Morag⁸⁾. eir
argument is, most notably, supported by the character of the masoretic vocalization itself, which
shows many irregularities (whether they are to be explained as dialectal deviations or rather as
textually corrupted forms), inconsistent with the idea of the Masoretes as “grammarians”.

. Basic estions of the Present Work
In this dissertation I generally accept this later mentioned approach as the best way to explain
the masoretic material. It seems, however, that this opens more questions which need to be investigated and that I'm trying to answer in this work:
. If the Masoretic text as found in the early masoretic codices reﬂects by its vocalization
an orally transmied text of the Hebrew Bible, what was the relationship between the two basic
elements of the masoretic text, namely the masoretic oral tradition and the consonantal biblical
text? To what degree were they transmied independently and how much were they they inﬂuenced each by other, respectively? is provokes further questions: What was the reason for
the existence of an oral tradition, parallel to a wrien Biblical text? And if indeed the wrien
and oral versions of the same biblical text existed in parallel why were they wrien down as a
compound text only at the end of the ﬁrst millennium C.E. and, in addition, why hadn't it been
done before?
. Furthermore, in the masoretic codices we ﬁnd three basic elements in addition to the consonantal text: the vocalization, the accent signs and the masoretic notes, and occasionally other
para- and meta-textual elements. We shall, thus, ask why all these elements appear in the masoretic codices and what is their mutual relationship (if any)? Are these “separate traditions” that
were integrated into their ﬁnal form only by chance or is there a common denominator of all these
new elements? Can some of these elements (like the masoretic notes, or the puncta extraordinaria)
be catalogued under the “scribal practices” or did they originate in external traditions that were
incorporated into the “compound” Masoretic text only at a late stage by the Masoretes?
. Barr , p. -. Similar opinion he expresses elsewhere, most notably in Barr  (see also below, chapter ., p. ).
. Goshen-Gostein .
. Morag .
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We should further ask who was the “recipient” and “target” of the Masoretic text and what
was the milieu it emerged in: was it scribal circles or was this text rather directed towards the
readers and exegetes?
. Lastly, we shall ask whether there was some relationship between the Jewish exegetical
tradition and the masoretic elements of the Hebrew Biblical text. As said above, the Masoretes
were regarded by many biblical scholars as those responsible for inventing the vocalization and
the accentuation and were thus also suspected of having inﬂuenced the “masoretic reading” by
their own interpretive traditions. However, if we regard the vowels and accents as representing
an oral tradition the question still remains: Can some sort of systematic exegetical or midrashic
features be found in these elements of the Masoretic text? Note, that for the accentuation, at least,
this has already been claimed by several scholars⁹⁾. In the present work we should, therefore, ask
whether the same is true for the vocalization or even the masoretic notes, and what is typical for
each of these components of the Masoretic text.

. See e.g. Cohen . See also the book of Simcha Kogut who analyses the accentuation as one of the Jewish exegetic
traditions (Kogut ).



Chapter 
e Jewish Bible between the Scribes and the Oral
Tradition
. Socio-economic Conditions of the Transmission of Biblical text in the
Rabbinic period
If we look at the material evidence concerning Jewish wrien sources from the rabbinic era we
can see that in the period from roughly aer the Jewish revolt (i.e. aer the time of the Dead Sea
scrolls) up to about the eighth or ninth century almost no Hebrew wrien witnesses survived.
e ﬁrst datable manuscript emerging aer this period is the Masoretic codex of Prophets from
Cairo wrien (if we are to believe its colophon) in the year ¹⁾. Obviously, some of the materials
with unknown dating may have been wrien before the  th- th century, as is presumed for many
of the fragments from the Cairo Genīza. Some of these fragments may possibly even go back
to the pre-islamic times (this has been claimed for the Avōt de Rabbi Nathan²⁾), but such dating
remains uncertain. Also, some amulets are reportedly dated to about the  th/ th century³⁾. At any
rate, evidence for a mass production of biblical texts in this period (and with the exception of the
mran texts in the antiquity in general) is lacking⁴⁾. is is in striking contrast to a signiﬁcant
number of Christian biblical manuscripts produced in their scriptoria⁵⁾ which emerged in about
the third century C.E.
Clearly, there must have been some biblical texts wrien in this period among the Jews, as
can be deduced alone from the fact, that the consonantal text of the Masoretic codices is very close
to that of some biblical scrolls found in mrān, and one can assume that the TeNaK was copied
at least in the emerging centres of the rabbinic Judaism. Also, the post-talmudic tractate Soferīm,
. Some scholars consider the colophon, however, not being authentic, see Lehman , see also Yeivin , p. .
. See Hezser , p. , Sirat , p. .
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. .
. ibid.
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even if its ﬁnal text is to be dated between between the eighth and tenth century C.E., witnesses
to the scribal practices of the late Roman and early Byzantine times⁶⁾. e Torah scrolls must have
been very expensive, at least at the beginning of the rabbinic era, and it seems that until the third
century C.E. Jewish scribes were relatively rare⁷⁾. From the fact that Samaritan and gentile scribes
are discussed by Mishna and the Yerushalmi in connection with writing the Torah scrolls⁸⁾, we
can conclude that, even if the Samaritan scribes are actually rejected by the Yerushalmi as those
who had “forged the Torah”, at least some Torah scrolls may have been produced by non-Jewish
(professional) scribes. at would speak for a certain lack of scribes within the Jewish community.
Mostly, Torah scrolls must have been owned by local Jewish communities, but the story of Rabbi
Meir, who is said to have wrien down a scroll “from his mouth”⁹⁾, shows that some smaller
communities may even have existed, which possibly owned no Torah scrolls (note, however, that
the story of Rabbi Meir speaks rather about the Ester scroll, the Megila). Private ownership of
biblical books was very rare and limited to wealthy persons. We have several records of wealthy
rabbis owning a Torah scroll. Apart from these, only a king is depicted as an individual possessing
a Torah scroll¹⁰⁾. e situation didn't change much even in the amoraic times¹¹⁾.
In the rabbinic period we are, also, witnesses to a widespread illiteracy: the legal system
was still largely based on oral transactions and the testimony of witnesses, instead of wrien
documents¹²⁾. Even in the amoraic times, the Yerushalmi discusses the possibility that the witness
does not know how to sign¹³⁾. In the Roman times it seems that even the members of the higher
strata of the society were oen unable to sign documents¹⁴⁾.
is situation apparently changed only in Islamic times. Among the genizah fragments several pieces of children's exercise books were found (the TS Box K contains a whole collection of
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. , S :, ; S :,  and S :.
. See below ﬁgure , p. .
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. ﬀ
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. .
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them)¹⁵⁾. At this time, many of the oral traditions were put into writing and codices started to be
used more widely beside the scrolls¹⁶⁾. is is explained by some as the result of centralization
and the organization of the Jewish community under the Islamic rule, which allowed for a wider
distribution of wrien texts and their acceptance as being authoritative¹⁷⁾.

. e Role of Orality in the Rabbinic Times
Not only was literacy rather uncommon among the Rabbis, but there are enough indications
le that they frequently used oral techniques in their studies, instead. is becomes obvious if
we consider that the illiteracy of the rabbinic Jewry didn't mean a lack of education, but on the
contrary, the Mišna, Talmud and the midrašīm aest a highly developed culture based on close
study and interpretation of the Jewish law and (to a lesser degree) of the only wrien document
accepted in rabbinic circles: the Hebrew Bible.
e oral study was in no way uncommon practice in the ancient world and was not solely
limited to the Jews. Much of Graeco-Roman education, even the higher one, took place by oral
means, without the necessity of using wrien texts or ﬁxing one's own arguments in writing¹⁸⁾.
We can even see a sentiment against writing among some of the philosophers, most notably with
Seneca¹⁹⁾ or Galen²⁰⁾. Even if wrien rhetorical handbooks existed and speeches were occasionally
wrien down²¹⁾, as L. Alexander states, “as late as the fourth century C.E., rhetors discouraged the
use of shorthand note-taking, ‘in keeping with their tradition of memorization, public exhibition
and limited distribution’”²²⁾.

. Hezser , p. , n. ; Goitein , p. , n. .
. Hezser , p. .
. Reif , p. -, Hezser , p. .
. See Rawson , p. ; Hezser , p. .
. See e.g. L. Alexander , p. ﬀ.
. See L. Alexander , p. , quoting Galen, De compositione medicamentorum secundum locos . See also Hezser ,
p. .
. Hezser p. .
. L. Alexander , p.  with reference to Norman , p. . See Hezser , p. .
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Similarly in the Jewish tradition, even if some accounts of Rabbis taking private notes exist²³⁾,
the study of rabbinic teachings as well as the disputes thereof were mostly carried out orally.
Most notably, this is true for the main corpora of rabbinic teachings―the Talmud and Misha, and
is evident from the rhetorics of these texts. Even if Shaul Lieberman's thesis²⁴⁾ about an “oral
publication” of the Mishna is disputed among the scholars, this rabbinic opus clearly shows “oral
characteristics” (Neusner²⁵⁾), i.e. the text is composed in a form suitable for memorizing and oral
discussion.
is led later to the emergence of a doctrine of “Wrien and Oral Torah” ( תורה שבכתבand
)תורה שבעל פה²⁶⁾, which decisively stressed the importance of the oral teaching. is concept shows

up also in the famous story from the Avōt de-Rabbi Nathan:

. Hezser , p. -.
. Lieberman , p. . See also Hezser , p. ﬀ.
. Neusner , p. ; Hezser , p. ﬀ.
. According to Jaﬀe, the doctrine is “ problably a late third-century development ”; the term “ Oral Torah ” doesn't appear in
the Mishnah and Tosea, only in the Talmudim and related literature, see Jaﬀe , p. . See also Hezser , p. .
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How impetuous was Shamai, the elder! A
story was told about a man who stood before Shamai and said to him: “Rabbi, how
many Torot do you have?”. ⌊Shamai⌋ said:
“Two, the wrien one and the oral one.”
⌊He replied⌋: “e wrien one, I believe
you, but the oral one, I do not believe.”
⌊Shamai⌋ shouted at him and drove him
angrily out. ⌊e man⌋ went to Hilel and
said to him: “Rabbi, how many Torot were
given to you?” ⌊Hilel⌋ said: “Two, the
wrien one and the oral one.” ⌊e man
said⌋: “e wrien one, I believe you, but
the oral one, I do not believe.” ⌊Hilel⌋ said
to him: “My son, sit down, write for me
an alphabet.” And he asked: “What is this
⌊leer⌋?” ⌊e man⌋ replied: an “ʾalef ”.
⌊Hilel said:⌋ “ ⌊No,⌋ it is not ʾālef , it is bēt ”.
And he asked: “What is this?” ⌊e man⌋
replied: “bēt ”. ⌊Hilel said:⌋ “ ⌊No,⌋ it is
not bēt, it is gimmel ”. ⌊e man asked:⌋
“Where do you know from that this is
ʾālef , this bēt and that gimmel ”? ⌊Hilel⌋
said to him: “So handed down to us our
ancient fathers that this is ʾālef , this bēt
and that gimmel ”. And as you accepted
this with your belief, so you should accept
that with your belief.

 אמרו מעשה,מה היה קפדנותו של שמאי הזקן
 רבי כמה תורות, אמר לו.באדם אחד שעמד לפני שמאי
 שתים אחת בכתב ואחת בעל פה אמר,יש לכם אמר לו
 את שבעל פה איני מאמין, את שבכתב אני מאמין לך,לו
 רבי, בא לפני הלל אמר לו. גער בו והוציאו בנזיפה.לך
 אחת בכתב ואחת: שתים, אמר לו,כמה תורות נתנו
 בעל פה אין אני, בכתב אני מאמינך, אמר לו.בעל פה
, אמר לו. כתוב לי אלף בית, בני שב, אמר לו.מאמינך
. אין זה אלף אלא בית, אמר לו. אלף, אמר לו,מה זה
 אין זה בית אלא, בית אמר לו, מהו זה אמר לו,אמר לו
 מניין אתה יודע שזה אלף וזה בית וזה, אמר לו.גימל
 שזה, כך מסרו לנו אבותינו הראשונים, אמר לו,גימל
 כך, כשם שקבלת זו באמונה.אלף וזה בית וזה גימל
.קבל עליך זו באמונה

Figure : e Wrien and Oral Torah. (ARNA :)
Clearly, as can be seen also from the above anecdote, the doctrine of “Oral Torah” wasn't only
meant to describe how study in rabbinic circles was performed but its actual goal was to give
legitimation to the rabbinic teachings, which stand parallel (on the basis of both their use and
authority) to the text of Torah (and the Hebrew Bible in general). Nevertheless, even if the circumstances of the rabbinic education became itself an ideological statement, it is actually also a
strong witness to the conditions of the rabbinic study itself. at the memorizing was not limited
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to the rabbinic traditions but was a common form of intellectual activity and thus also possible in
the case of the transmission of biblical text, can be seen from the following text:
Rabbi Shimeon ben Eleazar said: “A story
⌊is told⌋ about Rabbi Meir that he went
to spend a year in ʿAsya and they had no
scroll ⌊of Ester⌋ there, so he wrote ⌊one⌋
from his memory and read it.”

 מעשה ברבי מאיר:אמר רבי שמעון בן אלעזר
, ולא היה שם מגילה,שהלך לעבר שנה בעסיא
וכתבה מלבו וקראה

Figure : Rabbi Meir and his “scroll” wrien from memory. (M )

.. e Ability to Read but not to Write?
According to Catherine Hezser, the Jewish elementary in the rabbinic times education was focused
on the reading of the Torah²⁷⁾, however, as she states, there is “no unambiguous evidence that
(the instruction of writing in Jewish elementary sools) ever took place”²⁸⁾. Further, Hezser gives
examples of rabbis who could not write (e.g. G :,  quotes R. Abbahu and R. Chisda who
supposedly signed with simple signs resembling the leers  אand  ס, respectively)²⁹⁾, and notes
a comparable example of an Egyptian Christian church “reader” Aurelius Ammonios (living in
the  th century C.E.) who is described as someone “who did not know leers”. Hezser concludes
from these examples that, while the ability to read wrien texts was common among the Jews in
the rabbinic period (and in their surrounding world), only a small fraction of them were actually
taught to write and were capable of writing.
While it's certainly possible that certain people in various cultures and times may have been
able to read but were lacking the knowledge of writing techniques (or at least were without the
ability to write longer texts), one can hardly believe that Rabbis, who were ﬂuent in the biblical
text (and one should therefore assume that they had a good practice in reading the Torah), would
not be capable of signing with their full name! ere is, however, another way to understand
rabbinic text concerning the teaching of children to read the Torah (and Torah-reading in general),
which I would propose here: e Hebrew √ קראcan express a broader variety of meanings than
. Hezser , p. ﬀ.
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. .
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just “read from a book”. Its basic meaning is “to call”/“to shout” and, having a text as a subject,
“to proclaim” or “to read aloud”³⁰⁾. It is thus possible that it could have denoted not only (loud)
“reading from a book”, but also “reciting” (from memory).
Interestingly, on many occasions, קרא, “to read” is found parallel with שנה, “to repeat” (or
its Aramaic counterpart, )תנא. For example, concerning the synagogues is said: קורין ושונין ודורשין
בהן³¹⁾. It is generally accepted that  שנהdenotes an oral study of Mishna or later rabbinic traditions.
 קראapparently must then point to a complementing or even competing educational institution.

erefore, a question should be raised as to whether this “reading” really meant “reading out of a
wrien text” in the modern sense. It is well possible that in the time aer the “publication” of the
Mishna two competing textual traditions were memorized and studied by a somewhat broader
circle of students than that of the professional scribes, namely the Miqrā and the Mishna, and
only later did they both become a part of the common Jewish curriculum. While the former was
more speciﬁcally connected with the education of children, the laer posed rather the basis for
“higher education”.
Obviously I'm not claiming that √ קראwould always point to a recitation of a memorized
biblical text and never to a reading from a wrien book (scroll). It may well be the case that
the same uerance was understood in diﬀerent stages and by diﬀerent Rabbis in the one or the
another way, or maybe could have meant both. ere are, however, indications that memorizing
was, at least to some degree, part of the “elementary education” in the Torah. If the Torah-scrolls
were so costly, one could hardly imagine that each child had access to its own copy, nor does it
seem realistic that several children would read from one scroll at the same time. Rather, it would
seem that the teacher alone “read” (be it from a scroll or from his memory) a portion which was
repeated by the pupils (probably on a verse-by-verse manner) and so memorized by them. Such a
picture would ﬁt well into passages from the Rabbinic literature depicting various people passing
near (or behind) the synagogue and hearing the children “read” their Torah-portion³²⁾. If this
reﬂects the ancient reality, it is not clear whether the children were taught to read from a book
at all―such reading apparently was not the obvious goal of the education. e ability to read
. See KBL.
. M :; see Hezser , p. Hezser . See also ARNA  or Ṣ .
. ARNA , YH :, . See also Hezser , p. , .



Chapter : e Jewish Bible between the Scribes and the Oral Tradition
the Torah portion correctly as part of the synagogal liturgy depended on oral teaching anyway
(consider the consonantal nature of the Hebrew Bible texts!) and a collective teaching/study was
also easier done by oral means.

. Liturgy or Study?
Sometimes, in the biblical studies a question arises whether a particular text emerged from―or a
particular textual feature had its Sitz im Leben in―the context of liturgical reading or whether it
rather emerged as part of the study of the text. e same question applies to our discussion about
the term  קראand the Sitz im Leben of the biblical text in rabbinic times.
Clearly, we should assume that there existed an established tradition of teaching/study of the
Hebrew bible as can be heard from the following well-known passage from the mishnaic tractate
Pirqē Avōt:
He was saying: “at ﬁve years to the Mikrā,
at ten to Mišna, at thirteen to ‘the commandment’, at ﬁeen to the ‘learning’ (
תלמוד, ‘talmūd ’)…”

אוֹמר ֶבּן ָח ֵמשׁ ָשׁנִ ים ַל ִמּ ְק ָרא ֶבּן ֶﬠ ֶשׂר
ֵ הוּא ָהיָ ה
ַל ִמּ ְשׁנָ ה ֶבּן ְשׁלשׁ ֶﬠ ְשׂ ֵרה ַל ִמּ ְצוֹת ֶבּן ֲח ֵמשׁ ֶﬠ ְשׂ ֵרה ַל ַתּ ְלמוּד
... ֶבּן ְשׁמוֹנֶ ה ֶﬠ ְשׂ ֵרה ַל ֻח ָפּה

Figure : e ideal of rabbinic education. (Aō :)
It is assumed by some scholars that this mishnaic uerance didn't describe the reality, but rather
presents a rabbinic ideal of the education and their stages (or as Hezser puts it: it shows “an idealistic expression of rabbis wishful thinking”³³⁾). Nevertheless, it seems that some sort of education
based on the Hebrew Bible existed at least in some Jewish circles even in the ﬁrst centuries C.E.
Even though the Torah study is described as a “primary education” stage, clearly, the knowledge of the TeNaK was also part of rabbinic education and study. From the talmudic times (apart
from the fact that the actual text of Talmud was supplied with many Bible quotations in order to
support the authority to the mishnaic traditions) we have the following tradition:

. Hezser , p. .
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Rabbi Levi said that Rabbi Shimeon ben
Lakish says: “What ⌊does it mean that⌋
this bride is adorned with twenty-four
kinds of precious stones? So should the
student of the sage be skilled ( ) ִפּ ֵַקחand
nimble ( ) זריזin the twenty-four books ⌊of
the Bible⌋.”

 מה,אמר רבי לוי אמר רבי שמעון בן לקיש
,הכלה הזו מקושטת בעשרים וארבעה מיני תכשיטין
כך תלמיד חכם צריך להיות פקח וזריז בעשרים
.וארבעה ספרים

Figure : e “students of the sages” and  books of the Bible. (Ṭ KT, )
Apparently, the skills described by this passage ( ִפּ ֵַקח, literary “quick-wied” and  זריז: lit. “quick”,
“nimble”) don't deal with scribal or literary expertise but with abilities to handle the Biblical text
orally (and most notably it points to a profound knowledge thereo). Moreover, the quoted uerance doesn't speak about the knowledge of the Torah (which can be acquired purely by listening
to synagogal reading) but rather of the whole TeNaK, i.e. the “twenty-four books”. Furthermore,
it can be shown on a couple of rabbinic texts that the liturgical reading of a particular text presupposed that these texts had been previously memorized. See for example the following baraita:
, השמיט בה סופר אותיות או פסוקין:תנו רבנן
 יצא- וקראן הקורא כמתורגמן המתרגם

Our rabbis taught: “If a scribe omied
leers or verses in ⌊a Torah scroll⌋ and the
reader read them ⌊in the same way⌋ as the
meturgeman translates - he fulﬁlled ⌊the
rule⌋.”…

Figure : A baraita in M  on reciting the Torah by heart.
Apparently the text presupposes that the Targum is known by heart by the meturgeman, and in
the same way the Torah may be “read” even if some part of the text is omied by the scribe. is,
however, shows that the reader who recited the Hebrew Torah text in the synagogue already knew
it by heart. is only seems to be practically possible on the basis of some kind of oral study. is
also seems probable, given the fact that there were few Torah scrolls available and the reader may
not have had access for private study.
Further, a list of passages forbidden “to be read” (liturgically) and to be “translated”³⁴⁾ is
mentioned by the Rabbinic literature:
. See P. S. Alexander .
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ere are ⌊passages⌋ that are read and
translated, read but not translated, not
read and not translated … but the scribe
will teach as usual.

יש נקראין ומתרגמין נקראין ולא מתרגמין לא
 והסופר מלמד כדרכו... נקראין ולא מתרגמין

Figure : Forbidden passages from the Bible and Targum. (M :)
Apparently, a distinction is made between the liturgical “reading” and “translating”, and between
analogous processes “taught by the scribe” and certain passages are forbidden to be “read” or
“translated” liturgically. It seems therefore, that the reading of the Hebrew Bible had two Sitze
im Leben: the study lesson and the synagogal liturgy, both being generally similar but some minor
diﬀerences existing between the two contexts. e most striking diﬀerences concern the choice of
the texts “read” and “translated”: Apparently in the lesson more texts (and lengthier ones) could
have been read than in the liturgy which, in turn, was aimed at the broader public. Furthermore,
we should consider additional possible seings for the study of Biblical text: perhaps a teaching
of children or “laymen” existed beside a more professionalized study by specialized scholars (one
can probably think about rabbinic academies or similar institutions). Clearly, the ordinary people,
even the rabbinic scholars, did not have the capacity for memorizing the whole Torah, Prophets
and Writings:
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Rabbi Abahu said: “All forty days Moses
was up ⌊in the Haeven⌋ he learned the
Torah but was forgeing it. At the end
he said to Him: ‘Lord of the Eternity,
forty days are over and I don't remember
a ⌊single⌋ word.’ And what the Holy, be
blessed, did? Aer forty days he gave him
the Torah as a gi, as it is said: ‘And he
gave to Moses’ (E :). ‘When he
ﬁnished’ ( ְכּ ַכ תוֹ, ibid): Did Moses learn the
whole Torah? Isn't it wrien: ‘Its measure
is longer than the earth’ (J :)? But
the Holy, be blessed, taught it to Moses as
principles ( )כלליםonly, as it is said: ְכּ ַכ תוֹ
(lit. ‘when he ﬁnished’).”

 כל ארבעים יום שעשה משה,אמר רבי אבהו
, אמר ליה, לסוף. היה לומד תורה ושוכח,מלמעלן
. הרי באו ארבעים יום ואיני יודע דבר,רבונו של עולם
 משהשלים ארבעים יום.מה עשה הקדוש ברוך הוא
. ויתן אל משה, שנאמר,נתן לו את התורה במתנה
 והלא כתיב ארכה, וכי כל התורה למד משה.ככלתו
 אלא כללים כללים למדה הקדוש ברוך.מארץ מדה
. ככלתו, שנאמר,הוא למשה

Figure : A Midrash: Moses didn't succeed in memorizing the Torah. (Ṭ KT, )
It seems, however, that the memorizing of the Hebrew was institutionalized and speciﬁc scholars were trained to memorize either the whole TeNaK or at least parts of it either (single books
or a couple of them). Such scholars, the “readers” of the Hebrew Bible, seem to be mentioned
occasionally in the rabbinic sources:
e generation of Rabbi Eleazar ben Rabbi
Shimʿon were saying about him: “Who
is she that comes up from the desert Like
columns of smoke, In clouds of myrrh and
frankincense, Of all the powders of the
merchant?” (S :). What does “Of
all the powders of the merchant” mean?
at he was a <reader> ( )קרייand a Mishna
expert and a payṭān and an exegete.

 מי זאת עולה מן:ר״א בר״ש היה דורו קורא עליו
המדבר כתימרות עשן מקוטרת מור ולבונה מכל אבקת
 מהו מכל אבקת רוכל אלא דהוה >קריי< ותניי.רוכל
ופייטן ודרשן

Figure : Talmudic “Bible professionals”. (LR :)
̄ , “a reader”) is mentioned here along with ( תנייtånåyē
̄ , a tannaite,
Clearly, a profession (קריי, qåråyē

i.e. the Mishna reader) a paytān and a darshān (i.e. a “exegete”, a midrash professional). Already
from the terminology alone it can be concluded that this profession has something to do with the
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“Mikrā”, i.e. the Hebrew Bible, and designates someone who “reads” it. Another rabbinic passage
from the Babylonian Talmud can be of interest with regard to our question:
Our sages taught: “In order to become
‘( קריינאa reader’), if ⌊I only⌋ read three
verses in the synagogue: it is approved”
… and why is the word  קריינאused? I can
only be called ( קראqarā, “a ⌊professional⌋
reader”) if I can “read” the Torah, Prophets
and Writings accurately. “In order to become ‘a repeater’?” … And why is the
word “( תנינאa repeater”) used? I can only
be called ( תנאtannaite) if I can repeat the
Halaa, Sifrā, Sifrē and Tosea.

 כיון שקרא, על מנת שאני קריינא:תנו רבנן
והני... , הרי זו מקודשת- שלשה פסוקים בבית הכנסת
 עד דקרי, אבל אמר לה קרא אנא,'מילי דא״ל קריינ
...  על מנת שאני שונה.אורייתא נביאי וכתובי בדיוקא
 עד, אבל אמר לה תנא אנא,והני מילי דאמר לה תנינא
.דתני הילכתא ספרא וסיפרי ותוספתא

Figure : “Bible professionals” in Talmudic times. (Q )
is passage from the tractate Qidushin is even more important in two aspects: First, the Rabbis
discuss the “reading” of the Bible and two very similar terms are used:  קריינאand ( קראqarā). Both
have something to do with “reading” the Bible. Presumably, the ﬁrst word (at least according
to the text) depicts someone who reads in the synagogal liturgy. It seems that the requirement
of being able to read three verses is best explained by the fact that it describes memorizing and
accurate reciting by heart rather than reading from the wrien text in our modern sense (if one can
“accurately read” a wrien text it doesn't make any diﬀerence if it is one verse or a hundred). On
the other hand, according to our text, someone can call himself  קראonly when he can “accurately
read” the whole Hebrew Bible. In my opinion there is no fundamental diﬀerence in reading three
verses or the whole Hebrew Bible from a wrien text, unless we consider that the reader must
have known the text by heart. It seems therefore plausible to me to regard the  קראas someone
who has memorized the whole (if we are to take the text seriously) Hebrew Bible. Of course, one
could argue that since the Hebrew text is unvocalized, one must prepare/learn how the text is
to be read (even from the wrien text) and it therefore does make a diﬀerence whether someone
learned three verses or the whole corpus. However, I would argue that preparing even a short
lesson is actually very close to a memorizing of a larger text.
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Moreover, the terms  קריינאand  קראdon't come alone but are paralleled to  תנינאand  תנאwhich
denote similar phenomena, diﬀering only in that the laer terms have the rabbinic traditions
and not the Hebrew Bible as their object. Clearly both arguments apply equally with regard to
the “Bible readers” and the “Mishna repeaters”: in both cases a man can only carry the more
honorable title if he can “read”/“repeat” the appropriate textual corpus. Obviously in the laer
case concerning the rabbinic traditions memorizing is meant. It stands to reason that analogous
is expressed by the term קרא. Note, that in Islam similarly only someone who is able to accurately
memorize the whole rʾān can be called

(ḥā ẓ), analogously.

Obviously, one could ask why a resemblance of the “tannaʾīm” remained well rooted in the
Jewish tradition, while only small traces of the tradition of an oral study of the Hebrew Bible
remained. I'm convinced that the reason is that the term  קראreceived another meaning in the
post-talmudic times: “a member of the Karaite sect”³⁵⁾. However, as the name of some of the
important mediaeval Rabbis show, the title was still used occasionally even in later times, among
the Jewish scholars who were considered to be “Bible experts” (e.g. Rabbi Yosef Qara and others).

.. Liturgical Reading as a Ritualized Form of the Study of the Bible
On the basis of the above said I'd like to propose here a thesis about the connection between the
public “liturgical reading” and a study of the text (whether done by more specialized professionals
or made by “laymen” in context of their educational curriculum). First, it seems that of these two
contexts the study is actually the primary one: the synagogal lessons are prepared by a “study”,
i.e. the memorizing of the text. But note that some passages are a subject for study but are
forbidden to be read publicly which means that the study had a broader goal than just to prepare
for the liturgical reading.
I would therefore like to propose that the liturgical reading developed as a ritualized form of
the study of the biblical text. is can explain why initially no special “study houses” existed but
that the synagogues are reported to be the place of the study.

. Note, that some scholars have even proposed that the name of the sect has its origin in the “ Bible professionals ”, see Erder
, p. ﬀ.
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Moreover, if this thesis is correct, it may have consequences for our understanding of ancient
translations of the Bible: sometimes the “liturgical” origin of a particular translation is thought
to be a competitive explanation to a “study” translation. Obviously, if the liturgical reading is
profoundly connected to the study, as I am suggesting, one translation may be the outcome of a
biblical study (in the form of memorizing!) and at the same time be used for the public reading.
Clearly, if we spoke about a special “liturgical” translation, it would rather present a mere selection from the “study translation”, while there wouldn't be many diﬀerences in the text itself (if
any).

. e Complementarity of the “Written-” and “Oral Torah”
It is a well known fact that the Rabbinic literature aests a strong sentiment against writing down
the rabbinic traditions. However, these sayings also show that the wrien (biblical) text became
autonomous beside the oral traditions. A story is told in the Yerushalmi:
Rabbi Ḥ aggai said: “Rabbi Shmuʾel bar Rav
Yiṣhak went to a synagoge ⌊and⌋ saw one
scribe who read³⁶⁾his targūm out of a book.
He said to him: ‘It is forbidden to you. e
words that are said by mouth, ⌊should remain⌋ in mouth; ⌊things⌋ that are said by
wriing ⌊should remain⌋ in wriing.’”

ר׳ חגיי אמר ר׳ שמואל בר רב יצחק עאל לכנישתא
חמא חד ספר מושט תרגומא מן גו סיפרא א״ל אסור
לך דברים שנאמרו בפה בפה דברים שנאמרו בכתב
בכתב

Figure : A prohibition to read the targūm from a book. (M :, )
As we can see, according to Rabbi Shimeon, the wrien and oral traditions are to be strictly
separated from each other, each representing its own realm which shouldn't be mixed with the
other one. Interestingly the person who, according to the story, broke the rule formulated by
Rabbi Shimeon, was a scribe, i.e. a professional who possessed an authority regarding the wrien
biblical text. Clearly the scribes were actually the only persons who were able to write and were
therefore typical characters to be depicted in such anecdotes as those who read from a book. I
would, however, argue that the choice of a scribe may rather mirror their role within Judaism in
the rabbinic times, as being those who guarded the transmission of the wrien Torah, and as such
. e term used,  מושט, is not completely clear.
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possessed a certain authority. If writing (and reading) was practically inaccessible to the broader
masses, an aempt by a scribe to write down a targūm could have been seen as an aempt to
control the knowledge thereof and was, consequently, opposed strongly by the rabbis.
As can be further seen from other rabbinical uerances, in the rabbinic times there was
not only a strong feeling against writing down the oral traditions, but activities in the opposite
direction were also opposed, i.e. it was perceived inappropriate that the wrien biblical text be
inﬂuenced by the oral tradition, as shown, for example in the following passage from Genesis
Rabba:
Rabi Zeira and Rabbi Ḥ ananel ⌊handed
over a tradition⌋ in the name of Rabbi:
“Even a man as ﬂuent in the Torah as
Ezra should not read from his mouth and
write.” But didn't we learn a story about
rabbi Meir in ʾAsya where no Ester scroll
was present and he read it from his mouth
and wrote? About ⌊this story⌋ it was said
that he wrote two scrolls, he has hidden
the ﬁrst and le the later.

רבי זעירא ורבי חננאל בשם רבי אפי' אדם רגיל
 והא תני, לא יהא קורא מפיו וכותב,בתורה כעזרא
מעשה שהיה ר״מ באסייא ולא היה שם מגילת אסתר
 גנז, תמן אמרין שתי מגילות כתב,וקרא לו מפיו וכתבה
.את הראשונה וקיים את השנייה

Figure : A prohibition of writing down the Torah from memory. (GR :)
Clearly neither the “Wrien Torah” nor the oral traditions (and in the ﬁrst place the Targūm) is
shown as being superior to the other and both are depicted as two authoritative sources whose
authorities should not be mixed. Interestingly the actual meaning of the “oral traditions” is somewhat variable. Mostly they are represented by a targūm recited along with the Torah (and other
parts of the Hebrew Bible) in the synagogal liturgy. On the other hand, in other passages, they
are the “aggadic traditions”³⁷⁾ or even parts of the liturgy:
He, that writes halēl and šemaʿ to the children, even if he is not allowed to do so,
⌊such wrien halēl and šemaʿ ⌋ make the
hands unclean.

 אף על,הכותב הלל ושמע לתינוק להתלמד בו
פי שאין רשאי לעשות – מטמא את הידים

Figure : On writing down the halēl and šemaʿ. (Y :)
. M :, ; Š :, . See also Hezser , p. .
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It seems that the exact type of literature which can be taken as a counterpart to the “Wrien
Torah” is not really important and what maers is the opposition between the wrien and the
“oral literature”. Also, the fact that the targūm appears several times as representing the oral
literature may be aributed to the fact that it was the targūm, which was the most striking oral
tradition being publicly displayed as a counterpart to the wrien Torah. is was due to the fact
that both texts were recited together as part of the synagogal liturgy. It seems that it was exactly
this question as to how the public would understand the relationship between the two texts which
was the determining factor for these rabbinic rules:
He that reads from the Torah shall not help
to the meturgemān so that ⌊people⌋ won't
say: “e Targum is wrien in the Torah.”

הקורא בתורה לא יסייע למתורגמן כדי שלא
יאמרו תרגום כתוב בתורה

Figure : e Targum and the Torah. (M )
Apparently, it was the symbolic value of both texts that was the reason for keeping them apart
and deﬁning the rabbinic sentiment against writing down the oral traditions (and orally transmit
the wrien Hebrew Bible):
⌊What's

the diﬀerence between⌋ the
meturgeman and the Torah reader? It
is forbidden for him ⌊the meturgeman⌋ to
look into the Torah ⌊scroll⌋ and to translate. And he that reads the Torah, it is
forbidden to put his eyes outside the Torah
⌊scroll⌋, because the Torah was not given
other than in wrien ⌊form⌋.

 אסור לו להסתכל,המתרגם לקורא בתורה
 אסור לו ליתן עיניו, והקורא בתורה.בתורה ולתרגם
. שלא נתנה התורה אלא בכתב,חוץ מן התורה

Figure : e meturgmenān and the Torah-reader. (Ṭ, KT, )
Interestingly, our text is concerned mainly with the symbolic meaning and the picture it evoked
among the public present at the liturgical reading in the ancient synagogue. It doesn't primarily
try to answer the question as to whether a targūm is recited from memory and the Torah not,
but whether the reader and the meturgemān look into the Torah scroll during the reading or not.
Note that is even possible that some of the Torah-readers weren't actually able to read a wrien
text. Actually, the consonantal character of the Hebrew script forced the reader to memorize
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his portion at least to some degree. Given the illiteracy rate in the rabbinic period (see above
chapter ., p. ), our assumption that a large number of synagogal readers actually memorized
the text becomes rather plausible.
It would seem, therefore, that the reason for the rejection of writing down the oral traditions
has mainly something to do with the authority of the texts and traditions and is not primarily
caused by other motives. Catherine Hezser, for example, assumes that this sentiment was caused
by the importance of a teacher for his student which would be reduced if the student had direct
access to the (wrien) sources.³⁸⁾ While this motive could have played some minor role, it doesn't
seem to be the main reason for such a rejection of literacy. Actually, even from the gaonic times
onwards, when the paradigm changed into a more literary one, the authority of a Rabbi among
his disciples didn't suﬀer any damage.

.. Rabbis and Scribes: A Dispute over Authority
Interestingly, it seems that the role of the wrien Torah in the rabbinic era played rather a
“symbolic and artefactual role”³⁹⁾. It was the oral traditions that crystallized into the Mishna
and later into both Talmudīm that were essential for the life of the Jewish community. e Torah
scrolls remained, however, the main symbol of the antiquity of the Jewish religion and as such
was shown and read from during public synagogal services (however, its symbolic value can be
demonstrated in other phenomena, such as the magical use thereof⁴⁰⁾).
Apparently the very existence of the wrien Torah could have posed a problem for the authority of the rabbis: it was the scribes who, as a professional elite, were responsible for the
transmission of the wrien biblical text and must have had of a great degree a control over it.
Clearly, the scribes were a distinct group within the Judaism of the ﬁrst couple of centuries C.E.
(and the fact that occasionally a Rabbi was also a scribe doesn't change this basic seing much),
are were not to be equated with the rabbis. Sometimes even conﬂicts arose between the two
groups⁴¹⁾. Also note that already before  C.E. there were two competing groups (among others)
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. ; -
. Hezser , p. , .
. Hezser , p. -; .
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who disputed authority amongst themselves: the Sadducees, coming mostly from the upper class,
possibly connected with the priestly circles and the scribes located in the Temple⁴²⁾, who saw
themselves as the real “guardians of the Torah”. On the other hand we have the Pharisees who
were targeting a broader public (i.e. the lower and middle class) and concentrating primarily on
their “Ancestral laws”⁴³⁾. Obviously the laer group later became the basis for the emerging rabbinic movement, while the scribes of the rabbinic times may have their roots in circles connected
to the ṣadokite movement before  C.E.
Based on these premises I would like to propose a thesis that the sentiment of the rabbinic
movement against writing down their oral traditions was a direct result of the “democratic” character of this movement. e opposition to the authority of the wrien text was, in my opinion,
primarily an opposition to the scribal elite trying to control the study and interpretation of the
“Holy text”. As we have, however, seen, the wrien Torah had a highly symbolical value as it
deﬁned the Jewish national identity by pointing to the “ancient history” of God's nation, and apparently the Jewish scribes were, therefore, needed by the Rabbis to help to preserve these Jewish
national scriptures. It seems, therefore, that the sentiment against mixing the oral and wrien
tradition is a result of exactly this kind of dispute over authority between the rabbis and scribes.

. Conclusion
As we have seen, it may be assumed with a reasonable degree of plausibility that the biblical
text was transmied through two distinct (but possibly interconnected⁴⁴⁾) means: through the
copying of the wrien biblical text by the scribes, and by memorizing it and oral study. e main
Sitz im Leben of the laer text lay primarily in the context of the oral study of the biblical text and
further in the liturgical reading (which itself can be seen as a special case of the oral study of the
Hebrew Bible). e Biblical text was studied most probably by some professional scholars who
were trained to memorize the biblical text accurately. As such, the orally transmied biblical text
must have presented a parallel phenomenon to the Mishna and other rabbinic traditions (already
. Hezser , p. .
. Hezser , p. .
. See chapter .., p. .
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in the mishnaic times there were possibly two groups of Jewish scholars, one learning Mishna and
the other Miqrā) and been opposed to the wrien Bible, which was in the hands of the scribes.
Clearly, the reason for the oral study (whether of the Bible or of Mishna and later traditions)
seems to be the desire to target as broad a spectrum of Jewish people as possible.
is changed only with the massive advent of literacy and its techniques in the Gaonic/Islamic
period. Presumably, only when a large number of people were able to read and write in their
everyday life was it more and more diﬃcult for them to learn using the old oral techniques. What
is more important, however, is that with a more widespread literacy the oral means of the study
was no longer necessary to keep the learning “democratic”. is is, in my opinion, the context in
which the Masoretic text emerged, striving to combine the “wrien Torah” with the (dying out)
oral biblical traditions.
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Masoretic Text and its Character
. Masoretic and Proto-Masoretic Elements of the MT
ere are two sorts of typographic elements (other then the basic consonants) in the masoretic
text: we can call them “proto-masoretic” and “masoretic” elements. Not only is the former group
found in the masoretic codices but these elements are also the only signs (besides consonants)
allowed by the halaa to be present in the Torah scrolls designated for a liturgical use¹⁾. All
the other elements²⁾ are found exclusively in the masoretic manuscripts and consequently in the
printed editions of the Hebrew Bible.

. See Yeivin , §, p. ..
. ere exist, however, some examples of later ( th century and later) Torah scrolls which have verse-end markings: some
of them marked with two dots as in the masoretic codices, others with a point pressed into the parchment with no ink,
see ibid.
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sign, element

function

context

masoretic elements of the MT
vowel signs

vocalization

oral performance

accents

cantilation

oral performance

maqēf

connecting words

oral performance

pasēq

pause between words

oral performance

geʿayā

syllable prolongation

oral performance

sōf pasūq sign

verse division

oral and scribal(?) context

masoretic notes

learning /

oral learning

veriﬁcation of the text

scribal techniques

“proto-masoretic” elements of the MT
puncta extraodrinaria

editorial sign (originally)

scribal techniques

nūn invertum

editorial sign (originally)

scribal techniques

“suspended leers”

correction (originally)

scribal techniques

big leers

emphasis

scribal techniques

special leers

coincidence³⁾

scribal context

“crowns” ()תגים

ornaments

scribal techniques

parašiyōt

text division

scribal and oral context

Table : Masoretic and proto-masoretic elements, their function and context.
As we can see, most of the “proto-masoretic” elements belong to the context of scribal practices. Some of them (puncta extraodrinaria, nūn invertum and “suspended leers”) are examples
of ancient editorial techniques, although their meaning was later almost lost and they were just
faithfully copied by the scribes who may no longer have known their original purpose. ey
inspired, however, a number of hagadic interpretations⁴⁾ which tried to explain their existence.

. See Tov , p. .
. For puncta extraordinaria, see e.g. Lieberman , p. -; Shinan .
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Excursus: e “Suspended letters”
e last mentioned phenomenon, i.e. the “suspended leer” ( )אותיות תלויותis, however, somewhat
ambiguous with regard to the issue of wrien biblical text and the oral tradition. A scribal practice
of correcting words by writing the emendation (whether a single leer or larger cluster) above
the word is well known to us from the Dead Sea scrolls⁵⁾. If we take a closer look, however, at
the four examples of the “suspended leers” in the Hebrew Bible, we notice that three of them
(P :,  ; מיערJ :,,  רשעים, ) מרשעים⁶⁾ point to a misspelled variant of a word containing
the leer ʿayin, i.e. a laryngal, which is known for not having been pronounced in several ancient
reading traditions of Biblical Hebrew (mostly inﬂuenced by non-semitic languages). It is thus
reasonable to assume that the addition of “suspended leers” did not present a correction made
by the original scribe⁷⁾ (who omited theses leers apparently due to the fact that in his reading
tradition the laryngals were not pronounced) but by some later scribe who did pronounce this
consonant. e fact that we are dealing here with laryngals makes it plausible to assume that
the correction was done on the basis of the oral knowledge of the later scribe who corrected
this text — otherwise we would have expected to ﬁnd other similar corrections which are not
connected to the pronunciation issues.
e fourth occurrence of this phenomenon,  מנשהin J :, is of another type. Here we
have to deal with a variant which may have an ideological background or at least resulted from
a textual variant. From Rabbinic sources we are told that the addition of the leer nūn is meant
to disqualify the Danite priest Yehonathan by denying his relationship to Moses. e best known

. See e.g. Tov , p. .
. Note that all the examples are from the three “ poetic ” books. is may, of course, be a coincidence, but it may be a hint
to a common transmission history of these books (e.g. through some speciﬁc community).
. Note, however, that some scholars assume that in a similar case,  ישעיהוin QIsaᵃ (I :) is a correction of the original
scribe of the scroll, for more see e.g. Person , p. . Such an opinion cannot be proven, though, as is the case with
all such examples where one scribe is assumed to be the author of both the original text and its correction (unlike other
cases where a correction looks diﬀerent to the underlying text and one can discern a “ second hand ”), see Tov , p. .
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rabbinic passage⁸⁾ commenting on this name change is to be found in the Baba Batra tractate of
the Babylonian Talmud:
…and is his name not Jonathan, as it is
said: “Jonathan son of Gershom son of
Manasseh, and his descendants, served as
priests to the Danite tribe…” (J :)?
⌊Rava⌋ said to him: How can you explain
that he was the son of Manasseh? Was
it not a son of Moses, as it stands written: “e sons of Moses: Gershom and
Eliezer” ( C :)? But because he did
the deed of Manasseh, the Writing hung
() תלה⁹⁾⌊the leer  נfor him so that he
becomes⌋ Manasseh!

 ויהונתן בן גרשם בן: שנאמ׳,והלא יהונתן שמו
: אמר ליה.מנשה הוא ובניו היו כהנים לשבט הדני
, וכי בן מנשה הוא? והלא בן משה הוא,וליטעמיך
 מתוך שעשה, בני משה גרשם ואליעזר! אלא:דכתיב
 תלאו הכתוב במנשה- מעשה מנשה

Figure : A haggadic interpretation of the “suspended leer” in J :. (BB )
We may, of course, ask how far this Talmudic saying aests that the Rabbis (or the scribes?)
intentionally changed the biblical text in this particular word. Our Talmudic passage discusses
the problems of family names and inheritance issues and the maer of Manasse's name presents
an ad hoc haggadic argument which is only a minor point in the course of the discussion. e
rabbinic report is, therefore, most probably no more than a haggadic explanation for the wrien
form. If we consider the ancient versions, however, we will see that both variants (i.e.  משהand
 )מנשהare well aested:

J :

𝕸: ן־>מנַ ֶשּׁה< הוּא ָוּבנָ יו ָהיוּ כ ֲֹהנִ ים ְל ֵשׁ ֶבט ַה ָדּנִ י
ְ וִ יהוֹנָ ָתן ֶבּן־גֵּ ְרשׁ ֹם ֶבּ
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲A: καὶ Ιωναθαν υἱὸς Γηρσωμ υἱοῦ <Μωυσῆ> || 𝕲B: <Μαν(ν)ασση> || 𝕿: ואה< השנר >מ|| ב
𝕾: <

> || Syh: ⁜ υἱὸς <Μαννασῆ> υἱοῦ ⁜ Γηρσὰμ υἱοῦ <Μωσῆ> ⁜ αὐτός ⸔ || 𝖁:

lium Gersan lii <Mosi>

. e other places being B  (also quoted in Yalqut Šimʿōnī) and in M Šī HŠīī II, :.
. My translation follows the pun on the Jewish term for the “ suspended leers ” - אותיות תלויות.
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e LXX A, as well as the Vulgate¹⁰⁾, aest the presumably older spelling  מ ֶֹשׁה, while LXX B,
the Peshiṭta and Targum comply with the masoretic reading () ְמנַ ֶשּׁה. Interestingly, there also exists
a conﬂate reading found in the Syro-hexaplaric tradition¹¹⁾ which combines both names, Moses
and Manasse.
What conclusions can be drawn from these readings? First, we may assume that the double
reading of the Syro-Hexapla is a result of some interpretation (both names are arranged in this
reading making them plausible in the context of biblical historiography texts according to the traditional interpretations!) and it stands to reason that it had emerged from the study of the biblical
text. Most probably this was done orally and not through reading the manuscripts. Such an interpretation goes, in my opinion, far beyond what would be expected from an ordinary scribe, even
if we assumed that he did more than just copy a text from a single source, but also collated variant
readings from other manuscripts. It seems to me much more probable that the conﬂate reading
in question is a result of an exegetic discussion about two known variants, brought perhaps by
diﬀerent scholars into the debate.
Secondly, we can see that the reading  מ ֶֹשׁהis found in the LXX A, i.e. in the Codex Aleandrinus
that seems to mirror an older version of the Greek translation (which was also accepted by the
Christian church)¹²⁾. All the other variants (except for the Vulgate which most probably goes back
to the same tradition as that of LXX A) support a reading which we later ﬁnd in the Jewish tradition
(MT and the Targum). Note that LXX B presents this later “revision” of the Septuagint following
much closely the Masoretic text. Note also, that this “relative chronology” agrees with the one
we have seen in the shape of the consonantal text, i.e the original  מ ֶֹשׁהbeing extended into  ְמנַ ֶשּׁה.
Further, this sort of textual change¹³⁾ that tries to avoid a blasphemous or other inappropriate reading is more typical of an orally transmied text, see e.g. the high frequency of such

. e Vulgate could have depended either on some of the Greek or Old-Latin versions or on the Hebrew tradition Hieronymus received from his Jewish teachers (see e.g. Hayward , p. ), which has possibly its source in the Jewish oral
teaching.
. See Field , sub loco. Cf. also McCarthy , p. .
. See e.g. Fischer , p. .
. I generally agree with McCarthy (McCarthy , p. ) who regards this word as a “ genuine emendation ”.
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phenomena in the targumīm or among the qerē cases (this is the only qerē variant where a whole
oﬀending word is replaced by another one)¹⁴⁾.
In the light of these ﬁndings I would propose a hypothesis that the consonantal form מנשה
presents a correction of the consonantal text according to the oral tradition. is assumption
is strengthened by the fact that also the other three examples of “suspended leers” in the Hebrew Bible concern phenomena typical for the oral performance of the text. If this is correct we
may interpret the phenomenon of these four “suspended leers” that occur in the (masoretic)
consonantal text as a sort of complement to the qerē/ketīḇ cases and to those forms where the
vocalization is adapted to match the consonants¹⁵⁾. Here we are obviously dealing with only a
very small number of cases in which the consonants could have been aﬀected by or changed towards the oral tradition. Most probably other such cases existed (and maybe many more if we
went back to the time of the stabilization of the biblical text) but we have lile possibility to ﬁnd
them due to the lack of sources. Most notably we are lacking evidence for the shape of the ancient, pre-masoretic oral tradition of the Hebrew Bible—the biggest corpus of such traditions, the
second column of the Hexapla being too sparsely preserved.
Whether this theory is correct or not, we can certainly see the “suspended leers” as a genuinely scribal phenomenon, even if we presume for good reasons that the variant represented by
this phenomenon in the Hebrew Bible has its roots in the oral transmission of the Hebrew Bible,
i.e. not just in memorizing the text but also in the thorough study thereof.

Besides the three above mentioned phenomena (puncta extraodrinaria, nūn invertum and
“suspended leers”), there also exist “big leers”, “special leers” and “crowns” which belong
beyond any doubt to the realm of scribal practices and habits, even if we do not always know
their exact function¹⁶⁾ or the original meaning of these phenomena.

. See chapter ., p. .
. See chapter .., p. .
. See e.g. the big leers in D : which agrees with the liturgical signiﬁcance of this verse in (ancient and contemporary)
Judaism.
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On the other hand, most of the “masoretic” elements describe, or are somehow connected to,
the oral performance of the biblical text: the vocalization speciﬁes the precise pronunciation belonging to particular consonants and the accentuation describes the exact “musical” performance
of the biblical text and, as I will argue later, actually seems to have originally been a mnemonic
device¹⁷⁾. Also, the three peculiar signs, maqqēf , geʿayā/meteg and pasēq specify more exactly
the oral “shape” of the text: maqqēf points out clusters of words which are to be read as one
unit¹⁸⁾, pasēq marks a ceasura between words (this can even sometimes contradict the division
that follows from the accents¹⁹⁾). Geʿayā indicates, most probably, a prolongation (or a certain
high-tone pronunciation) of a particular syllable. Even the sōf pasūq sign belongs to this context, as the division of the biblical text into verses presents the smallest self-contained unit of the
oral performance of the Hebrew Bible (note that the accentual system is structured primarily into
verses).
e only phenomenon which may at ﬁrst glance be seen as being of purely scribal nature is
the Masoretic notes, i.e. the Masora in the narrow sense. However, as I will argue later²⁰⁾, there
are indications that even the masoretic notes were of an oral nature originally, being based on the
oral knowledge of the text and only later became a (wrien) guide for the scribe.
e last thing not yet mentioned is the “open and closed sections” (parašiyōt)²¹⁾. ese spatia
can be regarded as text divisions which belonged to both the oral performance and memorizing
on the one hand, and the study of the biblical text on the other²²⁾. Moreover these sections are
also related to the habits and techniques of the scribes. ese divisions are well known not only
from the Masoretic codices but also from liturgical Torah scrolls, and we can ﬁnd them already
. See chapter ., p. .
. On the diﬀerences in the perception of word boundaries in the wrien and oral context see Person , p. f.
. See below p. .
. See chapter , p. .
. e markings of liturgical sections (פרשה,  )סדרare to be regarded rather as a special form of a Masoretic note and they are
only found in the Masoretic codices (similarly to the other masoretic elements). Note, that the open and closed sections
were not marked by the leers  פ,  סinitially; the marking of the parašiyōt by these leers is probably slightly later;
Oesch speaks about twelh-century manuscripts containing such signs (see Oesch , p. . is is most probably to
by aributed to the inﬂuence of Maimonides' canonical list of petuōt and setumōt.
. e parašiyōt are, for example, the principle according to which some midrashim, like Bereshit Rabba, are divided, see JE,
p. f.
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in the biblical scrolls among the Dead Sea manuscripts. It can be shown that the correspondence
between the former and the laer is relatively high²³⁾. is can be explained by the assumption
that the parašiyōt also presented a division scheme used for the copying of the text, and mark the
portions of text that had been copied at once²⁴⁾.
We can thus see that the “proto-Masoretic” phenomena (along with the consonants, obviously) are all connected to the way that the Biblical text was copied by the scribes (even if some
of them touch the realm of the oral transmission of the Hebrew Bible), whereas the “masoretic”
signs and elements all describe the oral shape of the text, with the only exception of the masoretic
notes. As we will discuss later, even masoretic notes show a clear connection to the oral study of
biblical text²⁵⁾. us it stands to reason that the “Masoretic text” itself is a mixture of the written text traditionally copied by the scribes, and the oral tradition learned by heart, either by the
broader public or by a small group of professional Bible specialists.

. Oesch , p. ﬀ; .
. e Babylonian Talmud (Y ) discusses a mišna about the een Helena who presented to the Temple of Jerusalem
a golden tablet with two verses (N :) wrien on it. ere existed, apparently, a rule not to copy a sequence of
a biblical text which in itself didn't constitute an open or closed section. erefore the Rabbis had to explain here how
only two verses could be wrien on this tablet. e explanation given by Resh Lakish (and later repeated by Rashi) may
suggest that the shorthand ( )סירוגיןsystem (see also below, chapter .., p. ) was seen as a particular form of wrien
representation of the Biblical text which didn't have to follow this rule. See Friedländer , p. .
. See chapter , p. .
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e Vocalization
. e Qerē and Ketīḇ
e qerē/ketīḇ cases present a peculiarity of the text of the Hebrew bible that each student of the
Biblical Hebrew must learn as soon as he starts reading actual texts. As is well known, in such
cases the consonants “inside” the Hebrew text have a vocalization which (in most cases) doesn't
ﬁt well with the consonants themselves. e consonants which correspond to this vocalization
are then wrien “outside”, i.e. in the right- or le-hand margin of the codex as a part of the
masora parva notes, introduced by the abbreviation  ̇ק, =( קריqᵊrē or qᵊrī), “ ⌊to be⌋ read”¹⁾. erefore
actually we have two variants: the consonantal form (“inside” the text) with no vocalization,
and a form consisting of the consonants “outside” the text with the corresponding vocalization
“inside”. As we can see, even though the ketīḇ variant (i.e. the consonants “inside”) usually
receives a vocalization in the biblical studies²⁾, this is, however, always a reconstruction and no
such vocalization is found in the sources. us the qerē and ketīḇ variants are asymmetrical, in
that the ketīḇ is lacking the vocalization while with the qerē the vocalization seems, by contrast,
to be more important.
Furthermore, a variant of the same phenomenon named qerē perpetuum exists, which diﬀers
from the basic qerē/ketīḇ only in that it is not mentioned in the marginal Masora, and it concerns
four words occurring very frequently ( יהוהread as ʾᵃdonāy or perhaps šᵊmā,  ִהואand  היּא, and
רוּשׁ ַל
ָ ְ)י. Clearly, each of these variants represents separate category, usual among the regular

qerē/ketīḇ cases:  יְ הוָֹ הis a “euphemism” intended to avoid reading out the Tetragramm,  ִהואand
 היּאare simple variants originating in most cases from a scribal error (caused by the similarity of
. Mostly,  ̇קis wrien under the consonants of the qerē form. In some of the codices, however, a simple line (somewhat
resembling the ﬁnal leer  ) ןis made instead of “ ” ̇ק. See below chapter .., p. .
. So does, e.g. Gordis in his treatise on qerē/ketīḇ (Gordis ) and many others. Actually, most of the modern textual
databases (Based on the “ Westminster Leningrad Codex ” digital text of the Hebrew Bible) include also the ketīḇ variants
vocalized. Note, that such a vocalization is not more than a modern reconstruction.
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the leers  וand  ) יwhile רוּשׁ ַל
ָ ְ יrepresents dialectal variation between the consonants and the
“qerē ”.
Two other variants of the phenomenon also exist: the qerē ve-lā ketīḇ ( )קרי ולא כתיבwhere the
qerē variant adds a word not present in the consonantal text (a space between words receives the
vocalization signs) on the one hand, and ketīḇ ve-lā qerē ( )כתיב ולא קריmarking cases where the
qerē variant omits a word (the word is not vocalized). Additionally, some alternatively worded
Masoretic notes also exist which may be seen as equivalent to the qerē/ketīḇ phenomenon, such
as the yetīr notes ()יתיר, pointing out cases where the consonantal text has a superﬂuous leer.
ere are basically three approaches to the problem of qerē/ketīḇ among the biblical scholars. e ﬁrst one views these alternative readings essentially as variants collated from various
manuscripts³⁾. Such an interpretation seems to go back to the opinion of Rabbi David Qimḥ ī⁴⁾ (and
can be traced even further back, to an “anonymous Masorete”⁵⁾):
e men of the Great Assembly, who
returned the Torah to its original state,
found contradictions in the extant scrolls,
and they followed the majority of them,
according to their opinion. And if they
came to no conclusion about the clariﬁcation ⌊of such a case⌋ they wrote one but did
not vocalize, or they wrote from outside
and not from inside, or wrote one ⌊form⌋
from inside and another from outside.
(On  S :)

אנשי כנסת הגדולה שהחירו התורה לישנה
 והלכו בהם אחר,מצאו מחלוקת בספרים הנמצאים
 ובמקום שלא השיגה דעתם על. לפי דעתם,הרוב
 או כתבו מבחוץ ולא, כתבו האחד ולא נקדו,הבירור
 וכתבו אחד מבפנים והאחרת מבחוץ,כתבו מבפנים

. is was held e.g. by Gesenius, De Wee, Dillman and Koenig, see Gordis , p. . is theory had some variations,
some maintained, e.g. that the ketīḇ presented the older forms. Orlinsky (Orlinski ) claimed that the qerē/ketīḇ were
manuscript variants chosen on the basis of the Rabbinic principle to “ follow the majority ”.
. For mediaeval Jewish views on this phenomenon see Ofer , p. -.
. See Ofer , p. .
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And we already wrote our opinion about
the katūḇ and qerī: In the Exile the versions got corrupted and they found one
version so and another version so, and
they didn't reach a resolution and they
wrote one from inside and the another
from outside. (On  K :)

 בגלות:וכבר כתבנו דעתנו בכתוב וקרי
 והיו מוצאין בנסחא אחת כך,נשתבשו הנסחאות
 וכתבו האחת, ולא עמדו על ברורם,ובנסחא אחרת כך
מבפנים והאחרת מבחוץ

Figure : Rabbi David Qimḥ ī on the qerē/ketīḇ.
Others have argued that these cases rather represent a correction done by the “Masoretes”⁶⁾.
Compared to the previous hypothesis this can explain why there is a clear asymmetry between
the qerē and ketīḇ in both the external form (see above) and internal logic: it seems namely, that
in the vast number of cases the qerē represents the more plausible variant than ketīḇ. ese cases
could be much more easily explained by the assumption that the qerē provided a correction to the
ketīḇ. On the other hand, other examples can be found, although rather exceptional, in which the
qerē does not seem plausible whereas ketīḇ represents the regular form. See e.g. G :⁷⁾, Qr=
 ַהיְ ֵצא, Kt= הוצא: clearly, the usual form of impt. hif of √ יצאwould be הוֹצא
ֵ ⁸⁾ which corresponds

with ketīḇ while the qerē shows a form without a reasonable explanation. erefore some propose
an explanation which combines both theories⁹⁾
About the same time S. Levin¹⁰⁾, M. Breuer¹¹⁾ and J. Barr¹²⁾ came up with a completely different solution and this was more recently asserted by Y. Ofer¹³⁾. R. C. Steiner also comes to a
similar conclusion but, his starting point is the function of the “leer śīn”¹⁴⁾. According to this
. is was ﬁrst claimed by Isaac Abrabanel and further by others, Jewish and Christian scholars, up to modern times. Among
those were e.g. H. L. Strack or C. D. Ginsburg. See e.g. Gordis , p. -.
. is is the most discussed example of such cases.
. See e.g. G :; E :; L :.
. See Tov , p. .
. Levin .
. M. Breuer , p. -. See also M. Breuer  .
. Barr .
. Ofer .
. Steiner . For Steiner, the śīn sign also represents sort of qerē/ketīḇ variant in which the leer is wrien as =( שš) but
read as s (=) ס.
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theory the ketīḇ simply represents the wrien text as copied by the scribes, while the qerē reﬂects
an oral reading tradition. Such an understanding can explain the above-mentioned contradiction reasonably well. Clearly, a reading tradition seeks a meaningful text and if it produces an
error it is mostly due to some sort of harmonization with the (nearer or broader) context, while
the wrien text is mostly corrupted by scribal errors including the misreading of certain leers,
metathesis, haplography, diography and other sorts of errors which are all connected to the way
the text is copied. e later cases, obviously, oen produce nonsensical forms or texts. If the qerē
represents the oral tradition, it is no surprise that its variants are usually those that conform with
the context and make more sense. is fact alone, however, doesn't prevent the qerē from occasionally also representing the opposite. In the above-mentioned example in G :,  ַהיְ ֵצאcan
be explained as representing a reading tradition which emerged through an aempt to “correct”
(through some sort of “guessing”) an older, grammatically correct reading tradition (hōṣē) from
a particular manuscript containing a scribal error () היצא. Clearly, if such an exceptional form
becomes a part of the oral tradition (and therefore presents a basis for the qerē variant) it says
nothing about the majority of such cases and the character of such variants.
is theory can be supported by several arguments, many of them formulated already by
James Barr. As he notices, the qerē/ketīḇ variants involve a diﬀerence in the consonantal writing
and practically never a diﬀerence purely in the vocalization of the identical consonants¹⁵⁾. On the
other hand an abnormal plēnē or defectīve spelling doesn't usually lead to a qerē/ketīḇ variant¹⁶⁾
(Barr shows  ָר ִא ָתה, P : as an example of a form whose consonants would normally be read
as * ָר ֲא ָתה, but no qerē/ketīḇ note is found at this place). Furthermore, apart from euphemisms and
some rare cases the qerē/ketīḇ variants diﬀer mostly in only one element of the consonantal text¹⁷⁾.
Also, if the qerē/ketīḇ variants were a result of a manuscript collation, one would have expected
that more than two alternatives had been preserved, at least in some cases. I would like to point
out, however, that in the targumic Masora¹⁸⁾, where variants are introduced with the abbreviation

. Barr , p. -.
. Ibid.
. Ibid.
. Klein .
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)נוסחא אחרינא( נ̇ ̇א, multiple alternative variants occasionally occur, see e.g. the following example

from G ::
 נַ ֲח ִש ְיר ָכן, other variant:  נַ ֲח ִש ְידּ ָכן, other variant:  נְ ַחש יִ ְר ָכן, other variant: נַ ח ִשיר ָכן

נַ ֲח ִש ְיר ָכן נ̇ ̇א נַ ֲח ִש ְידּ ָכן נ̇ ̇א נְ ַחש יִ ְר ָכן נ̇ ̇א נַ ח ִשיר
ָכן

Figure : G :: Multiple variants in the targumic Masora.
Another fact that Barr points to is the frequency of the qerē/ketīḇ notes in diﬀerent biblical
Books¹⁹⁾. Obviously, the lowest frequency of this phenomenon can be found in the Torah where
the contact between the wrien text and the oral tradition was most frequent, due to the regular and systematic liturgical use of Torah readings. On the other hand, for example, the book of
Daniel has a very high number of qerē/ketīḇs, most of which are in the Aramaic section²⁰⁾. is can
be understandable if we consider that the qerē emerged in an environment of Aramaic-speaking
Jews whose dialect diﬀered from that of the Biblical Hebrews and sometimes contradicted the
shape of the consonantal text.

.. Explicative qerē/ketīḇ Notes?
ere is, however, one group of the qerē/ketīḇ notes which, at least on ﬁrst sight, cannot seem
to be explained in this manner. ere exists a relatively large set of qerē/ketīḇ variants of several
paerns where the ketīḇ is not in contradiction with the oral shape as presumably noted by the
qerē:

. Barr , p. 
. See also Morrow  who tries to date the tradition of the qerē according to the features of the Aramaic they expose into
the ﬁrst half of the ﬁrst millennium C.E.
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verse

ketīḇ

qerē

Kt=ו- , Qr=◌יוָ
E :

ועמדו

מּוּדיו
ָ וְ ַﬠ

E :

מטבעתו

ִמ ַטּ ְבּע ָֹתיו

E :

מידו

ִמיָּ ָדיו

E :

בריחו

יחיו
ָ ְבּ ִר

L :

ידו

יָ ָדיו

 S :

ויתו

וַ יְ ָתיו

P :

תתאו

ִתּ ְת ָאיו

S :

הסתו

ַה ְסּ ָתיו

Kt=ה- , Qr=וֹG :

אהלה

ָא ֳהלוֹ

G :

עירה

ִﬠירוֹ

G :

סותה

סוּתוֹ

E :

בעירה

ְבּ ִﬠירוֹ

Kt=יים- , Qr=וֹיִ םD :

וצביים

וּצבוֹיִם
ְ

P :

בגיים

ַבּגּוֹיִ ם

במחליים

ְבּ ַמ ֲחלוּיִם

 C :

other
N :

לך

ְל ָכה־

 S :

הייתה

ית
ָ ִָהי

P :

ועת

וְ ַﬠ ָתּה

P :

שת

ַשׁ ָתּה

Table : Examples of explicative qerē notes?
Clearly, if we take the example of E :, there is no problem having  ועמדוto be read as
we-ʿamūdāw (=Qr: מּוּדיו
ָ ) וְ ַﬠ, similarly, it is perfectly possible for ( אהלהG :) to be pronounced



Chapter : e Vocalization
ʾåhᵒlō (=Qr:  ) ָא ֳהלוֹor for ( בגייםP :) to be read baggoyīm (=Qr: ) ַבּגּוֹיִ ם. It would seem, therefore,

that such qerē/ketīḇ variants would contradict the hypothesis that the ketīḇ represented the consonantal text as copied by the scribes and the qerē a version transmied orally by memorization,
since there would be no need for such notes if qerē and ketīḇ didn't actually present alternative
versions²¹⁾.
One solution to this problem may be to assume that such qerē/ketīḇ cases are only explicative; this was already claimed by Gordis²²⁾, who assumes that such a notation existed before the
emergence of the vocalization and it represented a similar guidance to the reader as the vowels
later on. Similarly, according to Barr²³⁾, these notes were meant “to avoid mistakes in reading”.
Ofer, on the other hand considers such qerē notes to be explicative and shows how they can be
interchanged with other notes, like those commenting on the defectīve spelling²⁴⁾. Ofer shows this
on the example of the defectively wrien form  ָדּ ְר ָכו. It is marked in the Mp and Mm of A and L
as follows:
verse
 S :
 S :
J :
P :

ketīḇ

qerē

Mp/A

Mm/A

Mp/L

בדרכו

ִבּ ְד ָר ָכיו

חס
̇ ̇ה

דרכו

ָדּ ְר ָכיו

דרכיו ̇ק

כדרכו

ִכּ ְד ָר ָכיו

חס
̇ ̇ה

כדרכיו ̇ק

דרכו

ְד ָר ָכיו

דרכיו ̇ק

כיו ̇ק

Mm/L

בדרכיו ̇ק
חס
̇ דרכו ̇ה

הס
̇ ̇ד

בליש
̇
̇ה
(!)כת דרכיו
̇
וקר דרכיו
̇

J :

דרכו

ְדּ ָר ָכיו

חס
̇ ̇ה

חס
̇ דרכו ̇ה

דרכיו ̇ק

Table : Alternative notations for  ָדּ ְר ָכו/ ְדּ ָר ָכוin the marginal masorōt (according to Ofer²⁵⁾).

. It seems to me unlikely that the ketīḇ would represent a real variant, i.e. for example  ועמדוstanding for * וְ ַﬠ ְמדּוּ, but rather
an ancient orthography. Unfortunately, the ketīḇ form is too oen mechanically taken to be a real variant in the biblical
studies and its vocalization is assumed on the basis of the consonants only.
. Gordis , p. f.
. Barr , p. .
. Ofer , p. -.
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.. e Homophonic Qerē/Ketīḇ  לֹא/לוֹ
Even more problematic is a very speciﬁc group of qerē/ketīḇ “variants” of  לֹא/ לוֹ, both of which
were apparently pronounced in exactly the same way:
verse

ketīḇ

qerē

targūm

plausibility

E :

<>לא

]בּתּוֹ[ ֲא ֶשׁר >לוֹ< יְ ָﬠ ָדהּ
ִ

<יה>ל

q>k (context)

L :

<>לא

ֲא ֶשׁר >לוֹ< ְכ ָר ַﬠיִם ִמ ַמּ ַﬠל ְל ַרגְ ָליו

<הלי>ד

q>k (context)

L :

<>לא

ָבּ ִﬠיר ֲא ֶשׁר >לוֹ< ח ָֹמה

<הלי>ד

q>k (context)

 S :

<>ולא

ִכּי ֵאל ֵדּעוֹת יְ הוָ ה >וְ לוֹ< נִ ְת ְכּנוּ ֲﬠ ִללוֹת

<>~לו

q~k

 S :

<>לו

וְ ָא ַ ֥מר׀ >ל ֹ ֙א< ִ ֚כּי ַﬠ ָ ֣תּה ִת ֵ֔תּן

<א ל/ יה>ל

q>k

 S :

<>לו עשה

ִהנֵּ ה >לֹא־יַ ֲﬠ ֶשׂה< ָא ִבי ָדּ ָבר גָּ דוֹל

<ידבעא י>ל

q

 S :

<>לא

>לוֹ< ֶא ְהיֶ ה וְ ִאתּוֹ ֵא ֵשׁב

<יהיל>ד

q>k

 K :

<>לא

ֱא ָמר >לוֹ< ָחי ֹה ִת ְחיֶ ה

<יה>ל

q>k (context)

I :

<>לא

>לוֹ< ִהגְ ַדּ ְל ָתּ ַה ִשּׂ ְמ ָחה ָשׂ ְמחוּ ְל ָפנֶ י

<ןהו>ל

q>k

I :

<>לא

וְ יִ ְשׂ ָר ֵאל >לוֹ< יֵ ָא ֵסף

<>~לו

q>k (context)

I :

<>לא

ְבּ ָכל ָצ ָר ָתם >לוֹ< ָצר

<>~לא

q>k (context)

P :

<>ולא

הוּא ָﬠ ָשׂנוּ >וְ לוֹ< ֲאנַ ְחנוּ

<>ודיליה

q~k

P :

<>ולא

יָמים יֻ ָצּרוּ >וְ לוֹ< ֶא ָחד ָבּ ֶהם
ִ

<>ולית

k>q

J :

<>לא

<֣יתם >לוֹ
ֶ ִִ ֽכּי ַ ֭ﬠ ָתּה ֱהי

<>הויתן כלא הויתן

q>k

J :

<>לא

ֵהן יִ ְק ְט ֵלנִ י >לוֹ< ֲאיַ ֵחל

<>קדמוהי ~לו

q>k

J :

<>לא

>לוֹ<־א ֲח ִרישׁ ַבּ ָדּיו
ַ

<>לא

q>k (context)

P :

<>לא

>לוֹ<־ה ָמּה
ֵ
ְמ ַר ֵדּף ֲא ָמ ִרים

<>לא שׂריד

q~k

P :

<>לא

ֵכּן ִק ְל ַלת ִחנָּ ם >לוֹ< ָתבֹא

<>לא

q~k

E :

<>ולא

יכם >וְ לוֹ< ֲאנַ ְחנוּ ז ְֹב ִחים
ֶ נִ ְדרוֹשׁ ֵלא ֵה

×

q>~k

 C :

<>ולא

לוֹשׁה
ָ לוֹ־<שׁם ַבּ ְשּׁ
ֵ
ְ>ו

<>וליה

q

Table : e לו/ לאqerē/ketīḇ cases.
As we can see, in most cases, both readings, the qerē and ketīḇ, are possible on the most basic level
of the syntax. Mostly, however, the qerē presents the more plausible variant; sometimes this is
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evident from the syntax of the sentence/verse itself, in other cases it only becomes apparent from
the broader context. Only in two cases ( S :,  C : ), we do ﬁnd one of the readings
which doesn't make much sense regarding the syntax of the verse. In both cases this is the ketīḇ
variant. On the other hand, in both of the two variants occurring in the book of Proverbs both
the qerē and the ketīḇ are equally possible. is may, perhaps, be due to the more “enigmatic”
nature of the Proverbs where each verse presents a fairly closed unit, not connected syntactically
to other verses.
e most interesting question regarding this group of qerē/ketīḇ variants is how to interpret
them if we assume that the phenomenon of qerē/ketīḇ is based on the dual, i.e. oral and wrien
transmission of the biblical text. At ﬁrst sight it would seem that the very existence of this group
proves that the qerē could not have represented an oral tradition for the simple reason that לא
and  לוare pronounced the same²⁶⁾ (lō). ere would be no point for the Masoretes to note such a
“variant” if it didn't diﬀer in pronunciation from the reading already wrien “inside” the text.
ere are two possible explanations to this problem: ﬁrst there is the possibility that the
Masoretes didn't want to note a variant in the margin at all, but their note was solely explicative
and interpretive, calling aention to the fact that the consonants do not ﬁt well in the context (or
don't go well with the accepted interpretation, at least). Similar Masoretic notes which comment
on the meaning²⁷⁾ or even interpretation²⁸⁾ of some words do occasionally occur, even if they are
quite rare.

. While it cannot completely be ruled out that the  אof  לאcould possibly have been pronounced as a gloal stop in
some dialects (see modern colloquial Arabic dialects where the negative particle lā may under certain circumstances be
pronounced as lāʾ), I'm not convinced that this was the rule for the pronunciation of the Masoretic text. For example, in
cases where a word following  לאbegins with one of the leers  בג״ד כפ״תone would expect those to be pronounced as
plosives, if  לאwere read as a closed syllable ending with the gloal stop. In the common case, however, such leers are
read in the Hebrew Bible as fricatives; see e.g. אכל
ַ ֹ  לֹא ת, G :. (Forms, like א־תּ ַקּח
ִ ֹ  ל, G : can be explained as
having deḥ īq in the ﬁrst consonant of the word following  לא.)
. Yeivin , §, p. .
. Ibid.
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Another solution, already suggested by M. Breuer²⁹⁾, lies in the possibility that for the
qerē/ketīḇ notes not the consonantal text was initially the primary reference but the oral tradition. If this assumption is correct, such notes were primarily “ketīḇ ” remarks on the oral tradition,
i.e. stating that a particular word whose pronunciation and meaning is known to the “reader” is
to be wrien using some non-standard or special orthography. If this is correct, the observation
on the shape of the consonantal text must have been made orally and even transmied (i.e.
learned) by heart as well. Only later, when the Masoretes prepared their biblical codices, was
the logic of these comments reversed to ﬁt the goal of extending the wrien biblical text with
a vocalization based on the traditional oral performance of the Bible. Note, however, that the
nature of such presumed original “ketīḇ ” remarks is still interpretive to some degree (as with
the ﬁrst explanation) as it pre-supposes a particular meaning to be present somehow in the oral
tradition itself. But this should not surprise us when we consider the much more “integrative”
nature of the oral tradition compared with the sole copying of wrien texts.
Moreover, I would argue that this proposed solution could also plausibly and easily explain
the “explicative” qerē/ketīḇ cases mentioned in the previous chapter: if, for example,  ועמדוin
E : is not the primary form that the masoretic note comments on, but the oral wᵊ-ʿammūdāw
(=Qr: מּוּדיו
ָ ) וְ ַﬠ, it makes good sense to note the unusual orthography of the wrien text with a
ketīḇ variant, namely  ועמדוin our example. is would also nicely explain the unusual cases,
where the “ending” ◌יוָ is not a pronominal suﬃx but a part of the root, such as Kt= הסתו, Qr=
 ַה ְסּ ָתיוin S :.

Excursus: Some Peculiar Qerē/Ketīḇ Examples
 S :

𝕸: ם־ל ֹא ָל ַ ֥ק ְח ִתּי ְב ָחזְ ָ ֽקה׃
֖ וְ ָא ַ ֥מר׀ >לו< ִ ֚כּי ַﬠ ָ ֣תּה ִת ֵ֔תּן וְ ִא
. M. Breuer , p. xxviii. Note, however, that Breuer didn't interpret the perspective shi from ketīḇ notes into the qerē
ones in terms of oral/wrien transmission of the biblical text but assumed that originally the ketīḇ was directed at scribes
(as some sort of scribal guide) while later the qerē notes were directed to the “ reader ”.
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Kt: < || >לוQr: <>ל ֹ ֙א
An interesting case is found in  S : where a pasēq is found before the  לֹא/ לוqerē/ketīḇ
variant. e division of this verse according to the accents would ﬁt the ketīḇ  לוquite well but
reading the qerē variant  לֹאhere is also not impossible³⁰⁾:
וְ ָא ַ ֥מר׀ ל ֹ ֙א ִ ֚כּי ַﬠ ָ ֣תּה ִת ֵ֔תּן

Figure : e division of  S : by the accents and by the pasēq sign.
Clearly, grouping  לֹאand  ִכּיtogether into one cluster would make more sense but, on the other
hand, having the phrase  ִכּ֚י ַﬠ ָ ֣תּה ִת ֵ֔תּןsomewhat separated from the previous one seems equally
plausible (the  לֹאwould be more emphasized in the laer case). It is, therefore, hard to decide
whether the division of the accents agrees with ketīḇ or if it just represents an alternative division
of the qerē version. At any rate, we can see that a pasēq is used in this verse to further divide
the phrase  וְ ָא ַ ֥מר ל ֹ ֙א. If the accents follow an interpretation which considers the oral form lō as a
preposition with suﬃx (i.e. as ) לוֹ, it would indicate that the pasēq further interprets the verse,
opposing the accents. If, however, the accentuation reﬂects an understanding of lō as a negation
particle  לֹא, the pasēq is not in contradiction with the accents but rather merely seems to serve
the goal of making sure that the oral form lō is not misunderstood. Obviously the easiest way
is to consider the pasēq on an oral basis, i.e. as a slight pause between the words during their
recitation. Interestingly, the musical logic of the accentuation is broken by the pasēq (even if the
accentuation doesn't contradict the appropriate interpretation of the oral form lō).

L :

𝕸: ר־>לוֹ< ח ָֹ֗מה
֣
ר־בּ ֜ ִﬠיר ֲא ֶשׁ
ָ ְו ָ֠קם ַה ַבּיִ ת ֲא ֶשׁ
Kt: < || >לאQr: <>לוֹ

. When analysing the structure of a Hebrew verse according to the masoretic accentuation I follow the methodology of M.
Breuer as described in M. Breuer  and M. Breuer .
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In L : we may see how the qerē/ketīḇ variants provoked midrashic interpretive traditions.
Rashi mentions following Rabbinic tradition:
 אשר לא חמה- we are reading  לו. And the
Rabbis, their memory be blessed, said ⌊that
it applies also⌋ if ⌊the town⌋ has no wall
now, but had one before. And  עירis femi-

 אמרו רז״ל אף על פי, לו קרינן- אשר לא חמה
 ועיר נקבה. הואיל והיתה לו קודם לכן,שאין לו עכשיו
 אלא מתוך שצריך לכתוב לא,היא והוצרך לכתוב לה
 זה נופל על זה, תקנו לו במסורת,בפנים

nine and should, therefore, have been written  לה. But this ⌊reading emerged⌋ from
the need to write “ לאinside”³¹⁾, so they
corrected it to be  ולוin the “masoret ”, one
imposed “on top” of the other.
Figure : Rashi on L :.
Apparently the Rabbinic tradition quoted by Rashi combines both possible ways to interpret the
form pronounced as lō into one explanation. is could possibly explain why the ketīḇ variants
may have been useful even in the illiterate context of an oral study of the Hebrew Bible: it may
have provided material for the midrashic exegesis³²⁾. Note also that Rashi's world is already a
literary one and he thus aempts to explain the traditions in such a context. Similar can be said,
for example, about the aempts of David Qimḥ ī or Don Isaac Abrabanel to explain the qerē/ketīḇ
variants³³⁾. Clearly, the knowledge of the oral techniques of transmission of the Biblical text must
have been lost and replaced by scribal techniques in a relatively short time, and the assumption
of the use of a wrien text within the textual history remained unquestioned up to the present
time.

D :

𝕸: תּל׃
ֹ ֽ וּפ ַת ְל
ְ מוּמם ֥דּוֹר ִﬠ ֵ ֖קּשׁ
֑ ָ >לוֹ ֖ל ֹא< ָבּ ָנ֣יו
֛ ִשׁ ֵ ֥חת

. In the “ inner ” text of masoretic codex where the consonants stand and not in the margin (“ outside ”) where the masora
parva stands.
. For a similar phenomenon, midrashic treatises based on the masoretic notes, see Keller  and Contreras .
. See above chapter ., p. .
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Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || ⅏: 𝕾 || שחתו >לו לא< בני מום:

̈ ܕ

<

>ܘ

|| 𝕿O: חבילו >להון< >לא ליה< בניא

𝕿 || דפלחו לטעותאpJ: 𝕿 || חבילו >עובדיהון טביא< בניא חביבייא אשתכח מומא בהוןN: חבלו >קודמוי< בניה חביביה
𝕲 || >לא קדמוי< חבלו אלה להון מומה דאשתכח בהון: ἡμάρτοσαν <οὐκ αὐτῷ> τέκνα μωμητά || 𝖁: peccaverunt
<ei non> lii eius in sordibus

I'd like to mention another interesting case, not directly connected to the qerē/ketīḇ variants, but
showing an interesting case of homophony of  לֹא/ לוֹ. First, note that in some ancient versions (𝕾,
𝕲) the words in question have an opposite meaning to the MT:  לֹא לוֹinstead of the masoretic  לוֹ לֹא.
Apparently, these variants are based on an oral shape of the Hebrew Bible in which both words
are homonymous. Also, the 𝕿O and 𝕿N contain, apparently, a conﬂate reading of both possibilities.
is seems to be reﬂected in the accentuation, as well:
מוּמם
֑ ָ ִשׁ ֵ ֥חת ל֛ וֹ ֖ל ֹא ָבּ ָנ֣יו

Figure : D :: Homophony of לא/ לו.
Clearly, the only plausible explanation of the division following the accents in this verse is one that
views the  לֹאas an elliptic expression, accompanied by an explanation not expressed in Hebrew
but thought when this word was recited. Such an explanation ﬁts well into our thesis which sees
the function of the Hebrew accents to be (among others) a synchronization device between the
MT and its targūm, as we will argue later (see chapter ., p. ). It therefore seems, that most of
the ancient versions mentioned show either a variant going back to either an oral version of the
text (which doesn't per se diﬀerentiate between  לֹאand  ) לוֹor to phenomena typical for an oral
transmission, such as the “double-readings”³⁴⁾. Apparently only a few remaining versions follow
the wrien text closely, such as the ⅏ or 𝖁³⁵⁾.
Another peculiar case of homonymous qerē/ketīḇ variants occurs in E ::
. Interesting is the version of 𝕿pJ which apparently understands the words in question very freely. Most probably this is a
result of some midrashic discussion about what the words meant, done presumably in an oral manner.
. Hieronymos' choice may have been done on the basis of theological considerations, though.
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E :

𝕸: ל־הנָּ ִ ֑ביא
ַ וּבא ֶא
ָ וּמ ְכשׁוֹל ֲﬠוֹנוֹ יָ ִשׂים נ ַֹכח ָפּנָ יו
ִ ל־לבּוֹ
ִ לּוּליו ֶא
ָ ִִאישׁ ִאישׁ ִמ ֵבּית יִ ְשׂ ָר ֵאל ֲא ֶשׁר יַ ֲﬠ ֶלה ֶאת־גּ
לּוּליו
ָ ִיתי לוֹ >בה< ְבּר ֹב גּ
ִ ֲֵאנִ י יְ הוָ ה נַ ֲﬠנ
Kt: < || >בהQr: <>בא
ָ
Masoretic Comments
Okl: (Frensdorf §; = Esteban §) ̇ י״ח לא מפקין ה״א בסוף תיבו- “ words without a mappīq in ה
in ﬁnal position”
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕾:

̈ܕܕ

<̣ > ܕ

ܐܗܘ

𝕿 || ܐ:

עתבמי לתאי דריממיה >ביל לתאשא יוי מנא

יהתוען טלחי פסגב ברמעב דל גף עאי< ומדן קן מלפ𝕲 || א: ἐγὼ κύριος ἀποκριθήσομαι αὐτῷ <> ἐν οἷς ἐνέχεται

ἡ διάνοια αὐτοῦ || 𝖁: respondebo ei in <> multitudine inmunditiarum suarum
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:

“  בהwrien with hē but read with ʾalef ,

' כתי' בה״א וקרי באל״ף כי אותיות אהו״י מתחלפו:בה

because the leers  אהו״יinterchange. And

ופי' בעבור שבא ברוב גלוליו אענה לו כדי לגלות צפון

the interpretation ⌊is⌋: because he went (

לבו וזהו שאמר אחריו

 )באwith the multitude of idols I will an-

swer him so that he can ﬁnd ( ) לגלותthe understanding of his heart and this is what he
says further (v. ).”
is verse is not completely clear and its interpretation presents some diﬃculties. Even though
the consonantal  בהmay reasonably be explained (i.e. in the sense of “I will answer against
these”³⁶⁾, where  בה, “against these” refers to what is described in the ﬁrst part of the verse),
for most of the ancient translators this word presents a crux interpretuum. See, for example, the
Septuagint and Vulgate which le it out completely. We see, on the other hand, that the word in
. See the √ ענהwith the preposition  ְבּin similar meaning in: G :; N :;  S :;  S :; M :;
R :, cf. KBL.
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question is reinterpreted in the Targum (“I, the Lord, will ask him in my word to come to seek
for an instruction, even though he got involved with the multitude of idolatry”) and in Peshia
(“I, the Lord, will be for him what he will bow to, in ⌊the time⌋ of big fears.”). It is not surprising
therefore, that even the “qerē tradition”, which reads  ָבא, “coming”, presents a reinterpretation
of its own. e reading itself is rather enigmatic and ambiguous, and can be understood in two
ways. e ﬁrst one would associate the verb  ָבאwith the following לּוּליו
ָ ִ ְבּר ֹב גּ, see e.g. Qimḥ ī's
comments above³⁷⁾. In my opinion, such an interpretation doesn't explain the verse very well, and
the last clause (לּוּליו
ָ ִ ) ָבּא ְבּר ֹב גּwould actually be superﬂuous and would not provide any signiﬁcant
information.
ere is, however, another way to read these words, if we understand the syntactic division
of the verse in slightly diﬀerent way: if the words  לוֹ ָבאare considered to be an asyndetic relative
clause, “(I will answer with) what he deservers”. Such a reading would be in accordance (opposite
to Qimḥ ī's interpretation) with the division that follows from the masoretic accentuation of this
verse:
לּוּליו ׃
ֽ ָ ִ֧יתי ל֦ וֹ ָ ֖בא ְבּ ֥ר ֹב גּ
ִ הוה נַ ֲﬠ ֵנ
֗ ָ ְֲא ִנ֣י י

Figure : E : qerē and masoretic accents.
We can see that the words  נַ ֲﬠ ֵנ ִ֧יתי ל֦ וֹ ָ ֖באhave only one disjunctive accent closing the whole cluster.
is means that no distinction is made, according to the accents, between the possibility of reading
 ֦לוֹ ָ ֖באas a relative clause³⁸⁾ and simply having a verb with two prepositional phrases. In other

words, the division of this verse, as aested by the accents, makes the above mentioned qerē
reading (with relative clause  ) לוֹ ָבאperfectly possible, as it is true for the ketīḇ variant ( בהin
the above proposed sense of “against these”). is could indicate that in this particular case the
accents may be older than the vocalization change reﬂected by the qerē/ketīḇ variants, i.e. that
through this change the accents did not need to be adjusted accordingly.

. It seems that for the Jewish tradition the second part of our verse is interpreted positively, see already the Targum Onkelos.
. Such a reading is, however, still very plausible, due to the fact that both words (prepositions with suﬃx) are very short.
Otherwise we would expect  נַ ֲﬠנֵ ִיתיto have a disjunctive accents and the cluster be broken into two smaller ones.
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Even more interesting is the material known to us from the masoretic lists. In the collection
of masoretic lists ʾOḵlā we-ʾOḵlā we ﬁnd a list (see above) of cases where a ﬁnal  הin a word is
not marked with mappīq, even though one would perhaps expect one to be there. Among these
cases³⁹⁾ our verse is also listed, although our form (the qerē variant) isn't wrien with  הbut in a
semantically correct way with  א.
Also, this masoretic list counts rather disparate forms. For example,  ִﬠ ָתּה ָק ִציןin J :
is obviously a regular and correct form (with cohortative hē⁴⁰⁾ exactly as  ֵק ְד ָמה ִמזְ ָר ָחהand גִּ ָתּה
― ֵח ֶפרconsidered regular―have in the same verse); similarly to J : ( ) ֶח ְל ָבּהand E :

( ) ֲהמוֹנָ הwhich are just normal feminine proper names and no mappīq would ever make sense if
placed in their ﬁnal  ה. In E : ( ) ְכּ ִא ָמּה ִבּ ָתּהּa variant with mappīq is theoretically possible
but makes less sense in the context (comparing her mother with her daughter, i.e. a grandmother
with her granddaughter is surely not what the text intended here). Similarly: E : (ֲא ֶשׁר
 ) ֶח ְל ָא ָתה ָבהּ וְ ֶח ְל ָא ָתהּ לֹא יָ ְצ ָאהand E : () ְל ִמינָ ה.

On the other hand, there are cases where the masoretic reading emerged most probably in
response to some crux interpretuum in the text. See אשׁה
ָ ֹ ת־ה ֶא ֶבן ָהר
ָ הוֹציא ֶא
ִ ְ( וZ :), ְִבּב ָֹאה ַרגְ ַלי
( ָה ִﬠ ָירה K :) or perhaps עוֹלם
ֽ ָ ( וְ ַר ְח ָ ֖מ ֲה ַ ֥רתJ :). ere is also another case important for

our discussion: ל־אדוֹם ֻכּ ָלּא
ֱ  וְ ַﬠ⁴¹⁾ where not even the consonantal text contains the leer  ה⁴²⁾!
is shows clearly that our masoretic list from ʾOḵlā we-ʾOḵlā is based primarily on the oral
shape of the text and not on the consonants. e list actually counts all forms that sound similar, i.e. end with -ā; more precisely the cases catalogued in this list are those which may sound
unfamiliar in their context. Given the fact that in E : both the qerē note in the Codex
Leningradensis and the list from ʾOklā we-Oʾklā aempt to describe the same phenomenon from
diﬀerent points of view, it becomes apparent that our qerē form cannot also present some vari-

. e listing contains: E :; :; N :; J :; J :;  S :;  K :; I :; :; J :;
E :; :; :; :; :; :; Z :; J :. For other occurrences of this masoretic tradition cf. Dotan
, p. *.
. See also  S :.
. See p. .
. Actually, the reason for this form to be read without a mappīq is most probably due to an assimilation of the oral tradition
to the consonantal text.
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ant collated from a dissenting manuscript but has its roots in an oral tradition and thus reﬂects a
particular pronunciation of our form.

.. Qerē/Ketīḇ in Manuscripts with Palestinian Pointings
An important witness for the development of the qerē/ketīḇ phenomenon (and the Masoretic
text in general) are manuscript fragments with Palestinian pointing, especially those wrien in
“shorthand” notation (see below).

Figure : A manuscript with shorthand notation. (Kahle , fol. )
Most notably the development of qerē/ketīḇ notation can be shown on these fragments. Some of
these were published by Manfred Dietrich and on their basis Dietrich brieﬂy describes the general
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development of qerē/ketīḇ notation in one of the introductory chapters of his edition⁴³⁾. Here I'd
like to summarize Dietrich's ﬁndings:
In the simplest variant of the qerē/ketīḇ notation (as represented by the ms. CB , according
to Dietrich's enumeration), a word in question is wrien according to the ketīḇ variant (as known
from the later masoretic codices) with a dot above. is occurs twice in the fragments (נתתי
̇
in
E : and עשיתי
̇
in E :). In another case (E :) such a form is not marked with a
dot at all. On the other hand, in other cases the form is unmarked and agrees with the qerē, most
notably this is the case in E :, ( הייתnear another already marked qerē/ketīḇ; see above).
As Dietrich notes, a possible further development can be seen in E : where two dots (¨)
are marked at the margin, most probably pointing to the form  תשבנה, wrien in the Masoretic
codices as ָ  ָתּשׁ ְֹבן. Clearly this form in the standard Masoretic text should be seen as a sort of latent
qerē where the orthography of the consonants doesn't precisely match its vocalization. e form
wrien in the CB  is that of qerē while the dots in the margin (possibly added by another hand)
point to a ketīḇ variant. Note that there are no other Masoretic notes in this manuscript.
e above-mentioned double dot also appears in other fragments in the margin. Alternatively
a simple dot is used in some other manuscripts, instead. A further step in the development is the
use of a line resembling the ﬁnal leer nūn () ן⁴⁴⁾. In some fragments (CB ) this is even combined
with the double dot ( ̈) ן. Finally, in the last stage the appropriate qerē variant is noted in the
margin as well. Even later the sign noting such a variant is replaced by  ̇קas known from the
complete Masoretic codices and editions of the Hebrew bible.
Note that these observations bring us interesting evidence about the phenomenon of
qerē/ketīḇ itself. For example, sometimes a ketīḇ (and not the qerē) was marked in the margin (see
above E :). Also note that in the oldest development stages no (qerē) form is wrien in
the margin, there is only a sign that notes the variant. Clearly this is not surprising if we assume
. Dietrich , p. -
. Dietrich assumes that this sign is to be understood as an abbreviation for נוסחא, “ a variant ”. He doesn't, however, explain
why this sign would be a ﬁnal leer-form and never wrien as a regular  נ. e proposal of Kahle who sees it as an
abbreviation of ן קרseems therefore more plausible, but, as Dietrich mentions, normally the Hebrew abbreviations are
made of the ﬁrst leers of the abbreviated word and of the last one. I'm personally not convinced that this sign must
necessarily be seen as a leer nūn.
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that qerē represented the oral tradition. On the other hand, in the above-mentioned example of
E : the ketīḇ is marked at the margin but no form is wrien. is would mean that the
ketīḇ form was also known from another source, possibly learned orally.

... e Manuscript Cb  (M. Dietri)
In this section I would further like to discuss one manuscript from the Cairo genizah, wrien with
the Palestinian pointing, also published by Manfred Dietrich⁴⁵⁾. Today this manuscript exists in
three fragments found in the Taylor-Schechter Genizah collection of the Cambridge University
Library: Mss T.-S. K  and T.-S. N.S. . It represents the so-called “shorthand” notation⁴⁶⁾
( )סירוגיןin which the ﬁrst word (or two) of each verse is wrien, followed by single leers (or two)
each standing for a whole word or sometimes even a cluster of words. Each word (or a leer
representing a word) has an accent sign aached to it. Some of these leers are occasionally
vocalized. Each verse is wrien on a new line. For example, L : reads as follows:
L :

 ֣ל׳ נִ ֣מ ע ה ֣ר הּ ב ענ נֽ ב֜ ואםֹ א

L :

[]ה
֔  ֿרּ- ֣ נ ה ש פ-וראהו הּ א
֣

L :

ר ֔מּ ֣  צ- ̇ה כ ט  ֔הא וּ
 ֣  ע-ואם͜־ת ̇ה ל

L :

רּ ֣אק בג י֣ בּ נ-ואישׁ כ
ֹ

L :

. ̇ה ֿר ר ֣ ֣מ ֽת ̈ה נ דﬠ הּ ֣ מ ִב
 ֽ וראה ֹה ֹנגֽ א

[]ס

Figure : L :―in “shorthand” notation (Dietri, CB )
Clearly, this notation would only be only useful to someone already having a good knowledge of
the biblical text, as without it, it makes lile sense. If we marked the above cited leers on the
Hebrew texture of the biblical text we would get:

. Dietrich , p. *-*, -.
. See also Neubauer  and Revell . For shorthand manuscripts with Babylonian punctuation see Yeivin .
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ן־ה ֖ﬠֹור וְ ִ ֣הוא ֵכ ָ ֑הה וְ ִה ְסגִּ י ֥ר ֹו
ָ וּשׁ ָפ ָ ֥לה ֵא ֶינ֛נָּ ה ִמ
ְ ין־בּ ֶבּ ֶ֨ה ֶר ֙ת ֵשׂ ָﬠ֣ר ָל ָ֔בן
ַ וְ ִ ֣אם׀ יִ ְר ֶ ֣אנָּ ה ַהכּ ֵֹ֗הן וְ ִה ֵנּ֤ה ֵ ֽא





יָמים׃
ֽ ִ ַהכּ ֵ ֹ֖הן ִשׁ ְב ַ ֥ﬠת
]ה[וא׃
ֽ ִ ם־פּ ֤שׂ ֹה ִת ְפ ֶשׂ ֙ה ָבּ ֔עוֹר וְ ִט ֵ ֤מּא ַהכּ ֵֹה֙ן א ֹ֔תוֹ ֶנ֥גַ ע ָצ ַ ֖ר ַﬠת
ָ יﬠי ִא
֑ ִ וְ ָר ָ ֥אהוּ ַהכּ ֵ ֹ֖הן ַבּיּ֣ וֹם ַה ְשּׁ ִב
֙ ֹא־פ ְשׂ ָ ֤תה ָבע
ָ יה ַת ֲﬠמֹד ַה ַבּ ֶ֜ה ֶרת ל
֩ ָ ם־תּ ְח ֶתּ
ַ וְ ִא
ֹור וְ ִ ֣הוא ֵכ ָ֔הה ְשׂ ֵ ֥את ַה ִמּ ְכָו֖ה ִ ֑הוא וְ ִ ֽט ֲה ֙רוֹ ַהכּ ֵֹ֔הן








י־צ ֶ ֥ר ֶבת ַה ִמּ ְכָו֖ה ִ ֽהוא׃
ָ ִ ֽכּ
או ְבזָ ָ ֽקן׃
ֹ ֥ ישׁ ֣אוֹ ִא ָ֔שּׁה ִ ֽכּי־יִ ְה ֶי֥ה ֖בֹו ָ ֑נ גַ ע ְבּ ֖ר ֹאשׁ
֙ וְ ִא
ֹהן ֶנ ֶ֣תק
֙ ֵ תו ַהכּ
ֹ֤א
ֹ ן־ה ֔עֹור וּ ֛בֹו ֵשׂ ָ ֥ﬠר ָצ ֖הֹב ָ ֑דּק וְ ִט ֵמּא
ָ מק ִמ
ֹ ֣ הוּ ָﬠ
֙ ת־ה ֶ֗נּגַ ע וְ ִה ֵנּ֤ה ַמ ְר ֵ֨א
ַ וְ ָר ָאה ַהכּ ֵֹ֜הן ֶא









֔הוּא ָצ ַ ֧ר ַﬠת ָה ֛ר ֹאשׁ ֥אוֹ ַהזָּ ָ ֖קן ֽהוּא׃

Figure : L :―in “shorthand” notation: a reconstruction
As can be seen in this example, the choice of the marked consonants seems rather haphazard, and,
generally speaking, they don't match the disjunctive accents (as is the case in other groups of the
shorthand manuscripts). Sometimes, apparently, a phrase of more than one word is marked on the
ﬁrst word, having a conjunctive accent (e.g.  יִ ְר ֶ ֣אנָּ ה ַהכּ ֵֹ֗הןin L :), and not on the last word with
a disjunctive. Sometimes two words connected with the maqqēf are marked on the ﬁrst of them (
ֹא־פ ְשׂ ָ ֤תה
ָ  לin L :), in other cases on the second word (ין־בּ ֶבּ ֶ֨ה ֶר ֙ת
ַ  ֵ ֽאin L :) and sometimes
ָ  ִמ, L :). Usually only an accent is marked on a particular leer
even on both of them (ן־ה ֖ﬠֹור

(mostly the one having the word-stress), but sometimes also vocalization signs are present. See
also ( יִ ְר ֶ ֣אנָּ הL :) where two leers are wrien, presumably to show a vocalization feature
(the gemination of  ) נtogether with an accent on  א. Note that some words and even larger clusters
of words are not marked at all (see e.g. repeatedly ) והוא כהה. Interestingly, this happens a couple
of times at the end of the verse ( ָה ֛ר ֹאשׁ ֥אוֹ ַהזָּ ָ ֖קן ֽהוּאin L : or  ִשׁ ְב ַ ֥ﬠת ִ ֽיָמיםin L :).
ese observations can be explained most plausibly by assuming that only those words are
marked which are crucial for the memorizing of the text, while others, which can be more easily
learned, are omied. is fragment must therefore have served as some sort of aide-mémoire,
possibly for the needs of a study house where the text was memorized. It seems, on the other
hand, unlikely that this would serve as a guide for the naqdān to help with the “accentuation”
of the consonantal text. (Note, that the fact that leers are marked mostly with accents and only
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occasionally vocalized ﬁts well with the assumption that the Hebrew accents served primarily as
a mnemonic device⁴⁷⁾.)
If we observe the qerē/ketīḇ in CB ⁴⁸⁾ some interesting features can be shown. Firstly, there
are two sets of qerē/ketīḇ variants used in this manuscript. e ﬁrst set of variants are included
inside the text and marked with an abbreviation “ ” ן, which is included within and as part of the
text as well. e other set of variants are marked in the margin.
If we look at the former cases we can see that in the text the consonants of the ketīḇ are vocalized according to the qerē form. For example in E : we ﬁnd in the text: ̇ ןיש ת. Apparently
the consonants match the ketīḇ as found in the Masoretic codices ( ) תישבנהwhile the vocalization
matches the qerē () ָתשׁ ְֹבנָ ה, however no consonants thereof are wrien. e only exception can
be found in E : where the text reads: כשלי ן̇ תשכ ת. Clearly, the diﬀerence between the
qerē and ketīḇ is a result of a metathesis in this case and it is therefore impossible to mark such a
variant by using a diﬀerent vocalization of the consonants.
In the other cases the text itself contains a qerē variant but is not followed by ̇ ןinside the text.
In the margin, however, a note (apparently by a second hand) is wrien and marked with the ̇כ
abbreviation, standing, apparently, for ketīḇ, “wrien”. Additionally some seven more qerē/ketīḇ
cases, known to us from the complete Masoretic codices, are not marked in this manuscript at all,
all corresponding to the standard qerē version⁴⁹⁾.
ese facts seem to be rather puzzling, but, in my opinion, there seems to be a plausible
solution to this problem: it appears that the text is based on the oral shape of the Hebrew tradition
(this seems obvious if we return to what has already been said, namely that clearly the shorthand
notation is meant for someone who already knew the text well by heart). However, if the qerē
diﬀers from the ketīḇ the laer is wrien and not the former. is shows, in my opinion, that the
“ketīḇ cases” were memorized together with the rest of the orally transmied text of the Hebrew
Bible, and when this oral tradition was wrien down, the ketīḇ was used for the consonants while
the basic variant (i.e. the qerē) was only used for the vocalization. Apparently not all such cases
were recognized and memorized (as some oral meta-textual tradition), and that may be the reason
. See chapter ., p. .
. As summarized by Dietrich in: Dietrich , p. .
. Dietrich's interpretation that the manuscript included them “ as kethīḇ ” seems wrong to me.
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why such ketīḇ cases were only marked in the margin later. In any case, the ketīḇ comments seem,
to represent the original form of such variants, and these cases were most probably memorized
as an integral part of the oral Hebrew text, rather than stand-alone “lists”.
In this point I disagree with E. J. Revell⁵⁰⁾ who has analysed a similar manuscript also wrien
in a kind of shorthand notation. He concludes that, rather than an aide-memoire, the manuscript
he refers to might have been “intended as a handbook or guide for a naqdān or a cantor.” According to Revel “all the ‘shorthand’ manuscripts seem to have had the same intention―to present
the accent system and a small amount of other information along with it”. However, if we understand the accents not as a mere melody aached to the text for aesthetic reasons, but rather
as a mnemonic device, this makes lile sense. It seems to me much more likely that the accents
are wrien in the “shorthand” manuscripts in order to make it easier to recollect the memorized
text. Only when an unusual form appears, which is diﬃcult to remember, does it also become also
vocalized. is can also explain why certain manuscripts, like the CB  (according to Dietrich)
presented above don't mention certain word clusters at all: it seems that these were considered
to be so easily remembered that they never needed to be noted in the manuscript. Also note that
in some cases a cluster of words is marked by a leer taken from the ﬁrst word in the cluster (i.e.
from a word being accentuated with a conjunctive accent) and not from the last one (having a
disjunctive accent). Apparently the ﬁrst word was considered to be more typical and easier to
remember than the last one. Note, however, that another group of shorthand manuscripts exists (and among them the one analysed by Revell) where only leers with disjunctive accents are
noted. e notation of these manuscripts is much more regular and completely lacks word clusters which are not marked in the manuscript. It is doubtful, though, whether we can infer from
the regularity of this group of the “shorthand” manuscripts that they were wrien with a distinct
goal and for a diﬀerent Sitz im Leben than the more irregular ones.
To sum up, “shorthand” biblical manuscripts (with Palestinian pointing) apparently represent an oral tradition of the biblical text. Most probably such manuscripts were used in the context
of the study of the Hebrew Bible at the time when the transition from oral techniques of transmiing and studying the texts started to shi to more literary means. e fact that additional
. Revell .
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marginal notes were made, presumably by another hand, seems to indicate that these still represented a collectively owned and used manuscript rather than private notes. It would seem that
the version analysed agrees with the qerē forms unless the qerē/ketīḇ phenomenon is explicitly
marked in the manuscript, in which case the ketīḇ form is wrien. It seems therefore that this
was based on the memorized text combined with an oral tradition concerning ketīḇ variants, presumably memorized together with the actual oral version of the Hebrew Bible. is agrees with
the conclusion mentioned before⁵¹⁾ that the primary concern of the qerē/ketīḇ variants is the ketīḇ
form, from the point of view of someone who knew the text by heart. Maybe this was an aempt
to bring the wrien tradition to those who might not have been able to read (a wrien text) or at
least had no easy access to it. Apparently only some of the qerē/ketīḇ cases were memorized (and
wrien down) initially and these were then later supplemented, as we have seen above.
Only later when the oral tradition was combined with the wrien text of the Hebrew Bible
and started to be copied by the scribes, the logic of the qerē/ketīḇ notes was presumably reverted,
and the notes became a hint on the reading tradition rather then on the wrien form.
Finally I'd like to point out even more evidence which seems to strengthen my interpretation: among the Genīza fragments, besides the “shorthand” of the Hebrew Bible, analogous
manuscripts of the Targum were found as well, as pointed out by Klein⁵²⁾. Unfortunately Klein
didn't include the accents and vowels in his publication of these fragments, so that a more thorough analysis of these fragments would require the manuscript evidence to be reexamined. Such
a new analysis remains a desideratum and could shed a new light on the problem.

.. Further Evidence
... Evidence from the Targumic Masora
As with the Masoretic notes accompanying the Masoretic Hebrew text, a similar phenomenon is
found in some of the manuscripts containing the Targum Onkelos. Michael L. Klein published⁵³⁾ a
. See p. .
. Klein .
. Klein .
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collation of targumic masoretic notes from various manuscripts, most notably the Vat. Ebr. ⁵⁴⁾
and Rome Angelica Or. . ese Masoretic notes are mostly concerned with counting unusual
translations of a particular Hebrew form, for example:
 ֲא ִביwhich is translated ⌊ אבוהוןoccurs⌋ ﬁve
⌊times⌋ in the Torah: ֵﬠ ֶבר
(G :),
מוֹאב
ָ
(G :), ( ֱאדוֹםG :), ֵﬠ ָשׂו
(G :) and י־ﬠמּוֹן
ַ ֵ( ְבנG :).

דמתרג אבוהון ̇ה באורי̇ עבר מואב אדום
̇
אבי
עשו בני עמון

Figure : Targumic masora magna on G :.
Interestingly, the term קרי, “qerē ” is frequently used in the targumic Masora, but it doesn't denote
a variant reading⁵⁵⁾ as in the Hebrew text, but points to the biblical text itself, and its counterpart
is not the ( כתיבwhich doesn't, to my knowledge, exist in the targumic Masora at all), but to מתרגמין,
“It is translated”, for example:
 ִכּיwhich is read but not translated ⌊occurs⌋

...̇מתרג ̇ב באור
̇
כי דקרי ולא

twice in the Torah: …
Figure : Targumic masora note on G :.
Clearly this can easily be explained if we consider the Biblical qerē to represent the original orally
transmied biblical text, and the ketīḇ the wrien text as copied by the scribes. e term  קריwould
then denote the same oral version of the Bible in regular and targumic Masora. It also shows nicely
how the (apparently orally transmied) Targum was paired with the memorized Biblical text, and
not with the wrien Bible as copied by the scribes.

. Evidence from Biblical otations
L: Murtonen , p. 

. Containing both the MT and the Targūm in a verse-by-verse manner.
. Actually there do exist speciﬁc notes marking a variant:  ̇א ̇דfor  “( אית דאמריןand some say ”) or for  “( אית דמתרגמיןsome
translate ”) and  נ̇ ̇אfor  “( נוסחא אחרינאanother version ”), see Klein , p. , . Interestingly, these notes have about
the same frequency in the whole Torah (unlike the other notes which are aached to the ﬁrst occurrence of the form in
question in the Torah and whose frequency decreases gradually in the later parts of the Torah).
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Another way to approach the problem of the existence of an established oral version of the Hebrew
Bible is to analyze biblical quotations as found in the (early) manuscripts of the rabbinic and
cognate literature. As this task is out of the scope of the present work, I'd like to show here one
example only.
In  A. Murtonen published fragments of Psalms and liturgical poems (the so-called
piyyuṭīm) found in the Cairo genīza and vocalized with the Palestinian punctuation. Because the
piyyuṭīm contain some passages “which are apparently intended to be relatively exact quotations
from the Bible”⁵⁶⁾, Murtonen brieﬂy describes those quotations and their relationship to the
Masoretic text⁵⁷⁾. As Murtonen states, there are several observations which lead to the conclusion
that the text was wrien down from memory: ) the frequent plaene spelling where the Masoretic
text has a defectīve (the opposite being very rare); ) interchange of the Tetragram with  אדניand
even the appearance of the cluster  יהוה אלהיםwhere the Masoretic text has  אדני יהוהor even אדני
צבאות⁵⁸⁾; ) the style of the quotation where only a few words from the beginning of the passage

are cited.
No less interesting are the variants deviating from the MT. In L : the piyyuṭ reads
 ותשׁוחwhich corresponds to the masoretic qerē ( ַ ) וְ ָתשׁוֹ, which strengthens the theory that qerē

corresponds to the orally transmied Hebrew biblical text.
In Z : the text has ( והיהwhich, as Murtonen notes, makes beer sense) instead of
the masoretic  וַ יְ ִהיand in P : the initial  וְ ַﬠ ָתּהis missing. In D : the masoretic הוּא
is spelled in the piyyuṭ as  הו. All these cases can be reasonably explained by assuming that the
Biblical text was transmied orally prior to being incorporated into the piyyuṭ:  והיהis an example
of a harmonization to the nearest context, which is one of the textual changes typical for an oral
context. e same applies to  וְ ַﬠ ָתּהat the beginning of the verse, which can easily be omied
without changing the structure and meaning of the verse itself. e orthography  הוfor  הוּאalso
suggests that the text was not copied from an existing manuscript but was wrien down from
memory.

. Murtonen , p. .
. Idem.
. It seems than  צבאותwas understood as a form equivalent to ʾadōnay (i.e. the Tetragramm), see idem.
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Murtonen further points to variant reading (M :)  כל חטאותנוfor אותם
ָ ֹ ל־חטּ
ַ  ָכּin MT.
is actualising reading is aested also by the LXX, Symm and VUL⁵⁹⁾. Moreover it is followed in
the piyyuṭ by a “lengthy addition” (for Murtonen it resembles the style of old Palestinian targums
and Samaritan Pentateuch):  וכל חאטות עמך בית ישראל במקום אשר לא יזכרו ולא יפקדו ולא יעלו על לב. Both
variants can possibly be explained by assuming that they have an oral origin; note, however, that
the character of the variant in M : can also go back to a scribal error (נו- ×ם- ).
To sum up, the example from Murtonen's edition of liturgical poems shows how the biblical
quotations included in these piyyuṭīm appear to be based on the memorized text of the Hebrew
Bible and not copied from manuscripts. is seems to aest the existence of an independent orally
transmied version of the biblical text.
It has been noted that the Targum agrees in the vast majority of the cases with Qerē⁶⁰⁾ and
it is to be expected that oral characteristics would be found in biblical quotations present in the
Rabbinic literature, as it is well-known that the Rabbinic literature itself was memorized and
studied in an oral manner. Such an analysis is, however, outside the scope of the present work.

. e Qerē as a Reinterpretation of the Consonants?
If, as argued above, the qerē variants represent the oral tradition we should ask whether there are
any traces of some tendency to reinterpret the consonantal shape of the text. e vast majority
of the qerē/ketīḇ variants present only a minor change, mostly of a single leer and they can be a
result of several text-critical phenomena: a scribal error of Kt⁶¹⁾, a scribal error of a Vorlage of Qr
(or maybe rather an error in a manuscript according to which the qerē was “corrected”), dialectal
diﬀerences⁶²⁾ or they may show diﬀerent stages in the development of the Hebrew. However, there

. is shows that diﬀerent Jewish reading traditions existed before the emergence of masoretic “ master codices ” which
could have preserved older readings. Further material for such variants preserved in rabbinic literature can be found e.g.
in Aptowitzer .
. See e.g. Houtman , p.  (with regard to the Targum of the Prophets).
. E.g. most of the cases where the qerē and ketīḇ diﬀer in the leers wāw/yōd.
. E.g. cases in which the Kt has a mātres lectiōnis  וwhile in Qr we ﬁnd the qāmeṣ vowel (whether qāmeṣ gadōl or qāmeṣ
qaṭān), see e.g. Kt= ותלוש, Qr= וַ ָתּ ָלשׁin  S :, Kt= אוניות, Qr= ֳאנִ יּוֹתin  C : or Kt= אשקוטה, Qr= ֶא ְשׁ ֳק ָטהin
I :.
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are some categories of qerē/ketīḇ which can be aributed to certain kinds of reinterpretation done
on the level of the oral tradition:
. Euphemism: In couple of case the qerē reads as a completely diﬀerent word to the ketīḇ.
All of these variants are euphemisms concerning either the sexual sphere (Kt=√ שגל, Qr=√ שׁכב,
see D :; I :; J :; Z :) or the thematics of “excretions” and related issues
(Kt=√ חראin  K :; :; :; I :; Kt=√ שינin  K :; I :; Kt= עפלים, Qr=
 ְטח ִֹרים, “haemorrhoids” in D :;  S :,,; :,). ese euphemisms do not, actually,

change the meaning of the original text but rephrase it in a way acceptable for public reading.
See e.g. Kt= שיניהם, “urine” ( K :; I :) rendered as  ֵמ ֵימי ַרגְ ֵל ֶיהם, “the water of their
legs” by the qerē. is reading doesn't intend for any other meaning but is referring to exactly
the same object as the original version; the target audience knows very well what the euphemism
is pointing to―diﬀering only in the use of acceptable language. e same applies to the other
mentioned forms as well. Interestingly, such euphemistic qerē/ketīḇ variants occur only within
the Torah (twice in D ) and in the Prophets (×⁶³⁾). is may indicate that these euphemisms
emerged chieﬂy in the context of the public synagogal biblical readings⁶⁴⁾ rather than from a
context of the study of the biblical text. is may, on the other hand, only be by chance, as the
words in question occur in the ﬁrst two parts of the Jewish canon only.
Moreover, two of the above mentioned euphemistic qerē variants have their parallels in the
ancient Hebrew versions: in the MT, D :, Kt= ישגלנהis read as  יִ ְשׁ ָכּ ֶבנָּ הand similarly ⅏ has
ישכב עמה. Analogously,  תשגלנהin I :/MT is read by the qerē as  ִתּ ָשּׁ ַכ ְבנָ הand apparently the

same reading is also aested to by QIsaᵃ () ̇ת ̊ש ̊כבנה. is may indicate that the oral tradition as
reﬂected by the qerē variants may have its roots already in the time of the mrān scrolls―or at
least in the way oﬀending words were handled in context of the oral study (or liturgical reading?)
which was already established in the times of QIsaᵃ⁶⁵⁾. e euphemistic qerē readings are also
already quoted by a tosēa which indicates their early origin:

. Note, however, that only once, in Z : this passage happens to be read in the modern synagogal liturgy as a hạ arā.
. ey must stem from the time before the haarōt passages became standardized, then.
. More detailed study about the relationship of QIsaᵃ and the oral study of the biblical text should be done.
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Every case that is wrien as “an insult”
should be read as “a praise” … Every place
 ישגלנהis wrien, it is read as  … ישכבנהin
every place  בעופליםis wrien, it is read as
 … בטחוריםAnd Rabbi Yehoshua ben Qeraḥ
says  וַ יְ ִשׂ ֻמהוּ למחראותis read as it is wrien
because it is ⌊intentionally⌋ an insult.

כל המקראות הכתובות לגנאי קורין אותן לשבח
...  כל מקום שכתוב ישגלנה קורין אותו ישכבנה...
 רבי... כל מקום שכתוב בעופלים קורין אותו בטחורים
יהושע בן קרחה אומר וישימם קורין אותו ככתבו מפני
.שהוא גנאי

Figure : Euphemistic qerē cases. (M :)
. Word division. In a couple of cases the qerē divides the Hebrew text in a diﬀerent way to the
ketīḇ. Clearly, some of them are insigniﬁcant or there may even be no real variant at all:
verse

ketīḇ

qerē

E :

מזה

ַמה־זֶּ ה

 S :

מבן ימין

יָמין
ִ ְִמ ִבּנ

J :

והנהו

וְ ִהנֵּ ה־הוּא

E :

מהם

ָמה ֵהם

L :

מן בת

ִמ ַבּת־

Table : Qerē having two words, but insigniﬁcant.
See especially E : and J : which actually both sound the same when pronounced and
the qerē note of the masoretic codices should, therefore, be regarded as explicative only⁶⁶⁾. Other
examples, on the other hand, show a tendency where the qerē can be described as some sort of
reinterpretation of the ketīḇ:

. See above, chapter .., p. .
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verse

ketīḇ

qerē

G :

בגד

ָבּא גָ ד

D :

אשדת

ֵאשׁ ָדּת

J :

מאשתם

ֵמ ֵאשׁ ַתּם

P :

חלכאים

ֵחיל ָכּ ִאים

P :

ישימות

יַ ִשּׁי ָמוֶ ת

N :

המפרוצים

רוּצים
ִ ֵהם ְפּ

 C :

בנימן

...בּ ִ֔ני ִמן־...
ָ

מי אתי

ֵמ ִא ִתּי

I :

Table : Qerē having two words, representing possibly an (re-)interpretation.
Note, that also here the pronunciation of the form in question may (originally) have diﬀered only
very slightly whether it was conceived as one or two words. It seems that in some cases the
qerē has two easy-to-understand words whereas the ketīḇ represents a crux interpretuum (see e.g.
D :; N :). In other cases the ketīḇ is possible, but the qerē is to be easily understood
in the context (e.g. G :⁶⁷⁾). It seems therefore, that the qerē indeed can be seen as a sort of
reinterpretation of the ketīḇ (if we are not dealing with scribal errors as may possibly be the case
e.g. in N :). However, it is clear that the reason for such a reinterpretation lies primarily in
the textual diﬃculties and not in any sort of “midrashic creativity” or an ideologically motivated
aempt to change somehow the uerance of the text.
. Additions. In some other cases (known as qerē we-lā ketīḇ⁶⁸⁾: “read but not wrien”) a
word not included in the consonantal text is added as a “qerē ”:

. We interpret the ketīḇ  בגדto consist originally of the preposition - ְבּtogether with ( גָּ דi.e. to be understood as “ with a
luck ”). It doesn't make much sense to assume that the ketīḇ reﬂected the √ בגד, “ to betray ”.
. e complementary phenomenon, ketīḇ we-lā qerē, “ wrien but not read ” ( K :; J :; :; :; E :;
R :) doesn't seem to have implications for the interpretation of these verses and represents thus only insigniﬁcant
variants.
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verse

ketīḇ

qerē

J :

בנימן

יָמן
ִ֔ ְְבּ ֵנ֣י ִבּנ

 S :

בנהר

ר־פּ ָ ֽרת
ְ ִ ֽבּנְ ַה

 S :

כאשר ישאל

ל־אישׁ
֖ ִ ַכּ ֲא ֶ ֥שׁר יִ ְשׁ ַא

 K :

יהוה

הו֥ה ְצ ָ ֖באוֹת
ָ ְי

 K :

ואדרמלך ושראצר הכהו

ְ ֽו ַא ְד ַר ֶמּ ֶל וְ ַשׂ ְר ֶ ֤א ֶצר ָבּנָ ֙יו ִה ֻכּ֣הוּ

J :

הנה ימים

יָמים ָבּ ִ ֖אים
֥ ִ ִה ֵנּ֛ה

J :

אל יהי פלטה

י־ל ֙הּ ְפּ ֵל ָ֔טה
ָ ַאל־יְ ִה

R :

כל אשר תאמרי

אמ ִ ֥רי ֵא ַ ֖לי
ְ ֹ ֛כֹּל ֲא ֶשׁר־תּ

Table : e qerē we-lā ketīḇ as an interpretive addition.
Basically, two explanations seem to be possible for these cases: either the ketīḇ omied the word
in question (presumably as a result of a scribal error) or the word is being added by the qerē as
some sort of explication of the original consonantal text. While the former possibility cannot be
ruled out, and there are indeed some examples which seem to be possibly explained in this way
(see e.g. J : above), it seems that most of the cases present an explicative addition of a word
in the text, resembling to a great degree the phenomenon of “targumic additions”. Some such
cases only complete a sentence or phrase, which can be perceived as elliptical in its consonantal
shape (see e.g. J : or J :) and in doing so the qerē variant actually points to the same
meaning as shown by the consonants. In other cases, however, the qerē adds some new idea not
present in the original text, e.g.  S : the Kt= נהר, “river” is rendered by the qerē as ר־פּ ָ ֽרת
ְ  ִ ֽבּנְ ַה,
“the Euphrat river” in a way typical for a midrashic or targumic exegesis. It is thus possible, that a
signiﬁcant number of these cases are actually “targumic additions” which slipped into the biblical
text.
. Other cases. In some other (rather rare) cases, a qerē (diﬀering from the ketīḇ in only a
small detail) can be suspected to represent some sort of reinterpretation of the consonantal ketīḇ.
E.g. a several times the ketīḇ (“( מדוניםo) strife”) is rendered by the qerē as  ִמ ְדיָ נִ ים, “Midianites”
which resembles a known ancient Jewish exegetical technique of identifying an enemy in the
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biblical text. Other candidates may be I :, Kt= מי לי פה, Qr=ה־לּי־פ ֹ֙ה
ִ  ַמor  C :, Kt=
הנביאים, Qr= ַהנִּ ְבּ ִאים.

To sum up, we occasionally ﬁnd qerē variants which can be seen as some sort of reinterpretation of an older tradition as reﬂected by the consonantal text, i.e. by the ketīḇ. However, given
the fact that there are some - marked qerē/ketīḇ variants (depending on the manuscript)
and yet more “latent qerē ” cases⁶⁹⁾, the interpretive qerē variants present only a small fraction
of them. Moreover, a signiﬁcant number of them can be explained as being the result of some
textual problem. A reading which can be aributed to some midrashic interpretation or being
induced by some theological consideration are very exceptional.

. See chapter .., p. .



Chapter 
e Hebrew Accents
One of the puzzling phenomena of Tiberian Masoretic text are the so called Hebrew “accents”
(טעמים, “ﬂavours”, “senses”, נגינות, “melodies”, or נעימות, “ornaments”, “embellishments”). How
did they emerge, what exact function did they have and why are they one of the textual elements
present in the masoretic codices (and consequently in our modern editions of the Hebrew Bible¹⁾)?
e accepted view among the scholars sees three basic functions²⁾ of the טעמים: a) they mark
the position of the word stress (thus their English name “accents”), b) they reﬂect the syntactic
structure of a verse to some degree and can therefore sometimes point to a particular meaning of
otherwise ambiguous text, c) they have musical values and describe (or prescribe) how the text is
to be liturgically sung (“cantillated”) in the Jewish synagogal services.
We can see that the function ﬁrst described, i.e.  טעמיםas a stress-position markers, although
frequently referred to in the Hebrew grammars, is clearly of a secondary nature. is can be
shown by the fact that in the Palestinian and Babylonian punctuation the  טעמיםdon't, generally
speaking, indicate the word accent, and that this feature is consistently found only in the Tiberian
system.
Also, nowadays it is clear that the second mentioned feature of the accents, namely their
ability to point out to a particular syntactic division of the text, doesn't represent their primary
goal. Even if up to the ᵗʰ century the scholars (especially the Chrisitan hebraists) tended to view
. ere seems to exist a lot of misunderstanding and misconceptions about the accents. Many, and particularly western
Christian scholars (or secular scholars inﬂuenced through Christian biblistics) take them to be a mere “ diacritics ” of some
sort. So, for example, the Oxford Hebrew Bible project (“ OHB ”; see hp://ohb.berkeley.edu/), which strives to prepare a
new eclectic critical edition of the Hebrew Bible, adds the masoretic accents, as found in the Codex Leningradensis, to a
newly reconstructed text which tries to be as close to the old Hebrew original, as possible. Sometimes, words are added
or removed according to the old textual witnesses, such as the Septuagint, or due to other text-critical considerations. In
doing so, however, the accents remain exactly the same as in L (newly added words have no accents marked). I do not
dispute the eﬀort in reconstructing a text as close as possible to its original, but the use of masoretic accents in OHB is
simply nonsensical and completely misses their character, function and strong dependence on the accentuation of adjacent
words (besides other factors).
. See e.g. Yeivin , §, p. .
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the accents as a kind of diacritics that deﬁned the correct meaning of the text, it is clear that the
accents show far too many irregularities, which is incompatible with the idea of a grammatic or
syntactic system of division. Alone the great number of accent signs used in a comparable function
and position in the verse, clearly shows that their primary objective is to be sought elsewhere.
Today, the consensus among the scholars is that the primary function and the Sitz im Leben
of the Hebrew accents is the synagogal liturgy and the cantillated reading of the Biblical text. For
example, Israel Yeivin speaks in aesthetic terms when he describes the primary function of the
accents and the dependence of the other functions thereupon: “is chant enhanced the beauty
and solemnity of the reading, but because the purpose of the reading was to present the text
clearly and intelligibly to the hearers, the chant is dependent on the text, and emphasizes the
logical relationship of the words.”³⁾

. e Prosodic Nature of the טעמים
L: Dresher 
In  Bezalel Elan Dresher published an article⁴⁾ in which he analyses the Hebrew accents on
the basis of modern prosodic theories. He comes to the conclusion that the Tiberian accentual
system is constructed in terms of units comparable to the modern prosodic hierarchy. e cardinal argument Dresher brings into the discussion about masoretic accents is that the hierarchic
structure as expressed by the accents may to some degree reﬂect the syntactic division of the
verse, but when it deviates from the syntax it does so in ways that are characteristic for prosodic
representations. According to his analysis and comparison with modern prosodic models he concludes that “the hierarchical structures indicated by the Tiberian accents have striking points of
contact with some contemporary research into hierarchich prosodic structures”⁵⁾.
Dresher admits, however, that phenomena do exist which can only be explained in musical
terms, such as a substitution of certain accents with other ones, in speciﬁc circumstances. For
example, the accent pashtā ( ◌֙ ) becomes replaced by jetīv ( ◌֚ ) when it would be due on a mono. Yeivin , §, p. .
. Dresher .
. See Dresher , p. .
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syllable.⁶⁾ As both accents, however, have the same disjunctive value their interchange cannot be
explained on prosodic basis (and obviously not on syntactic one).
By contrast, other phenomena can be observed in which the phonology and morphology
is inﬂuenced by the accentuation, and can therefore only be explained on prosodic basis⁷⁾. e
accents can, for example, have inﬂuence on the spirantization of בג״ד כפ״ת, gemination (see the
so-called conjunctive dagesh) or rhythmic stress shi (“nesiga”).
In other words, the masoretic accentual system shows both prosodic and musical features. It
seems therefore that the musical or aesthetic element is also not the primary one. Clearly, the text
was liturgically sung in antique Judaism⁸⁾ as done right up to the present day. It doesn't, however,
represent “music for its own sake”⁹⁾ but the musical element of the accentuation is very tightly
bound to the text itself and its prosodic structure.

. e Accents as a Mnemonic Device
One important fact about the Hebrew accentuation is that the phenomenon of a (liturgical) chant
of the Bible is not unique to Judaism and its TeNaK. Usually Christian Syriac accent signs¹⁰⁾, and
maybe the byzantine ekphonetic neumes (and consequently the eastern and western Christian
liturgical chant in general) are given as examples of parallel phenomena. However a much broader
repertoire of historical parallels existed: apart from the Islamic chanting of the rʾān (albeit
without a wrien notation system) similar systems were in use in the Armenian, Coptic and
Ethiopian Christian tradition¹¹⁾, and even beyond. Egon Wellesz notes that the same phenomenon
can be observed on the Manichean as well as Christian fragments wrien in the Soghdian script¹²⁾,
and that even in India, China and Japan similar “musical” signs appear in old manuscripts¹³⁾

. Dresher , p. .
. Dresher , p. .
. Revell .
. Dresher , p. .
. All Syriac systems of vocalization and accentuation and their development is best described in Segal .
. Wellesz , p. , ﬀ.
. Wellesz , p. -.
. Wellesz , p. -.
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Moreover, David Carr notes the use of music in many of the ancient Near Eastern cultures
in connection with the study (i.e. memorizing) and public performance of a particular text¹⁴⁾. I
would, therefore, argue that the chant (together with the accent signs as its wrien representation)
doesn't have its primary Sitz im Leben in the liturgy (i.e. its function is not primarily an aesthetic
one either) but in the context of an oral study of texts. erefore I'd like to propose that the Hebrew accents (as well as similar phenomena in ancient cultures) were primarily mnemonic devices
intended to facilitate the memorization of a particular text and ease its recitation. Of course, in
the synagogue they were also used liturgically and they obviously have a certain aesthetic value
as well, but this is only of secondary importance. Actually, as I argued before, I would propose
regarding the liturgical reading as a ritualized study of the holy text. Clearly, aer literacy became more widespread, it was no longer necessary to use the chant as a mnemonic device and its
knowledge was largely lost¹⁵⁾ and was preserved only in a liturgical context (being conservative
in the best sense).

Excursus: e Byzantine ekphonetic neumes
A phenomenon comparable to the Hebrew accents also existed (among others) in the Byzantine
church. Manuscripts of lectionaries are extant in which “musical” signs, the so-called ekphonetic
neuemes¹⁶⁾ have been added to the Greek text. As opposed to later notation systems of both the
Eastern and the Western Christianity, these signs don't mark a direct musical value (i.e. don't
function as ordinary notes) but resemble much more the Hebrew accents, in that they mark a
particular musical ﬁgure which is sung with a certain phrase. Diﬀerences between the two systems do, however, exist: the ekphonetic neumes, for example, are not marked on each word, but
at the beginning and end of a particular phrase¹⁷⁾, and also no counterpart of “conjunctive ac. Carr , p. , ﬀ, , , .
. Note that this may not be true for some communities, like the that of the Yemenite Jews living in an Islamic environment
which preserved many of the oral techniques for a long time.
. For the description of the ekphonetic system see Høeg  and Engberg . For a discussion about the relationship
between the ekphonetic neumes and the Masoretic accents see Engberg  and Revell .
. Note, however, that some type of phrases may have an auxiliary sign wrien in the middle of the phrase.
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cents” is found in the ekphonetic system. Interestingly, the pericopes for the weekdays of lent
are taken from the “Old Testament” and therefore allows a direct comparison with the Hebrew
accentuation.
e following example can, in my opinion, shed a lile more light on the nature of the ekphonetic neuemes and the underlying chant of the Biblical text:
G ::¹⁸⁾
E ::¹⁹⁾
G ::²⁰⁾

𝀇

𝀇

𝀇

𝀇

𝀈

𝀈

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ | καταφθείρω αὐτο ὺς καὶ τὴν γῆν 𝀏
𝀎

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ | στερεω τὴν καρδίαν Φαραω
𝀇

𝀑

𝀇

𝀎

ἐγὼ δὲ | ἰδοὺ ἐπάγω τὸν κατακλυσμὸν | ὕδωρ ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν
𝀑

𝀑

𝀑

Figure : e structure of G :,; E : according to the ant of the Byzantine lectionaries.
Clearly the division in G : and E : doesn't really ﬁt the Greek syntax: if a meaning of
“see me” was intended, καὶ ἰδοὺ με would be translated here instead of καὶ ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ. In the current
text, however, the ἐγὼ would (according to the Greek syntax) rather be connected with the following verb (καταφθείρω, στερεω) contradicting the division of the neumes. It is only in G :
that the neumes match the Greek syntax. e neumatic division of G : and E : can,
however, be explained if we assume a “semitic background” to be reason for this division: both
the Hebrew  וְ ִהנְ נִ יand maybe also ( וַ ֲאנִ י ִהנְ נִ יand their Aramaic/Syriac counterparts) can be the
source of the division found in the byzantine lectionaries. e division according to the Greek
neumes doesn't apparently match that of the Hebrew accents, though:

. MMB I/, L b, p. .
. MMB I/, L b, p. .
. MMB I/, L b, p. .
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G ::

ת־ה ָ ֽא ֶרץ ׃
ָ יתם ֶא
֖ ָ וְ ִהנְ ִנ֥י ַמ ְשׁ ִח

E ::

ת־ל֣ב ִמ ְצ ַ ֔ריִם
ֵ וַ ֲא ִ֗ני ִהנְ ִנ֤י ְמ ַחזֵּ ֙ק ֶא

G ::

ל־ה ָ֔א ֶרץ
ָ ת־ה ַמּ ֥בּוּל ַ֨מיִ ֙ם ַﬠ
ַ וַ ֲא ִ֗ני ִהנְ נִ י֩ ֵמ ִ֨ביא ֶא

Figure : e structure of G :,; E : according to the Masoretic accentuation.
But if we compare our verses with the targumīm, we can see that at least in the case of G :
the unusual division of the Byzantine lectionaries may be seen as direct translation of the targūm,
especially if taken as a word-for-word translation²¹⁾:
verse

𝕿O

𝕿pJ

𝕿N

G :

... וְ ָהא ֲאנָ א ְמ ַח ֵב ְילהוֹן

... והא אנא מחבלהון

... והא אנ׳ מחבל

E :

... וַ ְאנָ א ָה ְאנָ א ְמ ַת ֵקיף

... ואנא הא אנא אתקיף

... ואנה הא מתוקף

G :

... יתי
ֵ וַ ֲאנָ א ָהא ֲאנָ א ֵמ

... ואנא האנא מייתא

... ואנא הא אנה מייתי

𝕾

... ܐ

ܿ ܗ

... ܿ ܐ

ܘ ܗ

... ܐ

ܿ ܘ ܗ

Table : e Aramaic versions of G :,; E :.
In E :, the division of the ekphonetic neumes can be seen as being dependent on the
targumic wording, if we assume that the Greek version may have omied the ﬁrst  ואנא, perhaps
for stylistic reasons. Alternatively, the wording and cantillation of E : may simply be
a result of some inner-Greek harmonization process (assimilating towards the version found in
G :). Furthermore we can also see that the Peshiṭta version is very close to that of the
targumīm, diﬀering only in that it puts the word “( ܐI”) aer the participle. Most probably this
follows an inner-Syriac development aimed at matching the usual Syriac syntax beer.
To sum up, we have seen an example of a division of the Biblical text as reﬂected in the
liturgical chant of byzantine lectionaries, which can plausibly be traced back to a semitic Vorlage.
It shows that these cantilation techniques were able to preserve textual features (such as the
prosodic structure) over a long period of time. Moreover, it seems to imply that at least at some
point in the transmission the chant must have been used with both the Greek and a particular
. See below, p. .
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Semitic version simultaneously (see below chapter ., p. ). is could, in my opinion, only
happen within the framework of some sort of oral study of the Biblical text.

. Accents in the Whole Hebrew Bible
Further evidence for the primary use of the accents in the context of memorizing and study of
the Biblical text is simple fact that the masoretic codices contain the whole Hebrew Bible, i.e.
all of e Torah―e Prophets―and e Writings, marked with accents, even if not all of the
parts of the TeNaK received the same aention in the context of the “liturgical reading”. Even
if the Pentateuch has probably been read since earliest times as a whole (see the Babylonian
annual and Palestinian triennial cycles²²⁾), the Prophets were already only read selectively in the
rabbinic times (which in the end lead to the establishment of a ﬁxed prophetic reading system
- the haarōt²³⁾). It should however, be mentioned that some passages were already excluded
from the haarōt readings in early rabbinic times²⁴⁾. e readings from the Writings were even
less systematic and more sporadic²⁵⁾, and even if some passages or books were read on various
occasions, it is hard to imagine that the whole Hebrew Bible would be read liturgically in such a
systematic manner that it would allow the creation a well-established reading tradition. It seems
more likely that some sort of institutionalized memorizing (and study on an oral basis) of the
Biblical text must have existed in the rabbinic period. Most probably professional Bible “readers”
must have existed at least as part of the rabbinic academies.
I would like to suggest, therefore, that the primary Sitz im Leben of the Hebrew accentuation belongs to such an institutionalized study of the Hebrew Bible (see also chapter ., p. )
which would obviously also be the basis for public “reading” as part of the synagogal services.
A liturgical explanation of the existence for the Masoretic accents in the whole TeNaK doesn't
seem plausible: there are no parts of the Hebrew Bible which would show a signiﬁcantly diﬀer. Mulder , p. -.
. Elbogen , §., p. .
. See e.g. Mulder , p. .
. Elbogen , §, p. -.
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ent accentuation than the Torah and traditional haarōt. On contrary, the irregularities (such as
doubly accented words²⁶⁾) and some rather peculiar features of the vocalization, which seem to
be connected with the recitation of the Biblical text (such as the pausal forms²⁷⁾ or the nesiga²⁸⁾),
are to be found in the whole TeNaK.

.. e Accentuation of the “Poetical Books”
ere is, however, one exception from the above statement: the “poetical books”, namely Psalms,
Proverbs and Job, do have their system of accentuation, distinct from the rest of the Hebrew
Bible. Traditionally this special accentuation system is aributed to the “poetical” character of
these books. is is usually shown with the example of the book of Job which has its introductory
and ﬁnal narratives (J ; :) accentuated with the usual system (of the so-called “prosaic
books”), while the main discourse has the special accentuation of “the three books”.
However, is this really the reason for the existence of this second accent system? How much
more “poetical” are Psalms, Proverbs or Job that the Song of Songs, Lamentations or prophetical
books? How much diﬀerent is the Proverbs from Qohelet that the former should need a speciﬁc
accentuation? And why don't even those special “songs” (such as the שירת הים, “e Song of the
Sea” in E , שירת האזינו, “e Song of Moses” in D , “e Song of Deborah” in J 
or “e Song of David” in  S ), which are traditionally wrien in a speciﬁc form²⁹⁾, use the
accentual system of the poetic books?
It may be suggested that the main diﬀerence between the two systems lies in the typical
structure and, what is more important, in the length of the verse: the “prosaic” system is built
upon the division of the verse into two main parts (the ﬁrst being closed by the accent ʾatnāḥ ,
while the second by the ﬁnal sillūq) and only rarely do we ﬁnd a verse so short that it has no
ʾatnāḥ . In the “poetic” system, on the other hand, the verse has no major binary division and
the system is thus more suitable for texts with shorter verses. However, even if we accept this
. See below p. .
. See e.g. the list published by E. J. Revell on the Pericope-project web page (hp://www.pericope.net/Assets/pericope_texts/
/Pausal_Forms_Revell/PausalTNK.pdf, retrieved on //).
. See Revell , p. .
. As prescribed by S :.
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kind of argumentation, there still remain enough other texts with relatively short verses and thus
suitable to be accentuated with the “poetical” system.
If we compare the two accentuation systems we can see that the “poetic” one seems to be
more complicated. First and foremost the accentuation of Job, Proverbs and Psalms contains more
compound accent signs whose graphical representation comprises two diﬀerent signs:
accent name

appearance

composed of

“prosaic” books
mūnaḥ legarmēh(“legarmēh”)

ָדּ ָ ֣בר׀

mūnaḥ (C) + pasēq

šalšelet(R)

ָדּ ָ֓בר׀

šalšelet(see below) + pasēq

“poetic” books
ʾazlā legarmēh

ָדּ ָ֨בר׀

ʾazlā(C) + pasēq

mahpak legarmēh

ָדּ ָ ֤בר׀

mahpak(C) + pasēq

šalšelet gedolā

ָדּ ָ֓בר׀

šalšelet qeṭanā(Po,C) + pasēq

ʿolē wejōrēd

ָ ֫דּ ָ ֥בר

ʿolē(U) + merka(C)

revīaʿ mugraš

ָ ֝דּ ָ֗בר

gereš(Pr,D) + revīaʿ(D)

* C=“ conjunctive ”, D=“ disjunctive ”, Pr=“ prosaic ”, Po=“ poetic ”, R=“ rare ”, U=“ unique ”.

Table : e compound accents of the “poetic books” compared to the “prosaic” ones.
As we can see, in the prosaic system practically only one accent (the mūnaḥ legarmēh which
is a disjunctive one) is composed of another accent (mūnaḥ , a conjunctive) together with the
additional pasēq sign. e function of such a compound accent seems to be clear: an accent
which normally serves as a conjunctive is made into a disjunctive one by adding a sign which,
when used on its own, denotes a pause between words. Most probably this pair of a disjunctive
and a conjunctive accent had (at the time the signs were invented) the same, or a very similar,
melody but each served a diﬀerent function. e šalšelet is a very rare accent in the prosaic books
(occurring only six times) and is probably borrowed from the poetic system.
In the poetic system, on the other hand, three compound accents serving as disjunctives and
made up of a conjunctive accent and the pasēq sign exist. Moreover, two other accents composed
of two diﬀerent accent signs exist in this system.
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Moreover, even if the way both systems function is basically similar, the poetic system is more
complicated³⁰⁾. e most peculiar phenomenon represent the “disjunctive accents aer atnāḥ ³¹⁾”.
Whereas in the system of prosaic books (and in the rest of the poetic system) the division hierarchy
proceeds backwards from the accent with the highest disjunctive rank, i.e. “to the right” of the
respective accent, within the poetic system there is an exception: if an ʾatnāḥ occurs in the verse
(which is not necessarily the strongest disjunctive accent within the verse of the poetic system),
all other disjunctive accents following ʾatnāḥ (i.e. “to the le” of ʾatnāḥ ) are aached to ʾatnāḥ .
Moreover, these accents proceed “from right to le”, i.e. in the opposite direction to the rest of the
system and within the prosaic books (actually only one revīʿa mugraš or šalšelet gedolā followed
by one mahpaḵ legarmē may occur aer ʾatnāḥ , all the other accents in this part of the verse being
conjunctives).
Furthermore, some accents can possess multiple functions depending on their position in the
hierarchy of the accents, most notably the revīʿa which can have three diﬀerent functions (plus the
above-mentioned compound revīʿa mugraš), but pazēr and mahpaḵ legarmēh also have multiple
functions³²⁾
In the poetic books there are also a relatively large number of words having two accents,
sometimes in rare combinations³³⁾. Also the disjunctive accent ṣinōr has an variant (called ṣinnorīt³⁴⁾) appearing as the ﬁrst accent in a combination with mehuppaḵ on a single word (e.g.
 ְ ֽבּ ֵ֘ה ַיכ֤לin P :) and therefore considered a conjunctive accent. We will discuss this problem

later³⁵⁾.
How can we interpret these irregularities of the poetic system? Traditionally, this complexity
is aributed to the fact that these accents are aached to poetic texts which themselves possess a
higher grade of syntactical complexity. Furthermore, poetical texts are assumed to be performed
more solemnly in public reading, being sung with more complicated melodies. However, as we
. See e.g. Yeivin , p. ﬀ.
. See M. Breuer , p. .
. See e.g. M. Breuer , p. ﬀ.
. See Yeivin , §, p. .
. Yeivin , §, p. .
. See p. .
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have argued before, there are a number of other apparently poetic texts accentuated with the
prosaic system, which do not show any signiﬁcant accentuation deviation or any complex exceptional paerns.
Considering the above-mentioned deviations in the poetic system, we rather got the impression that we have here some sort of mixture of two disparate cantillation systems, or we can at
least assume that the poetic accentual system was heavily inﬂuenced by another tradition. Some
of the phenomena described (e.g. the compound accents) can perhaps even be the result of an
adaptation of the signs created to serve the prosaic system, to the chant of the poetic books (we
have no exact knowledge of how the accents were pronounced at the time of the Masoretes and
cannot be sure that the same sign, apparently having several functions, really represented exactly
the same melody in all its variants, or whether some slight diﬀerences were discernible that could
diﬀerentiate between the distinct functions of this particular accent).
I would, therefore, propose a hypothesis that the accentuation system of the poetic books has
its roots in a distinct context of the study of these books. Whether the poetic cantillation has its
origin in a diﬀerent geographical area, a distinct Jewish grouping or sect³⁶⁾ or just in a diﬀerent
institution of the study of Biblical text, is hard to decide, nor is it clear when these two systems
merged into one “masoretic” tradition. From the fact that all the Masoretic manuscripts have the
division of the accentuation of the book Job into the poetic and prosaic part already ﬁxed it would
seem to have happened possibly long before the transition from an oral tradition to the writing
stage.
is proposal, that a diﬀerent accentuation system for the three “poetic” books points to a
distinct context of the (oral) study of these books, can further be supported by the fact that the
targumīm of Psalms, Job and Proverbs have an unusual form not found in other Biblical books:
two (and sometimes even three or four) targumīm are given to each verse, the ﬁrst being basically
literal, and the others, introduced by תרגום אחר, “another targum” being haggadic³⁷⁾.

. Apparently, old Jewish sects and grouping have le their traces for a long time in the rabbinic period, see e.g. the alleged
connection between the Karaism and the mrām sect, see Wieder ; Erder .
. See e.g. Mulder , p. .
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Interestingly, some fragments of non-biblical³⁸⁾ texts accentuated with the “poetical” system
are also extant. Yeivin³⁹⁾ mentions fragments of Ben-Sira which, according to him, “imitate the
biblical accentuation” and “are punctilious in it to the smallest details”. Yeivin shows how in
S : a nesiga occurs on the word וֹפט
ֽ ֵ  ְכ ֣שׁand the accentuation follows closely the laws of
the accent mūnaḥ before sillūq. Yeivin further mentions a leaf⁴⁰⁾ from the Geniza (T.-S. H .)
which he describes as an “Introduction on the  commandments in the style of Proverbs”⁴¹⁾. A
full vocalization and acentuation is also marked here. is fragment also shows some unusual
accentuation (e.g. ֿ  ֽ ְ֭ל ֵר ֲﬠwhere dēḥ ī occurs together with geʿāyā) and vocalization () ֽ ַה ֲמ ַד ֵבּ֣ר. Some
unusual accentual issues (gereš instead of revīʿa mugraš) have parallels in a couple of Biblical
manuscripts.
In my opinion, this would speak more for an oral study of these texts rather than an aempt
to imitate the Biblical accentuation. Note, in the ﬁrst place, that the phenomena mentioned by
Yeivin are all typical examples of how the oral performance of the text inﬂuences the exact shape
thereof. It therefor seems much more probable that both the works mentioned were memorized
using the “poetic accents” known from the Masoretical text of the Bible. Note that the book of
Ben-Sira would ﬁt nicely with the three Biblical books in question―two of which belong to the
wisdom literature, exactly as Ben-Sira does. It seems very plausible that Ben-Sira was studied,
i.e. memorized, together with the other three books in some Jewish circles (perhaps that of the
Hellenistic Judaism?). e second mentioned fragment is, obviously, much younger and it is most
probably only an imitation of the book of Proverbs. But given the peculiar accentuation and
vocalization features this fragment shows, it seems that the text was really still being learned and
memorized using this accentuation system, and that this system was productive even at such a
late stage.

. For other non-biblical texts with an accentuation see chapter ., p.  and chapter ., p. .
. Yeivin , p. 
. Yeivin , p. .
. Note, however, that in the online database of the “ Fridberg Geniza Project ” is this leaf categorized as a piyut. (Accessible
through hp://www.genizah.org/ aer registration, no direct link available; retrieved on --)
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. e Accentuation of the Targum
e Hebrew accents are not only aested in the realm of the Hebrew Bible, we also ﬁnd them
in some manuscripts and editions of the Targum Onkelos⁴²⁾. Many Genizah fragments with the
Babylonian pointing⁴³⁾ are extant, containing the Masoretic text together with the Targum Onkelos. In these fragments both texts are interwoven in a verse-by-verse fashion so that each Hebrew
verse is followed by that of Targum. Similarly, in the ﬁrst printed Rabbinic editions of the Bible,
both texts are juxtaposed synoptically in two columns, one next to the other.
An interesting feature of these texts is that both the biblical text and the Targum contain
Hebrew accents, and what is more important, in the overwhelming majority of the text, the accentuation of the Targum Onkelos matches exactly that of the Masoretic text. However, some
minor deviations still occur from time to time. Here I would like to make some observations
about the character of the diﬀerences in accentuation between the two versions. My analysis
is based solely on a couple of the ﬁrst chapters of Genesis, as found in the second edition of
Bomberg's Biblia Rabbinica⁴⁴⁾ and should only be considered a preliminary investigation. Similar
conclusions follow from a brief examination of some fragments with Babylonian pointing⁴⁵⁾: the
Biblical text and the Targum both have the same accentuation for a particular verse with the targumic accentuation occasional deviating slightly from the biblical one. A more thorough analysis
of the fragments with Babylonian pointing should still be carried out, though.

. See e.g. Medan, col. .
. A comprehensive list of such manuscripts can be found in Yeivin . Yeivin's is primarily concerned, however, with the
Biblical text and lists, therefore, such mixed fragments among other biblical texts with the Babylonian punctuation.
. Venice /, accessible online: hp://aleph.huji.ac.il/nnl/dig/books/bk.html, (retrieved on //). Unfortunately, the online edition uses a rather aggressive compression algorithm which makes some of the punctuation disappear or look incorrect. ere may be, therefore, some minor errors in the following analysis. Unfortunately, I had no
access to the facsimile of ms. Vat. Heb.  (Macho ), which would be more suitable for such a comparison. Only
shortly before ﬁnishing this dissertation I was able to brieﬂy check this facsimile and it seemed to conﬁrm my results
presented here.
. I could check some of the fragments accessible through the “ Friedberg Genizah Project ” (hp://www.genizah.org/), following the list of manuscripts published by Yeivin (Yeivin ). Additionally, I checked some fragments which were
published by Paul Kahle (Kahle ). In this edition the texts are transcribed, but a couple of reproductions are also
aached.
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Figure : Bible with Targum wrien using the Babylonian punctuation. (Kahle , fol. ).
Here I would like to mention an important diﬀerence between the Babylonian masoretic tradition
(and its pointing) and the Tiberian (and older Palestinian) one. e Babylonian system lacks signs
for conjunctive accents⁴⁶⁾ and it seems that not only are the signs missing, but the words in a
conjunctive position in the Babylonian tradition do not seem to have had a distinct melody in
their musical performance (compare e.g. the Gregorian choral where most of the verse is sung on
the same tone). is can be seen in the history of Yemenite Jews whose oldest biblical manuscripts
are wrien with the Babylonian system, but later they accepted the Tiberian tradition: at ﬁrst,
marked in the manuscripts using the Babylonian pointing system and only later also accepting
the Tiberian punctuation. However, even their early “Tiberian” manuscripts lack the conjunctive
. Yeivin , p. .
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accents⁴⁷⁾, presumably due to the inﬂuence of their original oral tradition. For our analysis this
means that some phenomena which become obvious in the Tiberian tradition, cannot be observed
in the Babylonian tradition at all (most importantly the cases of a “double accentuation” of a
particular word, see below!) and this makes the analysis of the Targum of the Biblia rabbinica still
absolutely necessary.
If we, therefore, compare the accents of the Masoretic text with the accentuated Targum
Onkelos as found in the second Biblia Rabbinica, we can see that they mostly ﬁt each other.
Moreover, some of the diﬀerences between the two version are very minor. For example, the
accent pašṭā (whose graphic representation is classiﬁed as being a post-positivus, i.e. wrien to
the le of the actual word) occurs sometimes in the Hebrew Bible on a word with the stress on the
paenultima. In such a case the pašṭā is wrien twice: once above the stressed syllable and once
top-le of the whole word. In the Targum the appropriate Aramaic word is only marked with a
single pašṭā, on the top-le of the word:
verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

ית ַפ ָתּ ָח ֙א
ְ וְ ִא

וַ ִתּ ָפּ ַ ֨ק ְחנָ ֙ה

Table : Pašṭā on the paenultima and the targumic accentuation.
is shows that the accentuation of the Targum follows the Aramaic stress position (on the ultima)
and the accentuation as found in the Rabbinic Bible seems to reﬂect an actual pronunciation
(i.e. it is not just the work of a scribe placing the same signs he ﬁnds in the Masoretic text on
Targum). A similar phenomenon can be observed with the interchange of the accents pašṭā and
yetīḇ. ese two accents present a musical variant with the same disjunctive value⁴⁸⁾. e yetīḇ is
used whenever the stress falls on the ﬁrst syllable of the word, otherwise pašṭā occurs. Again, in
these cases where the MT has a form where the ﬁrst syllable is stressed (this occurs, most notably
with the segolata nouns) and therefore carries yetīḇ, the Targum, being stressed on the ultima gets
pašṭā:

. Morag , p. -.
. See e.g. Yeivin , §, p. f.
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verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

ישׂ ָבּ ֙א< ְדּ ַבר־זַ ְר ֵﬠ֣יה ִמיזְ ְדּ ַ ֔רע
ְ >ﬠ
ִ

>ﬠ ֶשׂב< ַמזְ ִ ֣רי ַ ֶ֔ז ַרע
ֵ֚

G :

>גַ ְר ָמ ֙א< ִמגַ ְר ַ֔מי

>ﬠ ֶצם< ֵ ֽמ ֲﬠ ָצ ַ֔מי
ֶ֚

Table : Interange of accents between the MT and 𝕿O due to the word stress position.
Moreover, cases are found where a cluster of words, which in the MT are connected together
using the maqqēf sign, represent separate “words” in the Targum, having a conjunctive accent
added to the ﬁrst word instead:
verse
G :

Onkelos

MT

>גִּ נְ ָ ֥תא ְב ֵ ֖ﬠ ֶדן< ִמ ְלּ ֳק ָד ִ ֑מין

ן־בּ ֵ ֖ﬠ ֶדן< ִמ ֶ ֑קּ ֶדם
ְ ַ>גּ

G :

>לַו֥ת ָא ָ ֽדם<׃
ְ יתָי֖ה
ִ ְוְ ַאי

ל־ה ָא ָ ֽדם<׃
ֽ ָ >א
ֶ וַ ִיְב ֶ ֖א ָה

G :

וּהי
ִ ית־מ ְשׁ ְכ ֵבּי ָא ֖ב
ִ ל־כּן >יִ ְשׁ ֣בּוֹק גְ ַ֔בר< ֵבּ
֙ ֵ ַﬠ

ת־א ִ ֖ביו
ָ ב־אישׁ< ֶא
ִ֔ ָ>י ֲֽﬠז
ַ ל־כּן
֙ ֵ ַﬠ

G :

מוּתוּן<׃
ֽ >דּ ְיל ָ ֖מא ְתּ
ִ וְ ָ ֥לא ִת ְק ְר ֖בוּן ֵבּ֑יהּ

ן־תּ ֻמ ֽתוּן<׃
ְ >פּ
ֶ וְ ֥ל ֹא ִתגְּ ֖ﬠוּ ֑בּוֹ

G :

מוּתוּן׃
ֽ >לא ְמ ָ ֖מת< ְתּ
ָ֥

א־מוֹת< ְתּ ֻמ ֽתוּן׃
֖ ֹ >ל
ֽ

<>מגִּ ינְ ָ ֣תא ְד ִ ֑ﬠ ֶדן
ִ

<ן־ﬠ ֶ֑דן
ֵ ַ>מגּ
ִ

G :

Table : e interange of maqqēf and conjunctive accent in the MT and in 𝕿O.
Note, that in all these cases the Aramaic version has more syllables (the only unusual form is
ב־אישׁ
ִ֔ ָ ַי ֲֽﬠזin G : which seems to have the same number of syllables as the Aramaic יִ ְשׁ ֣בּוֹק
―גְ ַ֔ברapparently the ḥ ātef pataḥ doesn't represent a “full syllable”, which would aﬀect the way

word clusters connected with maqqēf are built). We can, therefore, conclude that here again, the
diﬀerence between the accentuation of both texts can be explained on the basis of phenomena
connected with the oral performance of the text. It stands to the reason, therefore, that the Targum
as preserved in the Biblia rabbinica must have been recited orally.
Even more interesting are those cases where the MT and Targum have a text consisting of
diﬀerent numbers of words, which is usually, due to the so-called “targumic additions”⁴⁹⁾. In the
overwhelming majority of such cases these additions in the Targum Onkelos (as opposed to the
. I will use this term whether denoting a short addition or a lengthy one, like those known from the Pseud-Jonathan Targūm.
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more “free” Palestinian Targumim⁵⁰⁾) are fairly short containing usually only one or two more
words than the Masoretic text. ere are basically two ways this is reﬂected in the accentuation.
e ﬁrst possibility is that these additional words are connected to one of the original words
(which has its corresponding counterpart in the MT and therefore usually its own accent) through
the maqqēf sign:
verse

Onkelos

G :

MT

ם־ייָ < ְמנָ ְשׁ ָ ֖בא
ְ֔ ן־ק ָד
ֳ >מ
ִ רוּחא
֣ ָ ְו

>א ִ֔הים< ְמ ַר ֶ ֖ח ֶפת
ֱ
ַ וְ ֣רוּ

G :

יְמ ֵ ֑מי
ָ ישׁוּת< ָמ ָיּ֖א ְק ָ ֣רא
֥ ִית־כּנ
ְ >וּל ֵב
ְ

יַמּים
֑ ִ >וּל ִמ ְקֵו֥ה< ַה ַ ֖מּיִ ם ָק ָ ֣רא
ְ

G :

>דּ ַבר־זַ ְר ֵﬠ֣יה< ִמיזְ ְדּ ַ ֔רע
ְ ישׂ ָבּ ֙א
ְ ִﬠ

>מזְ ִ ֣רי ַ < ֶ֔ז ַרע
ַ ֵ ֚ﬠ ֶשׂב

G :

<יהּ־בּי֖ הּ
ֵ >בר־זַ ְר ֵﬠ
ַ ִ ֥דּי

<עוֹ־בוֹ
֖ ֲא ֶ ֥שׁר >זַ ְר

G :

י־אינָ ָ ֽשׁא<׃
ֱ ֵל־בנ
ְ >ד ָכ
ְ ימא
֥ ַ ִא

ל־חי<׃
ֽ ָ >כּ
ָ ֵ ֥אם

ין־טב< ְל ִ ֽביש׃
֥ ַ >ב
ֵ <י־ח ְכ ִ ֖מין
ַ ירוֹה
ִ י־פּ
ֵ >דּ ַא ְכ ֵל
ְ וְ ִא ֕ ָילּן

>טוֹב< וָ ָ ֽרע׃
֥ <>ה ַ ֖דּ ַﬠת
ַ וְ ֕ ֵﬠץ

G :

Table : Targumic additions With a maqqēf -connected cluster
In these cases the text is basically extended and there are no other changes to the accentuation. We
can see that such a use of maqqēf may even apply to a cluster which in the MT already has another
maqqēf , so that the targumic accentuation subsequently builds up an even longer block of words
with only one accent at the end (see e.g. G :). Such a cluster may become longer than usual
within the accentuation of the Biblical text (see G :). In G : an intriguing phenomenon
can also be observed: we can see that two adjacent Hebrew words are each expanded in Targum
and become a larger cluster whose components are connected through maqqēf . It seems (at the
ﬁrst sight) that the Targum Onkelos was not only a “word-for-word” translation (as is proposed
by some scholars when considering the targūmīm⁵¹⁾) but rather a “cluster-for-cluster” one, where
the “clusters” are deﬁned in terms of the accentuation. We shall return to this point later.
Another common way that a “targumic addition” may aﬀect its accentuation is that a new
conjunctive phrase is created in the Targum in place of a single word in the MT, for example:

. See e.g. Mulder , p. ﬀ.
. See e.g. Shinan , p. .
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verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

<>ל ִא ְס ַתּ ָכּ ָל֣א ֵ֔ביהּ
ְ

<>ל ַה ְשׂ ִ֔כּיל
ְ

G :

הוֹן< ַט ְר ֵפ֣י ְת ֵא ִ֔נין
֙ ְוח ִ ֤טיטוּ ְל
ַ >

רוּ< ֲﬠ ֵל֣ה ְת ֵא ָ֔נה
֙ >ו יִּ ְת ְפּ
ַֽ

G :

>אן ָ ֽא ְת<׃
֥ ָ וְ ֵא ַ ֥מר ֵל֖יהּ

>א ֶיּ ָֽכּה<׃
ַ אמר ֖לוֹ
ֶ ֹ וַ ֥יּ

<וֹהי ַח ְכ ִמ ֙ין
ִ֙ יר
֨ >דּ ַא ְכ ִ ֤לין ֵפ
ְ וּמ ִא ֗ ָילן
ֵ

אכ֖ל ִמ ֶ ֑מּנּוּ
ַ ֹ >ה ַ ֨דּ ַﬠ ֙ת< ֣טוֹב וָ ָ ֔רע ֥ל ֹא ת
ַ וּמ ֗ ֵﬠץ
ֵ

G :

יכוּל ִמינֵ י֑ הּ
֖ ין־טב ְל ִ֔בישׁ ָ ֥לא ֵת
֣ ָ ] ֵבּ
G :

ן־ק ָ ֥דם יְ ָיֽ<׃
ֳ >מ
ִ ְקנֵ י֥ ִתי גַ ְב ָ ֖רא

הוה<׃
ֽ ָ ְ>את־י
ֶ ֥יתי ִ ֖אישׁ
ִ ָק ִנ

Table : Targumic additions within a conjunctive phrase
is oen happens near the major division of the verse (see G :,; :), but not always
(G :). Note that the same addition may sometimes appear as a unit connected through maqqēf
and sometimes as an independent conjunctive phrase (compare י־ח ְכ ִ ֖מין
ַ ירוֹה
ִ י־פּ
ֵ  ְדּ ַא ְכ ֵלin G : with
וֹהי ַח ְכ ִמ ֙ין
ִ֙ יר
֨  ְדּ ַא ְכ ִ ֤לין ֵפin G :). However, there doesn't seem to be any obvious rule which would

determine which of the two possibilities is used.
en again it may also happen that a cluster connected with maqqēf in the Masoretic text is
reduced to a single word in the Targum:
verse

Onkelos

G :

MT

ְל ָא ָ ֑דם

ל־ה ָא ָ ֑דם
ֽ ָ ֶא

Table : A Reduction of a cluster connected by maqqēf in 𝕿O.
Similarly there may also be a reduction of complete conjunctive phrases in the MT. Most notably
this occurs with the translation  > ֲא ֶשׁר-( ִדּor  > ִכּי-) ִדּ:
verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

>דּיְ ַ ֣ה ְב ְת< ִﬠ ִ֔מּי
ִ יתּ ָת ֙א
ְ ִא

שׁר נָ ַ ֣ת ָתּה< ִﬠ ָמּ ִ ֔די
֣ ֶ >א
ֲ ָ ֽה ִא ָשּׁ ֙ה

G :

<>ד ִמ ֵינ֖הּ
ְ

<>כּי ִמ ֶ ֖מּנָּ ה
ִ֥

G :

ית ְבּ ִ ֖רי< ִמ ַתּ ָ ֽמן׃
ְ >דּ ִא
ְ

>א ֶ ֥שׁר ֻל ַ ֖קּח< ִמ ָ ֽשּׁם׃
ֲ

Table : A loss of a conjunctive accent in Targum.
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Interestingly, sometimes the targumic additions don't have any accent signs at all:
verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

וּהי
ִ ית־מ ְשׁ ְכ ֵבּי< ָא ֖ב
ִ >בּ
ֵ ל־כּן יִ ְשׁ ֣בּוֹק גְ ַ֔בר
֙ ֵ ַﬠ

ת־א ִ ֖ביו
ָ ב־אישׁ ֶא
ִ֔ ָל־כּן ַי ֲֽﬠז
֙ ֵ ַﬠ

G :

יהּ־מ ְלּ ֳק ָד ִ֔מין
ִ ה־דּ ַﬠ ָב ְד ְת< ֵל
ְ >מ
ַ י־ד ִ ֣כיר ָל ֙ך
ְ ֚הוּא יְ ֵה

שׁוּפ ֣ ֔ר ֹאשׁ
ְ ְ֚הוּא י

Table : Targumic additions without any accent sign.
is may just be a scribal error in the second Biblia Rabbinica (or those manuscripts it is based
on), but it may also mean that these additions were “pronounced” without a particular melody of
a conjunctive accent, however not in a manner perceived by those who wrote down the Targum
as suitable to be expressed with a maqqēf sign. is may possibly be a remnant of Babylonian tradition where apparently no conjunctive accents existed (i.e. the words in a position of a Tiberian
conjunctive accent had no special melody, see above p. ).
Occasionally a word accented with two accents (usually one conjunctive and one disjunctive)
occurs in the Masoretic text. Sometimes in such a case we can ﬁnd two words in the corresponding
targumic text, each having one accent only:
verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

אוּב ִ֔תּי
ְ ְתּ ֵ ֣הי ִתּ

ְתּ ֣שׁ ָוּק ֵ֔ת

Table : Targumic additions and doubly accentuated words in the MT
is is very interesting, because it would mean that the emergence of some targumic additions
may be somehow connected with the accentuation or vice-versa. If we, however, consider that the
addition of  ְתּ ֵהיin our verse seems to be inﬂuenced by the fact that ישׁ ֙ ְתּ ֣שׁ ָוּק ֵ֔ת
ֵ ל־א
ִ  וְ ֶאwas perceived
as too “elliptic” by the meturgeman, it seems clear that it was not the accentuation that aﬀected the
targūm in this verse but that the Targum must have been the reason for the double accentuation
of  ְתּ ֣שׁ ָוּק ֵ֔ת. We will return to this point later. Note, however, that such a case is rather rare in the
text we have analysed, and the targumic counterparts of words with two accents in the Masoretic
text are usually marked with one accent only (the disjunctive one):
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verse

Onkelos

G :

ן־א ְד ְמ ָ֔תא
ַ ִמ

ן־ה ֲא ָד ָ֔מה
֣ ָ ִמ

G :

ן־א ְר ֔ ָﬠא
ַ ִמ

ן־ה ֲא ָד ָ֔מה
֣ ָ ִמ

ְל ַא ְר ֔ ָﬠא

ל־ה ֲא ָד ָ֔מה
֣ ָ ֶא

וְ ָא ָ ֔דם

וְ ָ ֣ה ָא ָ ֔דם

G :

ת־א ְר ֔ ָﬠא
ַ ַי

ת־ה ֲא ָד ָ֔מה
֣ ָ ֶא

G :

יתא
ָ֔ ְוּב ַחי
ְ

וּב ַח ָ֔יּה
ַ֣

G :

ְלזַ ְר ְﬠיַ ְת ֔הוֹן

יהם
ֶ֔ ְל ִמ ְשׁ ְפּ ֣חֹ ֵת

G :
G :

MT

Table : Doubly accented words in the MT corresponding to only one accent in the 𝕿O.
Alternatively, the Targum may have both accents on the same word, exactly as in the MT:
verse

Onkelos

G :

MT

וִ י֣ ָד ֔עוּ

וַ ֵיּ ֣ ְד ֔עוּ

G :

ת־א ְד ָמ ָ֔תא
֣ ַ ַי

ת־ה ֲא ָד ָ֔מה
֣ ָ ֶא

G :

וּשׁ ֵ֔אל
ָ ת־מ ֣ת
ְ ַי

וּשׁ ֵ֔אל
ָ ת־מ ֣ת
ְ ֶא

G :

ֵ ֠דּי֞ ן

ֶ֠֞זה

Table : Words doubly accented in both, the MT and 𝕿O.
Interestingly, we can also ﬁnd a couple of verses where both the Masoretic text and the Targum
have basically the same number of items, but they don't match each other with respect to the
division of the verse by the accents:
verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

֣ת־א ָ ֔דם
ָ יתי ְלַו
֙ ֵ ְוְ ַאי

ל־ה ָא ָ ֔דם
֣ ָ וַ ֵיָּב ֙א ֶא

G :

יכל ִמ ֵנ֖יה
֥ ַ א־ל ֵמ
ְ יל־ד ָל
ְ ְבּ ִד

ל־מ ֶ ֖מּנּוּ
ִ ְל ִב ְל ִ ֥תּי ֲא ָכ

ר־פ ַל֖ח ְבּ ַא ְר ָ ֽﬠא׃
ַ וְ ַ ֕קיִ ן ֲהָו֥ה גְ ַב

וְ ַ ֕קיִ ן ָה ָי֖ה ע ֵ ֹ֥בד ֲא ָד ָ ֽמה׃

G :

Table : MT and 𝕿O: syntactic versus prosodic structure
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For example, in G : the Targum has a mūnaḥ sign added, compared to the Masoretic text.
Note however that there still remains a maqqēf sign wrien in between  ְלוַ תand  ָא ָדם. It is
unclear whether this reﬂects some peculiarity in the pronunciation or if this is a result of a scribal
confusion of some kind. In G : the inﬁnitive  ֲא ָכל־/יכל
֥ ַ  ְל ֵמis either aached to the ﬁrst (as in
MT) or to the second (𝕿) part of the cluster, but in both versions we ﬁnd exactly the same accents:
merkā and ṭifḥ ā (and no other). Similarly, in G : the participle ( ע ֵֹבדor its translation: ר־פ ַלח
ַ ) גְ ַב
can either be aached to the verb or to its object, but the essential structure of the accentuation
remains the same (Note, however, that here there are still changes with regard to the conjunctive
accent merkā). It therefore seems more important for the Targum to match the main division of
the Masoretic accentuation as well as possible, rather than to mirror the exact syntactic structure
of the Hebrew text. We can, however, ﬁnd examples where the 𝕿O diﬀers from the MT, even to a
greater degree:
verse

Onkelos

G :

MT

ן־ק ָ ֛דם יְ ָ ֥י ֱא ִ ֖הים
ֳ וְ ִא ַט ַ֨מּר ָא ָ ֜דם וְ ִא ְתּ ֵ֗תיהּ ִמ
]בּג֥ וֹ ִא ַילּן־גִ ינְ ָ ֽתא׃
ְ

G :

הו֣ה ֱא ִ֔הים
ָ ְוַ יִּ ְת ַח ֵ֨בּא ָ ֽה ָא ָ ֜דם וְ ִא ְשׁ ֗תּוֹ ִמ ְפּנֵ ֙י י
]בּ ֖תוֹ ֵ ֥ﬠץ ַה ָ ֽגּ ן׃
ְ

יהּ־מ ְלּ ֳק ָד ִ֔מין
ִ ה־דּ ַﬠ ָב ְד ְת ֵל
ְ י־ד ִ ֣כיר ָל ֙ך ַמ
ְ ֚הוּא יְ ֵה
סוֹפא׃
ֽ ָ ר־ל֖יהּ ְל
ֵ ]וְ ַ ֥א ְתּ ְת ֵהי־נְ ַט

שׁוּפ ֣ ֔ר ֹאשׁ
ְ ְ֚הוּא י
שׁוּפנּוּ ָﬠ ֵ ֽקב׃
֥ ֶ ]וְ ַא ָ ֖תּה ְתּ

Table : e diﬀerent accentuation of 𝕿O and the MT.
We can see, though, that in G :, even if (to a certain extent) diﬀerent accents are used in
the Targum compared with the Masoretic text, the prosodic structure of the verse remains exactly
the same:
MT:

הו֣ה ֱא ִ֔הים ְבּ ֖תוֹ ֵ ֥ﬠץ ַה ָ ֽגּ ן׃
ָ ְוַ יִּ ְת ַח ֵ֨בּא ָ ֽה ָא ָ ֜דם וְ ִא ְשׁ ֗תּוֹ ִמ ְפּנֵ ֙י י

𝕿O:

ן־ק ָ ֛דם יְ ָ ֥י ֱא ִ ֖הים ְבּג֥ וֹ ִא ַילּן־גִ ינְ ָ ֽתא׃
ֳ וְ ִא ַט ַ֨מּר ָא ָ ֜דם וְ ִא ְתּ ֵ֗תיהּ ִמ

Figure : G :, the accentuation of the MT and the Targum.
In G :, on the other hand, the situation seems to be more complicated:
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MT:
𝕿O:

שׁוּפנּוּ ָﬠ ֵ ֽקב ׃
֥ ֶ שׁוּפ ֣ ֔ר ֹאשׁ וְ ַא ָ ֖תּה ְתּ
ְ ְ֚הוּא י
סוֹפא ׃
ֽ ָ ר־ל֖יהּ ְל
ֵ יהּ־מ ְלּ ֳק ָד ִ֔מין וְ ַ ֥א ְתּ ְת ֵהי־נְ ַט
ִ ה־דּ ַﬠ ָב ְד ְת ֵל
ְ י־ד ִ ֣כיר ָל ֙ך ַמ
ְ ֚הוּא יְ ֵה

Figure : G :, the accentuation of the MT and the Targum.
As we can see here, even a disjunctive accent is added in the Targum. If we analyse this verse
more in detail, though, we can notice that a single disjunctive phrase in the Masoretic text ( ֣ שׁוּפ
ְ ְי
 ) ֔ר ֹאשׁis translated in the Targum with two lengthier disjunctive phrases. We can also see that

both of these clusters are actually separate translations of both Hebrew words (i.e.

שׁוּפ
ְ ְ> י

י־ד ִ ֣כיר ָל ֙ך
ְ  יְ ֵהand יהּ־מ ְלּ ֳק ָד ִ֔מין > ֔ר ֹאשׁ
ִ ה־דּ ַﬠ ָב ְד ְת ֵל
ְ ) ַמ. It seems therefore, that the divisions of the Masoretic

accents correspond to the character of the translation itself, in that this translation is carried out
on a “word-for-word” basis. I would, however, argue that, based on our observations, we should
preferably call this a “cluster-for-cluster” translation, where a “cluster” either refers to a word
or words joined together in one disjunctive phrase or, alternatively on a lower level, a word(s)
having one accent. Let's see more examples:
verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

ישׁינֽ וּן׃
ִ ־בּ ְשׁ ֵר ֖הוֹן וְ ַא ְל ִבּ
ִ ל־מ ַשׁ
ְ ין־דּי ַ ֥קר ַﬠ
ִ בוּשׁ
ִ ְל

ָכּ ְתנ֥ וֹת ֖ﬠוֹר וַ יַּ ְל ִבּ ֵ ֽשׁם׃

G :

א־מ ֵ֔יניהּ
ִ ידי ְבּ ַﬠ ְל ָמ
֣ ִ ָ ֤הא ָא ָד ֙ם ַהוָ ֙ה יְ ִח

ֵ ֤הן ָ ֽה ָא ָד ֙ם ָהיָ ֙ה ְכּ ַא ַ ֣חד ִמ ֶ֔מּנּוּ

וּבישׁ
֑ ִ ידע ַ ֣טב
֖ ַ ]ל ִמ
ְ
G :

]ל ַ ֖ד ַﬠת ֣טוֹב וָ ָ ֑רע
ָ
ק־ל
ָ ֔ יב־עוֹב ָד ֙ יִ ְשׁ ְתּ ֵב
ָ
ם־תוֹט
ִ
ֲה ָל֤א ִא

יט ֙יב ְשׂ ֵ֔את
ִ ם־תּ
ֵ ֲה ֤לוֹא ִא

ינ
֑ ָ א־מ
ִ ית ַָפּ ְר ָﬠ
ְ יוֹם־ד ָינ֖א ֶח ְט ָ ֣א נְ ִ ֣טיר ְד ָﬠ ִ ֣תיד ְל ִא
ִ
עוֹב ַ ֔ד ְל
ָ תוֹטיב
֣ ִ ]וְ ִא ֙ם ָל֣א

יטיב ַל ֶ ֖פּ ַתח ַח ָ ֣טּאת ר ֵ ֹ֑בץ
ִ֔ ]וְ ִא ֙ם ֣ל ֹא ֵת

ם־תּ ֖תוּב יִ ְשׁ ְת ֵ ֥בק ָ ֽל ׃
ְ א־ת ֔תוּב וְ ִא
ְ ם־ל
ָ ]א
ִ

ל־בּוֹ׃
ֽ ]וְ ֵא ֨ ֶלי ֙ ְתּ ֣שׁ ָוּק ֔תוֹ וְ ַא ָ ֖תּה ִתּ ְמ ָשׁ

Table : e Targum as a “cluster-for-cluster” or “word-for-cluster” translation.
In G : we can see yet another example of how a single word in the Masoretic text
is translated into a whole phrase (ין־דּי ַ ֥קר > ָכּ ְתנ֥ וֹת
ִ בוּשׁ
ִ  ְלand ־בּ ְשׁ ֵר ֖הוֹן > ֖ﬠוֹר
ִ ל־מ ַשׁ
ְ ) ַﬠ. In G :,
however, it seems that  ִמ ֶ֔מּנּוּbecomes א־מ ֵ֔יניהּ
ִ  ְבּ ַﬠ ְל ָמ, but the translation actually takes place on a
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higher level (א־מ ֵ֔יניהּ > ְכּ ַא ַ ֣חד ִמ ֶ֔מּנּוּ
ִ ידי ְבּ ַﬠ ְל ָמ
֣ ִ  ) יְ ִחeven if the “low-level” constituents also correspond
to each other too (א־מ ֵ֔יניהּ > ִמ ֶ֔מּנּוּ
ִ  ְבּ ַﬠ ְל ָמ, ידי > ְכּ ַא ַ ֣חד
֣ ִ ) יְ ִח⁵²⁾
Much more interesting is G : where an unusually lengthy addition (in the terms of Targum Onkelos) is found. Here again most of the targumic additions are only small additions to
a single word or a small cluster of words (as we saw in the previous examples) and this is also
reﬂected in a relatively exact way by the accents (ם־תּ ִיט ֙יב
ֵ יב־עוֹב ָד ֙ > ִא
ָ
ם־תוֹט
ִ
 ִא, ק־ל > ְשׂ ֵ֔את
ָ ֔  יִ ְשׁ ְתּ ֵב,
יוֹם־ד ָינ֖א > ַל ֶ ֖פּ ַתח
ִ
 ְל, ינ > ר ֵ ֹ֑בץ
֑ ָ א־מ
ִ ית ַָפּ ְר ָﬠ
ְ ) נְ ִ ֣טיר ְד ָﬠ ִ ֣תיד ְל ִא. However in the last part of the verse the trans-

lation deviates completely from the Hebrew original. Nevertheless even here, if we follow the
division as shown by the accentuation of both texts, we can see that each cluster in the Hebrew
text is replaced by another (even if completely textually unrelated) cluster from the Targum ( ֙ וְ ֵא ֨ ֶלי
א־ת ֔תוּב > ְתּ ֣שׁ ָוּק ֔תוֹ
ְ ם־ל
ָ  ִא, ם־תּ ֖תוּב > וְ ַא ָ ֖תּה
ְ  וְ ִא, ל־בּוֹ
ֽ ) יִ ְשׁ ְת ֵ ֥בק ָ ֽל > ִתּ ְמ ָשׁ. Note that each of the clusters in the

Targum shows at least some remote resemblance to that of the Hebrew Bible (e.g. וְ ֵא ֨ ֶלי ֙ ְתּ ֣שׁ ָוּק ֔תוֹ
and א־ת ֔תוּב
ְ ם־ל
ָ  ִאboth contain the leers  ת— ל— אat key positions). It seems, therefore, that the
text of the Targum (at least in its ﬁnal stage) was probably already translated in such a way as to
match the accentuation clusters.
Finally I'd like to point out an interesting feature, namely the existence of a pasēq sign in the
same verse in both the MT and the corresponding 𝕿O:
verse

Onkelos

MT

G :

וַ ֲא ַמר֩ יְ יָ֙ ֱא ִ ֣הים׀ ְל ִחיוְ יָ ֘א

ל־הנָּ ָח ֮שׁ
ַ אמר֩ יְ הוָֹ ה ֱא ִ ֥הים׀ ֶ ֽא
ֶ ֹ וַ יּ

Table : e pasēq sign in the MT and in 𝕿.
It seems that the pasēq's function here is to “avoid irreverent use of the divine name” (as formulated by I. Yeivin⁵³⁾), or more precisely to avoid misinterpretation of the Hebrew  ֵאלwhich could
also possibly be understood not as a mere preposition (“to”) but rather as “god” or “deity”. is
may erroneously render the phrase as “YHWH, the God, the god of the snake”. Interestingly,
this problem doesn't exist in the Targum, as it has the short preposition - ְלinstead. In this case,
. For the possibility to understand the Targum against the accentuation shown above―i.e.  מיניהbelonging to the second
part of the verse see Kogut , p. f; f.
. Yeivin , §/iv, p. .
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therefore, the Targum can be said to “blindly” follow the Hebrew accentuation, or more precisely
a pause in the recitation marked by the pasēq sign.
To sum up, from the comparison of the accentuation of the Hebrew Masoretic text with
that of Targum Onkelos, aached to the former in the Rabbinic editions of the Hebrew Bible, we
can ﬁrstly see that in many cases the Targum doesn't follow the Hebrew accentuation exactly
but deviates from it slightly. Such deviations can be mostly explained by prosodic or musical
phenomena. us it stands to reason that the accentuation of the Targum is not just a “scribal
exercise” done mechanically by the copyists, but reﬂects an actual recitation of both texts in
parallel, i.e. most probably in a verse-by-verse manner.
Furthermore, it seems that the accentuation most probably aﬀected the process of translation (or at least the ﬁnal shape thereo) in that it provided the division “principle” according to
which the Biblical text was made into small clusters, and the translation itself was then mainly
carried out on a “cluster-by-cluster” basis. Interestingly, even in cases where the Targum deviates
signiﬁcantly from the Hebrew text (see G : above) such a “clusterization” is still observable.
is would indicate that the common accentuation of the Masoretic texts and the corresponding Targum is not a late feature but rather something that emerged before the texts were wrien
down by “the Masoretes”. If we were considering the Masoretic accents primarily as a mnemonic
device (as I suggested above⁵⁴⁾) this would further mean that the text of the Hebrew Bible and its
Targum were memorized in a verse-by-verse manner (and consequently performed in such a way
during the synagogal services), but it seems plausible this was already the way that the Targum
had been translated.
One further indication of this dual oral transmission of the Masoretic text and its targūm sideby-side (or rather verse-by-verse) can be found in places where the need for a cluster-by-cluster
translation contradicts the usual Aramaic syntax, for example in G ::

. See chapter ., p. .
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version

text

MT
Onkelos / ed. Sperber
Onkelos / Bomberg ʰ ed.

ל־ה ָ֔א ֶרץ
ָ הו֤ה ֱא ִה ֙ים ַﬠ
ָ ְ>ה ְמ ִ֜טיר< י
ִ ִכּי֩ לֹא

ארעל אא< עטרים >מהלית< יוי אחא >אי לרא
ל־א ְר ֔ ָﬠא
ַ ית־מ ְט ָ ֜רא< יְ ָ ֤י ֱא ִה ֙ים ַﬠ
ִ >א ִח
ָ ֲא ֵרי֩ ֨ ָלא

Onkelos / var.⁵⁵⁾

ארי לא >אמטר< יי אלהים על ארעא

Table : G :: e accentuation of Targum as the reason for its textual variants.
As we can see, the Hebrew √ מטר, hif. (“to let rain”) is translated in the Targum using two words
() ָא ִחית ִמ ְט ָרא. However As  ִמ ְט ָראis the object, it tends to be placed aer the subject (as Aramaic
is basically a V-S-O language). is, however, breaks the cluster-by-cluster translation scheme as
enforced by the accents. As we can see, both variants (i.e. the V-S-O order breaking the accentuation and the V-O-S order breaking the usual syntax) are aested. Moreover, in the Compultensian
Polyglot a variant is found which solves this problem by simply using a verb in ʾaf , without an
object at all. is is the most exact translation of the Hebrew  ִה ְמ ִטיר, but it may be a calque.
Maybe the occurrence of both variants―those that break the accentuation and those conforming
to it―can indicate, that the targumīm were sometimes memorized together with the Biblical text
but that on other occasions they may have been transmied independently. In any case, it seems
that the discrepancies between the accentuation structure enforced by the Masoretic text and the
natural word order can be the reason from the existence of some of the variant readings in the
Targum.

Excursus: Words with Double Accentuation and the Text of the Targumīm
Above we have mentioned an example in which one word of the Hebrew text marked with two
accents corresponds to two words in the Targum (in G :, see table , p. ). As the analysis
has shown, it seems that the targumic addition of  ְתּ ֵ ֣היis a result of the Hebrew text being somewhat elliptic at this place. us it is clear that the double accentuation of the Hebrew ְתּ ֣שׁ ָוּק ֵ֔ת
should be seen as being inﬂuenced by the Targum and not vice versa. Note that this double accen. =the Complutensian Polyglot.
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tuation is found in all the usual Masoretic codices such as the Codex Leningradensis and is not
speciﬁc to the editions of the Biblia Rabbinica. In my opinion this can be fairly well explained if
we assume that the Hebrew accents served not only as a mnemonic device to ease the memorizing of the Hebrew text, but also as a synchronization device between the Masoretic text and its
targūm. While, in most cases, the accentuation of the Targum is supplied by the accents of the
MT, sometimes the opposite may also be true and the wording of the Targum may have inﬂuenced
the masoretic accentuation.
Unfortunately, places where a targumic addition in the Targum Onkelos corresponds to a
doubly accentuated word in the Hebrew Masoretic text are rather rare. We can, however, ﬁnd
substantially more such cases in which a doubly accentuated word in the MT can be traced back
to a wording of some other targūm, see the following (rather randomly chosen) examples (the
accentuation of the targumīm is my reconstruction):
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MT

verse

targums

>ביש<
֙
מן־עבדינן
֤
ינחם־יַתן
ָ֞
֠דין

𝕿N:

>דלא־מצלחא<
֙
֠דין ינחמינ֞ נא מפלחנ֤ נא

𝕿pJ:

וּב ַח ָ֔יּה
ַ֣

חיתא
וב>כל< ֔
֣

𝕿N:

G :

כוּ ֲא ֣חֹ ַר ִ֔נּית
וַ ֵיּ ְֽל ֙

לבתרהון
֔
מהלכין
֣
>והוון<
֙

𝕿N:

G :

יה ֙ם ֲא ֣חֹ ַר ִ֔נּית
וּפנֵ ֶ
ְ

אף־לבתרהון
֔
>הפיכו<
֣
ואפיהון
֙

𝕿N:

G :

ל־א ִח ֙יו
וַ יּ ֹ ֙א ְמ ֜רוּ ִ ֤אישׁ ֶא ָ

לחבריה
֙
>והוון־תמהי֨ ן< ואמרי֜ ן אינ֤ ש

𝕿pJ:

E :

ת־ה ֵﬠ ֻ ֔דת
תּן ֶא ָ ֣
ל־ה ָא ֔ר ֹן ִתּ ֵ ֙
וְ ֶא ָ ֣

סהדותא
֔
ית־>לוחי<
֣
תיתן
֙
ו>בגו< ארו֔ נא
֣

𝕿pJ:

E :

ר־צן
ל־ה ֵﬠ ָ ֤דה ִמ ְד ַבּ ִ ֙
ָכּ ָ֨

מדברא־דצין
֙
כנישתא
֤
כל־>עם<
֨

ֶ֞זה֠ יְ נַ ֲח ֵ ֤מנוּ ִ ֽמ ַמּ ֲﬠ ֵ֨שׂ ֙נוּ

G :

𝕿N 𝕿G:

N :

ל־מוֹשׁ ֥בֹ ֵת ֶיכ֖ם
ְ
ְבּ ָכ

>בית<־מדוריכון
֖
בכל־>אתר<
֥

𝕿N:

L :

יְתה ִצ ַיצ֤ת נ ֵֹבל֙ ְצ ִ ֣בי ִת ְפ ַא ְר ֔תּוֹ
ְ ֽו ָ֨ה ָ֜

לרשיעא
֨
מצנפתא
֤
>דיהיב<
֜
ויהי
֨

𝕿J:

I :

תשבחתיה
֔
]דבית־מקדשא
֣
הו֣ה ִמ ְשׂ ָגּ֣ב ַל ָ ֑דּ
יהי יְ ָ
ִ ֘ו ִ ֤

>מימרא< דיהו֣ ה תקו֣ ף למסכינ֑ א
֤
ויהי֘

𝕿Ps:

P :

ָﬠ ָ ֤֘מל וָ ַ֨כ ַﬠס׀

>על־רשיעא׀<
֨
ליאות ורגי֤ ז
֘

𝕿Ps:

P :

ָ֘י ָ ֤צא ַק ָ ֗וּם

>עיניניהון<
֗
מתח
֤
נפק
֘

𝕿Ps:

P :

יתי ִמ ֶ ֥פּ ַ ֽשׁע ָ ֽרב׃
וְ ֝נִ ֵ ֗קּ ִ

א־רבא׃
ֽ
מחוב
ֽ
֝אהי< זכי֥ י
>ו ֗

𝕿Ps:

P :

ֵ ֥תּ ָא ֗ ַל ְמנָ ה ִשׂ ְפ ֵ֫תי ָ ֥שׁ ֶקר...

שיקרא...
֥
>דמללן<
֫
תתפקקן סיפו֗ ון
֥

𝕿Ps/var:

P :

֘ ָנ ֤כוֹן ִל ִ ֣בּי ֭ ֱא ִהים

לבי >לאורי֣ תך< י ֭הוה
מכוו֘ ן ֤

𝕿Ps:

P :

הוה׃
נוּכם ִמ ֵ ֥בּית יְ ָ ֽ
ֵ֝בּ ַ ֽר ְכ ֶ֗

מן־בית־מקדשא...
֥
ון־>יתכון<
֗
֝יברכ
ֽ

𝕿Ps:

⁇P :

ֽרוּשׁ ֗ ָל ִם
הוה׀ ִמ ִצּיּ֗ וֹן ֘שׁ ֹ ֵכ֤ן יְ ָ
ָ֘בּ ֤רוּ יְ ָ ֨

בירושלם
֗
֘ברי֤ ך יהו֨ ה׀ מציו֗ ן דאשרי֘ >שכינתי֤ ה<

𝕿Ps:

P :

ִי ָ֭לּ ְ֣פתוּ ָא ְר ֣חוֹת ַדּ ְר ָכּ֑ם

אסריטי אורחיהו֑ ן
֣
>מטול< דמקלקלי֣ ן
֭

𝕿Jb:

J :

יהם יִ ְשׂ ָ ֽבּעוּ׃
וּֽ ִממּ ֲֹﬠ ֖צֹ ֵת ֶ ֣

שבﬠו׃
ֽ
ן־עולא< דארחתהו֣ ן
֖
>וייֽ

𝕿Pr:

P :

ל־ﬠם ֲא ֶ ֥שׁר לֹא־יָ ַ ֖ד ַﬠ ְתּ
וַ ֵ ֣תּ ְל ִ֔כי ֶא ֕ ַ

אשתמודע
֖
בין־עם דל֥ א
֕
ולמיתב<
֔
ואזלת־>לאיתגיירא
֣

𝕿Rt:

R :

ל־מ ֗קוֹם ֶ ֤שׁ ַהנְּ ָח ִל ֙ים ֽהֹ ְל ִ֔כים
ֶא ְ

>ונגדין<
֔
אזלין
֙
ולאתרא דנחלי֤ א
֗

𝕿Qoh:

Q :

* all accentuation (and vocalization) of targumic texts in this table is a reconstruction of mine! e angle brackets mark targumic additions.

Table : Doubly accentuated words in the MT corresponding to additions in some targumīm.
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First, note that the above examples are taken from the whole TeNaK⁵⁶⁾ and are not constrained
to those books which are systematically read liturgically. See, in the ﬁrst place, the book of Psalms
of which, even if some psalms are part of the Jewish liturgy, we have no indication that they were
read together with a targūm. Furthermore, it is evident that if the (Tiberian) Masoretic text was
indeed memorized together with a targūm, it was none of the targumīm known to us today. It
seems, however, that this targūm was quite close to the Neofyti and to a lesser degree to the
Pseudo-Jonathan. is would strengthen the assumed Palestinian provenance of these targumīm.
Moreover, note that the above reconstruction aempts to interpret the existing targumic text,
but in some cases more meaningful reconstruction would be possible, if we assumed the existence
of further targumic additions, not found in existing targumīm. See, e.g. E : where two
words in the Masoretic text are doubly accentuated but a corresponding targumic addition is only
known for one of them. In my opinion, it would make a good sense to assume that  ָ ֣ה ָא ֔ר ֹןalso had
more than one word in the original “Tiberian” targūm. It is not diﬃcult to guess that  ָ ֣ה ָא ֔ר ֹן, “the
Ark”, would possibly have been translated as *קיימא
֔
 ֲארוֹן ַה ְבּ ִרית=( ארו֣ ן, “the Ark of convenant”).
See also P : where also only the second doubly accentuated Hebrew word can be traced
back to an addition in a targūm. It is, however, quite possible the Masoretic הוה
֨ ָ ְ ָ֘בּ ֤רוּ יcould also
have been extended to match the benediction phrase  ָבּרוּ ֲא ָתּה יְ הוָ ה, frequently used in the Jewish
liturgy and beyond.
On the other hand in R : the “Tiberian” targūm was probably simpler than the existing
one. e addition of  לאיתגיירא ולמיתבseems already to be a conﬂate reading of two versions of the
targūm and we can expect that the “Tiberian” targūm originally either only had *לאיתגיירא
֔
ואזלת
֣
or *למיתב
֔
ואזלת
֣
. e fact that the Masoretic text has only two accents for this cluster (the mūnaḥ
and zaqēf on  ) וַ ֵ ֣תּ ְל ִ֔כיwould support this assumption.
If we look closer at the examples, we can observe some more phenomena. First, the addition
must not always mean that the corresponding Hebrew word receives two accents, sometimes
the whole structure of a larger portion of the verse is changed and another word receives the
double accentuation. See e.g. G : (both Neofyti and Pseudo-Jonathan), P : or Q :.
. As stated before, the choice of examples is rather haphazard and the fact that an example is not given for other books
doesn't mean that such examples cannot be found.
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Sometimes, as in P :, geʿayā placed in an unusual position can also be suspected of being the
result of additions in the targūm. Note also that in G : two alternative additions are found
in the Neofyti and Pseudo-Jonathan but the clustering remains the same.
In the above table I have also included three examples from the Psalms where a ṣinnorīt
occurs. is accent (which always appears as a ﬁrst accent in a doubly-accentuated word while
the second one is a conjunctive) is itself usually classiﬁed as a conjunctive accent, although it has
the same shape as ṣinnōr, which is a disjunctive. is is because it is not reasonable to assume that
a word having two accents could have a disjunctive as the ﬁrst one. However, given that ṣinnorīt
can be relatively oen related to a targumic addition, I propose also interpreting this accent as
a result of inﬂuence from the targumic additions on the accentuation of the Hebrew Masoretic
text⁵⁷⁾.
As we have seen, therefore, it seems plausible that words in the Masoretic text having a
double accentuation are remnants of a (now lost) targum, which accompanied the oral study of
the Hebrew Bible and was synchronized with the Masoretic text through the accentuation of both
texts. But not every targumic addition is reﬂected by a double accentuation of the Hebrew text; as
we have seen above, there were apparently other ways of adapting the accentuation of the Targum
itself to that of the Hebrew text. On the other hand, there are still a relatively large number of
cases where no such targumic addition can be found, even if the Masoretic text has a doublyaccentuated word. While alternative reasons for doubly accentuated words cannot completely be
ruled out, it seems to me that even in many cases where no targumic additions actually exist in
one of the known targumīm, there is a plausible reason for expecting their existence in some “lost
targūm”.
For example, as mentioned above⁵⁸⁾, I have found  cases of doubly accentuated words in
the ﬁrst couple of chapters in Genesis. Only one of them has a targumic addition in the Onkelos (G :) and two more could be found in the Targum Neofyti⁵⁹⁾ (G :; :). However,
among the cases not having corresponding additions in the Targum (see the table , p.  and
table , p. ) the Hebrew  ָ ֣ה ֲא ָד ָ֔מהoccurs ﬁve times in the Masoretic text (G :,; :,; :).
. For the doubly accentuated words among the “ three books ” ( )אמ״תsee also Yeivin , p. ﬀ.
. See p. .
. One of which has yet another addition in the Pseudo-Jonathan as well, see above table , p. .
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Additionally,  וְ ָ ֣ה ָא ָ ֔דםin G : has two accents as well. Note that  ָה ֲא ָד ָמהis not translated uniformly in the Onkelos, nor in other targumīm but varies between  ַא ְד ְמ ָתאand רﬠא
ָ ( ַאin four of
these cases, in G :,; :; : a variant is even found among the manuscript of Onkelos!)
which makes it plausible that some other targum joined both possibilities into a conﬂate reading
(such as *) אדמתא וארעא. However, other sources of targumic additions are certainly possible too,
see for example Ibn Ezra on G : who explains the word  ָ ֣ה ֲא ָד ָ֔מהsaying:  היא ארץ ישראל. Similarly, David Qimḥ ī comments on the same word in G :: “ ” מאדמת הגן. It is surely possible that
these comments directly reﬂect some tradition having its roots in the “Tiberian” targūm. As for
G : ת־חָוּ֣ה ִא ְשׁ ֑תּוֹ
ַ  וְ ָ ֣ה ָא ָ ֔דם יָ ַ ֖דע ֶא, note that 𝕿O and 𝕿pJ translate the word  יָ ַדעas  ידעwhile 𝕿N and 𝕾
as ܼ ( חכם

) which also makes a double reading in the “lost Tiberian” targūm plausible.

If my assumption is correct that words having two accents in the Masoretic text had indeed
two (or even more) corresponding words in its targum, and since it is generally assumed⁶⁰⁾ that no
targumīm existed for the Aramaic parts of the Hebrew Bible (i.e. in parts of the books of Daniel
and Esra), we would expect there to be no such doubly accentuated words in these passages of
the Bible. is is not, however, true and we can ﬁnd  such cases, according to the text of Codex
Leningradensis. If we look at them more closely, though, we can see that the vast majority of
them occur where a targumic addition would typically be expected.
Several of these doubly accentuated words can be categorized as archaic Aramaic terms typical for the milieu of the Persian court occurring typically in chains of such terms (such as the lists
of high oﬃcials or musical instruments) in the text of Daniel (and to lesser degree in the book of
Esra):

. See e.g. Mulder , p. .
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verse

MT

D :

ַ ֽל ֲא ַח ְשׁ ַדּ ְר ְפּנַ ָ֡יּא ִסגְ נַ ָיּ֣א וּֽ ַפ ֲחוָ ָ֡תא ֲא ַד ְרגָּ זְ ַריָּ ֩א >גְ ָ ֨ד ְב ַר ָיּ֤א< ְדּ ָת ְב ַריָּ ֙א ִתּ ְפ ָתּ ֵ֔יא וְ ֖כֹל ִשׁ ְלט ֵֹנ֣י ְמ ִ ֽדינָ ָ ֑תא

D :

>דּ ָ֙ת ְב ַר ָ֜יּא< ִתּ ְפ ָתּ ֵ֗יא וְ כֹל֙ ִשׁ ְלט ֵֹנ֣י ְמ ִ ֽדינָ ָ֔תא
ְ ֲא ַח ְשׁ ַדּ ְר ְפּנַ ָ֡יּא ִסגְ נַ ָיּ֣א וּֽ ַפ ֲחוָ ָ֡תא ֲא ַד ְרגָּ זְ ַר ָיּ֣א גְ ָד ְב ַריָּ ֩א

D :

>סוּמ ֹ֣פּנְ ָ֔יה< וְ ֖כֹל זְ ֵנ֣י זְ ָמ ָ ֑רא
ְ
יתא ַק ְת ֨רוֹס ַס ְבּ ָ ֤כא ְפּ ַסנְ ֵתּ ִר ֙ין
ָ רוֹק
ִ ָ ֣קל ַק ְר ָנ֣א ֠ ַמ ְשׁ

D :

יתא< ַק ְת ֤רוֹס ַשׂ ְבּ ָכ ֙א ְפּ ַסנְ ֵט ִ ֔רין וְ ֖כֹל זְ ֵנ֣י זְ ָמ ָ ֑רא
ָ֜ וֹק
ִ >מ ְשׁ ֨ר
ַ ָ ֣קל ַק ְרנָ ֩א

D :

יתא ַק ְת ֨רוֹס ַשׂ ְבּ ָ ֤כא ְפ ַסנְ ֵתּ ִר ֙ין >וְ סוּ ֣ ֹפּנְ ָ֔יה< וְ ֖כֹל זְ ֵנ֣י זְ ָמ ָ ֑רא
ָ ָ ֣קל ַק ְר ָנ֣א ֠ ַמ ְשׁר ִֹק

D :

סוּמ ֨ ֹפּנְ ָ֜יה< וְ ֣כֹל׀ זְ ֵנ֣י זְ ָמ ָ ֗רא
ְ ְיתא ַק ְת ֣רוֹס ַשׂ ְבּ ָ֡כא ְפּ ַסנְ ֵתּ ִרין֩ >ו
֣ ָ רוֹק
ִ ָ ֣קל ַק ְר ָנ֣א ַמ ְשׁ

D :

>ל ָ ֣א ְשׁ ַפ ָ֔יּא< ַכּ ְשׂ ָדּ ֵ ֖אי וְ גָ זְ ַר ָיּ֑א
ְ

E :

ֲא ֨ ַפ ְר ְס ָכ ֵ֔יא

E :

>וּפ ְל ֵ֔חי< ֵ ֖בּית ֱא ָל ָ ֣הא ְד ָנ֑ה
֣ ָ <ל־כּ ֲהנַ ָיּ֣א ְו ֵ֠לוָ יֵ א >זַ ָ֨מּ ַר ָיּ֤א< ָת ָ ֽר ַﬠיָּ ֙א >נְ ִ ֣תינַ ָ֔יּא
ָ ָכ

Table : Double accentuation in BA: araic lexemes.
Only one of these lexemes is known in either Jewish-Babylonian or Jewish-Palestinian Aramaic⁶¹⁾:
in Jewish-Palestinian Aramaic a plural  משרוקייןis documented in a similar sense as in BA (DJBA:
“musical pipe”). In Babylonian Aramaic, however, the word  משרוקיתאmeans “hissing”. It would
be easy to imagine that, if in the dialect of the meturgeman this word more likely meant “hissing”
or “whistling” than denote a kind of musical instrument, it would be only natural to add an
explicative word such as “the instrument of whistling” (perhaps * ) מנין דמשרוקיתאor similar. In the
other cases we would simply expect the word in question to be paraphrased using two words.
Moreover, the parallel “chains” in D : shows very interesting feature. Both chains in
the Masoretic text contain exactly the same words and their accentuation corresponds exactly to
the same structural division (even if they diﬀer in the principal disjunctive accent,  ְמ ִ ֽדינָ ָ ֑תאversus
 ְמ ִ ֽדינָ ָ֔תא, and consequently in the whole chain of preceding accents):

D ::

...  ֲא ַד ְרגָּ זְ ַריָּ ֩א >גְ ָ ֨ד ְב ַר ָיּ֤א< ְדּ ָת ְב ַריָּ ֙א ִתּ ְפ ָתּ ֵ֔יא וְ ֖כֹל ִשׁ ְלט ֵֹנ֣י ְמ ִ ֽדינָ ָ ֑תא...

D ::

... >דּ ָ֙ת ְב ַר ָ֜יּא< ִתּ ְפ ָתּ ֵ֗יא וְ כֹל֙ ִשׁ ְלט ֵֹנ֣י ְמ ִ ֽדינָ ָ֔תא
ְ  ֲא ַד ְרגָּ זְ ַר ָיּ֣א גְ ָד ְב ַריָּ ֩א...

Figure : e parallel structure of ains in D :,.
. According to DJBA and DJPA.
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e only diﬀerence between these two chains is that in D : it is  גְ ָד ְב ַריָּ אthat receives the
double accentuation whereas in D : it is  ְדּ ָת ְב ַריָּ א. It is therefore clear that the reason for
the accentuation of these two words cannot depend on the words themselves or on the prosodic
structure of the verse. On the other hand, if we assume that this peculiar accentuation is based
on a cantilation of a targūm transmied parallel to the Masoretic text, and that this targūm had
a word added in between our two words in question, then that could explain this phenomenon
nicely.
Another speciﬁc group of doubly accentuated words in BA includes places which in the original Biblical Aramaic text are somewhat elliptical. In other words, where the way to express these
uerances contains “gaps”⁶²⁾, it is typical for the targūmīm (as well as for the whole midrashic
approach of the Jewish exegesis) to try to ﬁll such gaps.

. If we may borrow the terminology of the literary approach to the Biblical text, such as used by Meir Sternberg (Sternberg
, ch. , p. ﬀ.).
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verse

MT

what's “ missing ”?

D :

א־בהּ
֑ ַ ֵ>פּ ְרזְ ֔ ָלא< ֶ ֽל ֱהו
ַ ֨ וּמן־נִ ְצ ְבּ ָ ֥תא ִ ֥די
ִ

D :

א־שׂ ֽמוּ< ֲﬠ ָ ֤ל ַמ ְל ָכּ ֙א ְט ֔ ֵﬠם
ָ֨ >ל
ָ

D :

ד־שׁ ְב ֔ ָﬠה< ַ ֛ﬠל ִ ֥דּי ֲח ֵז֖ה ְל ֵמזְ ֵיֽהּ
ִ >ח
ַ֨ תּוּנא
ָ֔ ְל ֵמ ֵז֣א ְל ַא

“ something of ”: what exactly?
“ didn't put ”: what exactly?
“ one–seven ”: what does it mean?

D :

<א־בהּ
֑ ֵ >ל ֖כֹ ָלּ
ְ וּמזוֹן
ָ֨ יר וְ ִאנְ ֵבּ֣הּ ַשׂ ֔ ִגּיא
֙ ָﬠ ְפֵי֤הּ ַשׁ ִפּ

“ everyone ”: every what?

D :

<א־בהּ
֑ ֵ >ל ֖כֹ ָלּ
ְ וּמזוֹן
ָ֨ יר וְ ִאנְ ֵבּ֣הּ ַשׂ ֔ ִגּיא
֙ ָﬠ ְפֵי֤הּ ַשׁ ִפּ

“ everyone ”: every what?

D :

<֣כֹּל ַ ֽﬠ ְמ ַמ ָ֗יּא ֻא ַמיָּ ֙א >וְ ִל ָ ֣שּׁנַ ָ֔יּא

D :

<מוּנּהּ
ֵ֔ תוֹר ֙ין >יְ ַ ֣ט ֲﬠ
ִ דוֹרהּ ִﬠ ְשׂ ָ ֤בּא ְכ
֔ ֵ ם־ﬠ ָ ֽר ַדיָּ ֙א ְמ
ֲ ם־חיוְ ָ ֣תא ַשׁ ִ ֗וּיְ ו וְ ִﬠ
ֵ ִﬠ

D :

וֹהי ְבּ ָ ֥דת ֱא ָל ֵ ֽההּ
ִ >ה ְשׁ ַ ֥כּ ְח ָנֽה< ֲﬠ ֖ל
ַ ָל ֵ֕הן

D :

ן־ק ָד ַ ֑מהּ
ֳ >ק ְד ָ ֣מיָ ָ֔תא< ֶא ְת ֲﬠ ַ ֖ק ָרה ִמ
ַ ן־ק ְרנַ יָּ ֙א
ַ וּת ֗ ָלת ִמ
ְ

“ tongues ”: what does it mean?
“ they will feed him ”: whom?
“ we found ”: what exactly?
“ three horns ”: not mentioned before!

D :

<ן־>ק ֲא ַמ ָ֔יּא
֣ ָ ל־ח ֙ד ִמ
ַ ִק ְר ֵ֗בת ַﬠ

E :

<־ל֖נָ א ְל ֶ ֽמ ֱח ֵז֑א
ַ
>א ִ ֽרי
ֽ ֲ וְ ַﬠ ְרַו֣ת ַמ ְל ָ֔כּא ָ ֥לא

E :

הוֹד ְﬠנָ א ְל ַמ ְל ָ ֽכּא
֥ ַ ְל־דּ ָ֔נה< ְשׁ ַל ְ֖חנָ א ו
ְ >ﬠ
ַ֨

“ because of this ”: of what?

E :

ל־דּ ָ֔נה< ִק ְריְ ָ ֥תא ָ ֖ד ָ ֽה ָח ְר ַ ֽבת
ְ >ﬠ
ַ֨

“ because of this ”: of what?

“ standing ”: who, where?
“ long ”⁶³⁾: of what?

Table : Double accentuation in BA: elliptic expressions.
It can be expected that most of these “gaps” can be ﬁlled with a single word added to the
sentence, such as א־שׂמוּ
ָ א־שׂמוּ ִל ָבּא* > ָל
ָ “( ָלthey did not pay aention”),  ְלכֹל ֵחיוָ ן ֵבּה* > ְלכ ָֹלּא ֵבהּor
ל־דּנָ ה
ְ  ַﬠל ִפּ ְתגָּ ָמא ְדּנָ ה* > ַﬠ.

A special category of such gap-ﬁlling is presented by those cases where a subject is missing
in a sentence (originally denoting some anonymous group of actants) giving an opportunity for
the meturgeman to supplement a more speciﬁc one:

. “ Long ” is the basic meaning of  ֲא ִריin both, the Jewish-Palestinian and Jewish-Babylonian Aramaic. In Jewish-Babylonian
Aramaic, however, a second meaning, “ proper, ﬁt ”, which is apparently also the original meaning in the text of Esra, exists
(see DJBA). It would thus seem, that a Palestinian meturgeman did not understood the original meaning of this word and
tried to explain its basic sense “ long ” through extending it by another word. Cf. DJPA, DJBA and HALOT.
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verse

MT

D :

...וֹהי
ִ  >וְ ַה ְכ ִ ֣רזֽ וּ< ֲﬠ ֔ל... ֙אצּר וְ ַה ְל ִ ֤בּישׁוּ ְל ָ ֽדנִ יֵּ אל
ַ֗ אדיִ ן׀ ֲא ַ ֣מר ֵבּ ְל ַשׁ
֣ ַ ֵבּ

D :

<>ל ָ ֣דנִ ֵ֔יּאל
ְ אדיִ ן ַמ ְל ָכּ֣א ֲא ַ֗מר וְ ַהיְ ִת ֙יו
֜ ַ ֵבּ

… and possibly also:
D :

בוּכ ְדנֶ ַ ֖צּר ַמ ְל ָ ֑כּא
ַ ְֲﬠ ֙נוֹ >וְ ָ ֣א ְמ ִ ֔רין< ִלנ

Table : Double accentuation in BA: missing subject.
On the other hand, we can also ﬁnd two cases where a proleptic  ֵבּהּoccurs. It is known, that
such textual elements, which could be considered “pleonastic” were a motive for a particular
category of haggadic interpretation of the biblical text, classiﬁed under the ribbūy rule⁶⁴⁾, one of
the  middōt (exegetical rules) of Rabbi Eliezer, aributed traditionally to the school of Rabbi
Aqiba. It therefore stands to reason that a similar interpretation could also explain the presumed
double-translation of a double-accented word in our text:
verse

MT

D :

<>בּ ָ ֣דנִ ֵ֔יּאל
ְ ִה ְשׁ ְתּ ַ ֤כ ַחת ֵבּ ֙הּ

D :

אשׁ ַ ֖צּר
ַ ֣יל ָ֔יא< ְק ִ֕טיל ֵבּ ְל
ְ >בּ ֵל
ְ ֵ ֚בּהּ

Table : Double accentuation in BA: “pleonasms”.
e following double-accented words which can each presumably be read as two separate words
are yet another type:
verse

MT

D :

יָת
֖ ָ וּנְ ָ ֥בזְ ְבּ

E :

ַ֨א ְר ַתּ ְח ַ֔שׁ ְס ְתּא

other versions
𝕲Θ: καὶ τὴν δορεὰν τῆς οἰκίας σου=*נבז ביתך

Table : Double accentuation in BA: expressions that can be read as two words.

. See e.g. Stemberger , p. .
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See ﬁrstly  וּנְ ָבזְ ְבּ ָיָתfor which a Greek tradition is aested in eodotion's translation (see above)
rendering it as two words; it is thus plausible that the same exegetic tradition as that of eodotion
was also the basis for our presumed targum connected with the Tiberian Masoretic tradition.
Another category of targumic (and midrashic) additions oen occur as a response to a speciﬁc
content, which provokes the “midrashic imagination”. is can be, for example, particularly vivid
or drastic scenes in the original Biblical narrative:
verse

MT

D :

ימי ָב ֶ ֽבל
֥ ֵ וֹב ָ ֔דה< ְל ֖כֹל ַח ִכּ
ָ >ל ֣ה
ְ

D :

יהוֹן ַה ִ ֽדּקוּ
֖ >א ְר ָי֣ וָ ָ֔תא< וְ ָכל־גַּ ְר ֵמ
ַ הוֹן
֙ י־שׁ ִ ֤ל ֽטוּ ְב
ְ ִ ֽדּ

D :

וּמי< ֲא ֻכ ִ֖לי ְבּ ַ ֥שׂר ַשׂ ִ ֽגּיא
ֽ ִ >ק
֥ וְ ֵ ֙כן ָא ְמ ִ ֣רין ֔ ַלהּ

D :

>וְ ַ֙א ְר ֻכ ָבּ ֵ֔תהּ< ָדּא ְל ָדא נָ ְק ָשׁן

D :

י־א ְריָ וָ ָ ֖תא ֲא ַזֽל
ַ >וּב ִ֨ה ְת ְבּ ָה ֔ ָלה< ְלגֻ ָ ֥בּא ִ ֽד
ְ

Table : Double accentuation in BA: drastic or vivid scenes.
or some apocalyptic symbolics whose interpretation is only hinted at in the original text, and
which, therefore, needs to be explained more explicitly:
verse

MT

D :

יפה ְכּ ַפ ְרזְ ָל֑א
֖ ָ יﬠ ָ֔אה< ֶתּ ֱהֵו֥א ַת ִקּ
ָ >ר ִ ֣ב
ְ כוּ
֙ וּמ ְל
ַ

D :

<>ל ֵ ֣חיוְ ָ֔תא
ְ אשׁ ֙ין
ִ וְ ַא ְר ְבּ ָ ֤ﬠה ֵר

D :

<>ר ִב ָיﬠ֣יְ ָ֔תא
ְ ל־חיוְ ָת ֙א
ֽ ֵ ֱא ַ ֗דיִ ן ְצ ִב ֙ית ְליַ ָצּ ָ֔בא ַﬠ

D :

יﬠ ָא ֙ה
ָ >ר ִב ָיﬠ֣יְ ָ֔תא< ַמ ְל ֤כוּ ְר ִב
ְ ֵכּ֮ן ֲא ַמר֒ ֵ ֽחיוְ ָת ֙א

Table : Double accentuation in BA: explanation of symbolics in the MT.
In the same way we sometimes ﬁnd theologically important or even provocative passages among
the doubly accentuated words:



Chapter : e Hebrew Accents
verse

MT

D :

וֹהי
ִ ית
ֽ ם־בּ ְשׂ ָ ֖רא ָ ֥לא ִא
ִ >מ ָ ֣ד ְר ֔הוֹן< ִﬠ
ְ ֱא ָל ִ֔הין ִ ֚דּי

D :

י־דנִ ֵיּ֑אל
ֽ ָ ן־ק ָ ֖דם ֱא ָל ֵ ֣ההּ ִדּ
ֳ כוּתי ֶל ֱהוֹ֤ ן זָ יְ ִﬠ ֙ין >וְ ָ ֣ד ֲח ֔ ִלין< ִמ
ִ֗ ל־שׁ ְל ָ ֣טן ַמ ְל
ָ ִ ֣דּי׀ ְבּ ָכ

Table : Double accentuation in BA: theological considerations.
Interestingly, there are also certain terms or names which tend to be repeatedly the subject of
targumic additions. Oen such words are important theologically terms:
lemma

verse

MT

הוּד ִאי
ָ ְי

E :

ַﬠל־יְ ֣ה ָוּד ֵ֔יא

E :

ַﬠל־יְ ֣ה ָוּד ֵ֔יא

רוּשׁ ֶלם
ְ ְי

E :

וּשׁ ֔ ֶלם
ְ ַﬠל־יְ ֣ר

ְכּנָ ת

E :

ְכּנָ ָו ְ֣ת ֔הוֹן

E :

וּכ ָ ֣נ וָ ֵ֔תהּ
ְ

E :

וּכנָ ָו ְ֣ת ֔הוֹן
ְ

ַמ ְלכוּ

D :

כוּתה
ָ֔ וּמ ְל
ַ֨

ָﬠ ַלם

D :

֣ד־ﬠ ְל ָ ֑מא
ָ וְ ַﬠ

D :

ְל ָ ֣ﬠ ְל ִ֔מין

D :

ד־ﬠ ְל ָ֔מא
֣ ָ ַ ֽﬠ

D :

וְ ַ֨ה ְשׁ ְל ֵ֔טהּ

D :

י־שׁ ִ ֤ל ֽטוּ
ְ ִ ֽדּ

D :

ָשׁ ְל ָ ֣טנַ ָ֔יּא

E :

יטין
ִ֔ וְ ַ֨שׁ ִלּ

√שלט

Table : Double accentuation in BA: important terms.
Interestingly, the name רוּשׁ ַל
ָ ְ יappears with two accents all over the Hebrew Bible (except in the
Torah where the name doesn't occur at all): out of  occurrences of רוּשׁ ַל
ָ ְ( יor Aramaic רוּשׁ ֶלם
ְ ְ) י
 are accentuated with double accentuation, i.e. in about ,% of the cases. is can presumably
be explained as a result of some epitheton being added to the name or, alternatively, רוּשׁ ַל
ָ ְ יmay
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have even been completely paraphrased, such as * עיר שׁלוםor * עיר קדושׁ. Similarly, the word ָﬠ ַלם
could have pointed to the rabbinic העולם הבא, “the world to come”, or maybe to some augmented
עלמא דעלמין. As for the word כוּתה
ָ ( ַמ ְלD :), note that in this very same verse a “kingdom” can

be identiﬁed with the “eternal kingdom” ( ) ַמ ְלכוּ ִדּי ְל ָﬠ ְל ִמין ָלא ִת ְת ַח ַבּלand the “God of heaven” in the
nearest proximity to  ַמ ְלכוּmay also evoke the idea of the “heavenly kingdom”. Interestingly, we
ﬁnd a double accentuation twice more, together with a word derived from √ מלךin the TaNaK,
namely וּמ ַל ְכ ָ֔תּ
֣ ָ in  S : and  K :, and in both cases a future kingdom is promised (to
David and to Jeroboam), so this can be interpreted in a mesianic sense.
Summarising, we have seen that the majority of cases where double accentuated words occur
in the Aramaic portions of the Hebrew Bible, most of them can be identiﬁed with some problem
or feature of the Masoretic text which would typically induce some haggadic addition (or similar
phenomena) in the targumīm. Out of  such cases of words with more than one accent, we only
found ten which did not have an obvious explanation, suggesting that they would typically be
translated by using two (or possibly more) words in some kind of a “targūm”. Even then, in a
couple of them some further speculations can be made which would link them to the targumic
additions:
MT

verse

reason for a targumic addition

D :

ם־מ ְל ָכּ ֙א וְ ָ ֣א ְמ ִ ֔רין
ַ ֲﬠנוֹ ַכ ְשׂ ָדּ ֵ ֤אי ֳק ָד

addition of: *וְ ָא ְמ ִ ֣רין ֔ ֵלהּ

D :

וּמנְ ָח ֙ה >וְ ִנ֣יח ִֹ֔חין< ֲא ַ ֖מר ְלנַ ָ ֥סּ ָכה ֵ ֽלהּ
ִ

D :

>ל ָ ֣דנִ ֵ֔יּאל< ְבּ ָ ֥קל ֲﬠ ִ ֖ציב זְ ִ ֑ﬠק
ְ וּכ ִמ ְק ְר ֵב֣הּ ְלגֻ ָ֔בּא
ְ

haggadic elaboration: Daniel and angel?

D :

<>וּל ָ ֣דנִ ֵ֔יּאל
ְ וֹהי
ִ יא ְט ֵ ֣אב ֲﬠ ֔ל
֙ ִאדיִ ן ַמ ְל ָ֗כּא ַשׂגּ
֣ ַ ֵבּ

haggadic elaboration: Daniel and angel?

E :

ן־בּית ַמ ְל ָ ֖כּא ִתּ ְתיְ ִ ֽהב׃
֥ ֵ >וְ ִ֨נ ְפ ְק ָ֔תא< ִמ

halachic considerations ?

confusion of the meturgeman

Table : Double accentuation in BA: other suggested interpretations.
In D : one could think about  ֔ ֵלהּbeing added aer  וְ ָא ְמ ִ ֣ריןto be the reason for the double
accentuation of this word. e reason for this addition can lay in the fact that in Jewish-Palestinian
Aramaic the preposition  ֳק ָדםjust meant “before”⁶⁵⁾, whereas in Jewish-Babylonian Aramaic (as
. See DJPA, art.  קודם.
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was the case in the Imperial Aramaic dialect of the books of Daniel and Esra) it could, in connection
with the verb √ אמר, express also “to say to XY”⁶⁶⁾. erefore if  ֲﬠנוֹ ַכ ְשׂ ָדּ ֵאי ֳק ָדם ַמ ְל ָכּאoriginally
meant “e Chaldeans answered to king” it may have been understood by the Palestinian qarā
and meturgeman as “e Chaldeans answered before the king”. In such a case an addition of ֵלהּ
seems to be a natural way of making this understandable to someone speaking this dialect and
may therefore explain the two accents on  וְ ָ ֣א ְמ ִ ֔ריןin the MT.
In E : the form  וְ נִ ְפ ְק ָתאmay not have been understood as a noun (“the expenses”) but
misunderstood by the meturgeman as a verbal form: “it came out”. It would, then, need another
word to specify what exactly “came out”.
In D :,, the proper name “Daniel” occurs twice with double accentuation. Perhaps
can this be explained as a result of some haggadic interpolations which (based on v. ) assumed
that there actually were two “persons” in the den: Daniel and the angel. e presumed “Targum”
may have, therefore, read “Daniel and his angel” instead.
In D : both the word in question  נִ יח ִֹחיןand the preceding one  ִמנְ ָחהare cultic terms
and may be of halaic interest. erefore, even if they actually refer here to an oﬀering that
the Babylonian king tried to make to Daniel, some halaic discussion may have arisen which
eventually led to an addition of some more speciﬁc word(s) to the “targūm”.
However, as stated above, the reconstruction of these ﬁve verses remains highly hypothetical
and is only to illustrate the possibility that even here the presumed “targūm” of these verses may
quite possibly have received a “targumic addition”.
To sum up, the overwhelming majority of the doubly accented words in the Aramaic portions
of the Hebrew Bible can be aributed to some of the phenomena typical for targumic additions,
and in other cases the same can be claimed with a lesser degree of probability. is seems to
indicate that there was indeed a “targūm” even to the Aramaic parts of the Bible and that it was
learned (i.e. memorized) together with the oral “Masoretic text” in a verse-by-verse manner.
Presumably aer the “Masoretic” oral tradition was “wrien down” (in a form of vocalization
and accentuation of the Masoretic codices) such a targūm was lost.

. See DJBA, art.  קודם, .
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If our assumption that a targūm on the whole Hebrew Bible existed is correct, it would change
to some degree our understanding of what a targūm actually was. Rather than a “translation”
in our modern sense it should be seen rather as some sort of continuous commentary, aimed
at explaining the meaning of the memorized text. erefore, it should not be surprising that a
targūm existed even for the same language it was “translating”⁶⁷⁾, as we have shown in case of
the Aramaic portions of the Bible. e reason for the existence of such a targūm may not only lay
in the fact that certain words and expressions of the BA were no more longer used by the time
of their translation (see above table , p. ), but more as a result of the need to explicate the
meaning of the text.
e oral seing of the targūm (which inevitably follows the hypothesis of a synchronization
with the original text through the accents) can, in my opinion, well explain its very existence
as a sort of commentary on its “parent” Hebrew text: if a text is wrien it can be stored in the
library and forgoen. A memorized text, on the other hand, will always be provoking new questions and must be constantly repeated or it is forgoen. Actually a commentary in the form of a
“targūm” can itself be considered a mnemonic device, as the understanding of a text helps one to
memorize it. In this sense, it can be said that the oral study provides a more holistic approach to
the text and combines several aspects which are separate and specialized in the literary approach
(commenting, analysing, translating and transmiing the text, i.e. copying). Obviously the targumic approach was not the only way that the Biblical text was studied. It may be compared
to the art of the midrašīm which (except for the more complicated ones, such as the homiletic
midrašīm) present a basically similar technique but are only commenting on selected words or
phrases. Individual comments, on the other hand, can be longer and more elaborate than the
targumic explanations⁶⁸⁾. A more detailed comparison of these two techniques from the point

. One should also consider whether, in turn, a “ Hebrew targūm ” may have existed for some of the Hebrew texts of TeNaK
and whether some extant “ Biblical ” manuscripts could possibly represent such a “targūm ” (or be based on it). Some
mran scrolls, such as the QIsa a or even more free “ para-biblical ” texts, could be good candidates for further research.
. As we will see below (p. ), it seems that the midrašīm were sometimes transmied having diﬀerent accentuation for
the biblical quotation and for the actual text of the midraš. is would present a diﬀerent editorial technique from the
targumic one, for which the accentuation, however, doesn't play a constitutive role.
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of view of an oral study of the Biblical text is out of scope of the present work and remains a
desideratum⁶⁹⁾.
As noted before, the hypothesis that the targumīm may have been memorized and studied orally together with the original Hebrew text using the accents as a synchronization device,
agrees well with the observations some made by scholars on the targumīm and their translation technique. Avigdor Shinan⁷⁰⁾ treats two basic types of a targum: a “word-for-word” and an
“expanded” translation containing more lengthy additions. When speaking about the former one
he states that it “is convenient for memorization and facilitates the oral presentation of the Targum”⁷¹⁾. He also claims that “the biblical verse served as a mnemo-technical device”, as a result
of which it “oﬀers … a text that was more or less equal in length to the biblical verse.” is agrees
very closely with our ﬁndings; the only small diﬀerence being that we claim that the mechanism
allowing such a “word-for-word” translation was the Hebrew accents, i.e. the “chant” of these
texts.
A similar claim has also been made for the Septuagint. Albert Pietersma, for example, who
was one of the translators of the “New English Translation of the Septuagint”, came up with a
theory of an “interlinear” origin of the Septuagint⁷²⁾, in which he claimed that the LXX and its
translation technique resembles a text wrien in an inter-linear fashion, where each word of the
original text is annotated by a word (or more) in the target language. Later, though, aer a criticism⁷³⁾, he somewhat reformulated his thesis to make clear that the concept of “interlinearity” did
not necessarily mean physically text wrien interlinearly (the lack of evidence for any manuscript
wrien in such a way was one of the points criticised by Pietersma's opponents). I would like to
propose a hypothesis here that the text of the Septuagint may indeed have its roots in a similar
model, diﬀering only in that the “interlinearity” was not produced in a wrien way but through
. Very important for such a comparison is the fact that Pseudo-Jonathan adds to a “ word-for-word ” translation, as known
from other targumīm, lengthier additions which resemble the midrašīm. Perhaps this was an aempt to join the targumic
and midrashic traditions into one opus? Avigdor Shinan (Shinan , p. -) assumes that, in contrast to other
targumīm, Pseudo-Jonathan was created by a scribe and not meant for oral transmission and performance.
. Shinan .
. Shinan , p. -.
. Pietersma .
. Muraoka ; Pietersma, Response.
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a chant, i.e. in the same way as we have seen with the targumīm. is explanation is even compatible with a competing theory of a “liturgical” origin of the LXX, if we consider the synagogal
liturgical reading to be basically a special (ritualized) case of an oral study of the biblical text. e
“liturgical” translation could actually diﬀer from a “study” one mainly in regard to the selection
of particular pericopes. I'm not claiming, though, that all the Greek translations of TeNaK must
have necessarily been created this way. A much broader scale of conﬁgurations between a solely
oral and a solely literal translation are possible. For example, a translation may have been the
result an oral study of a wrien copy of the original text and then memorized; or, on the other
hand, a wrien translation may have been based on memorized text without a wrien Vorlage.
e whole scale of possible oral―wrien interactions should be considered in further research.
If we now only consider the possibility that the accents served to “synchronize” the Biblical
text with its targūm (in whatever language it be), this provides a very ﬂexible technique. It would
allow for chanting the text in a verse-by-verse manner, as suggested above. It may, however, also
be possible to recite the parallel texts on a word-by-word (or cluster-by-cluster) basis. is would
presumably happen during the translation process itself, during teaching or more thorough study.
On the other hand, a text memorized in such a way would be easy to perform independently from
its counterpart, i.e. the targūm alone, or the “Masoretic” text alone. Actually a similar eﬀect can
be achieved in writing using only a synoptic layout. It may also be possible to add a further text in
another language, to be chanted together with the biblical text and its targūm (compare biblical
fragments, mostly pointed with the Babylonian punctuation, having the Hebrew text together
with Targum Onkelos and the Arabic translation of Rav Saadya Gaʿōn, alternating in a verse-byverse manner⁷⁴⁾).
To conclude, the evidence provided by the Masoretic accents ﬁts well with modern ﬁndings
about the character of ancient “translations” of the text of the Hebrew Bible and shows, that most
probably the Hebrew accentuation served (apart from being a mnemonic device for memorizing
the Hebrew text itsel) as a synchronization tool between the Hebrew text and its targūm-like
translations. Such a synchronization may possibly also be reﬂected in the following passage from
the Yerushalmi:
. See individual manuscripts as described by Yeivin , p. -.
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It was taught: “Two shouldn't ‘read’ the
Torah and one ‘translate’”. Rabi Zeira
said: “ ⌊It is forbidden⌋ because of the
benediction.” But was it learned: “Two
shouldn't ‘translate’ and one ‘read’ ⌊the
Torah⌋ ”?—⌊No! erefore⌋ you shouldn't
say: “because of the benediction”; but ⌊it
is⌋ because two voices don't enter the ear.

תני לא יהיו שנים קורין בתורה וא׳ מתרגם א״ר
זעירה מפני ברכה והא תני לא יהו שנים מתרגמין ואחד
קורא אית לך מימר מפני ברכה אלא מפני שאין שני
קולות נכנסין באוזן

Figure : Two voices “don't enter the ear”. M :, 
Clearly the “aesthetic” interpretation of this saying is not the only possible one, on the contrary,
it would make much more sense if we assume that “entering the ear” stands for a more practical
phenomenon, such as the eﬀect of memorizing. In any case, it would seem that the strict division
of roles between the one who recites the Torah and the meturgemān may have been useful, not
only in the context of public synagogal liturgy, but also during the study of the biblical text.

. e Accentuation of the Rabbinic Literature
L: Yeivin  Revell 
Besides the Biblical text a relatively large number of fragments of the Rabbinic literature (Mishna,
Palestinian and Babylonian Talmud, Midrash and even some independent halachic material) are
extant, having some sort of accentuation. e accentuation signs are the same as, or similar to,
their Biblical counterparts, either in some of the Palestinian punctuation systems⁷⁵⁾, in the Tiberian
punctuation or in some transitional stage between the two systems⁷⁶⁾. Many of these fragments
were described by Yeivin⁷⁷⁾, who admits that possibly many more are yet to be found. E. J. Revell
has also analysed some of such manuscripts, particularly those containing Mishna fragments.

. e accent signs (and to a lesser degree also the vowels) are not uniform even in the Biblical fragments with Palestinian
punctuation and show various stages of its development. For a thorough classiﬁcation and analysis of the Palestinian
accentuation of Biblical texts see Revell .
. Yeivin also mentions one example of a manuscript containing both the Babylonian and the Tiberian punctuation, see
Yeivin , p. -.
. Yeivin .



Chapter : e Hebrew Accents
ese systems diﬀer basically from the Tiberian or Palestinian accentuation of the Bible in
two aspects: ) they occasionally have other signs not existing in the biblical manuscripts, )
the way the accents are used, diﬀers substantially from the biblical systems. Some of the unique
accent signs are similar to they counterparts known from the biblical accentuation, for example:
a “rabbinic” accent

similar to

◌

◌֧ —darga

◌

◌֤ —mahpaḵ

◌

◌֤ —mahpaḵ

◌

◌
֒ —segoltā

Table : Examples of accents speciﬁc to the accentuation of the Rabbinic literature.
We can see that some of the additional signs are a graphical duplication of an existing Tiberian
accent. Such a phenomenon is well-known from the Tiberian biblical system itself, e.g. the accents
geršāyim (◌֞ , a duplication of gereš, ◌֜ ) or merkā kefulā (◌֦ , a variant of merkā, ◌֥ ). Similarly the
qarnē para (◌֟ ) seems to be a combination of telīša gedolā ( ◌֠ ) and telīša ketanā ( ֩◌ ). It stands to
reason that such accent signs were most probably chosen to reﬂect similarities in the melodies of
the accents in question, which must have been similar to a large degree. Similarly we can expect
that the accent signs of the Rabbinic literature shown above were chosen because their melodies
were similar to their “single” counterparts known from the Biblical accentuation.
What is even more important, the inner logic of the accentuation of Rabbinic texts diﬀers
fundamentally from the Biblical accentuation. As Revell shows⁷⁸⁾, the basic diﬀerence in the two
systems lies in the fact that, whereas the basic unit of the Biblical accentuation is a relatively
short verse (in the prosaic system divided into halves by atnāḥ ), the Rabbinic accentuation has
a “paragraph” as its smallest self-contained unit. is paragraph corresponds to the rabbinic
sugiyā containing one closed discussion. As a result of this basic structural diﬀerence, the inner
structures of both systems diﬀer substantially.
To sum up, both above-mentioned features of the accentuation of Rabbinic texts clearly show
that such accentuated fragments of the Rabbinic literature didn't strive to imitate the Biblical
. Revell , p. ﬀ.
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accentuation, but rather represented an independent “chant” system of this literary corpus. As
we have no records of the Rabbinic literature being systematically part of the Jewish liturgy,
this can only mean that these texts were sung in the process of their regular study. is would
strengthen our assumption that the accentuation represented originally a mnemonic device used
as a basic technique for memorizing the texts and their oral study, and that their liturgical use
was only secondary.
Furthermore, some accentuated fragments of rabbinic texts containing direct biblical quotations (e.g. midrashīm) show an interesting feature: the biblical quotations are, in contrast to the
rest of these texts, accentuated according to the standard Biblical tradition with regular accents.
On other fragments, on the other hand, the Biblical quotation are accentuated with the Rabbinic
system, though⁷⁹⁾. Both cases ﬁt well with the assumption that the accents served primarily as
mnemonics: the former cases can be explained by assuming that the Biblical text is quoted exactly as memorized using its original accents (note that one such example quoted by Yeivin is a
midrash!), whereas in the laer cases the Biblical text had already become part of the new text
and was memorized as its integral part using the “rabbinic” accentuation.

. e Accentuation of Other Texts
Some fragments of other texts, besides the Bible, the Targumīm and the Rabbinic literature, were
also annotated with the accents⁸⁰⁾. Such texts don't have their own system of accentuation but
use the Biblical one. Among these texts are fragments of Ben-Sira⁸¹⁾ and some other late works,
among them a couple of writings of Rav Saadya Gaōn.
It is no less interesting to mention Saadya's autobiographic⁸²⁾ book  ספר הגלוי, “e Book of the
Exile” which Saadya wrote originally in Hebrew, divided into verses and provided with accents⁸³⁾.
His adversaries, however, accused him of trying to make his book seem more important by preparing it in the form that resembles the Bible. As a response Saadya translated his work into Arabic
. Revell , p. .
. See Yeivin , p. -.
. See above p.  where I discuss the “ poetic ” accentuation system.
. Steinschneider , p. .
. Yeivin , p. .
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(under the name “  )” ا ردand in the foreword he argued against his critics' accusations. Saadya
maintained that such a use of accents was quite usual in other books and was not constrained
only to the Bible. He gives as an example Ben-Sira⁸⁴⁾ or midraš Megilat Antiochus⁸⁵⁾. He also
notes that “men of Kairouan” have reportedly wrien a short book in which they described their
persecution, which they also divided into verses and provided with accents. As Yeivin notes, this
book no longer exists, but some fragments from a comparable composition ( מגילת מצריםwrien
 C.E.) containing vocalization and accents have survived⁸⁶⁾.
More interestingly, Saadya claims that his use of accents was aimed at “easing the reading
and to make it possible to memorize”―לחפטה
̇
 ליכון אסהל לקראתה ואמכן⁸⁷⁾. Note that the root he uses
for “memorizing” (

) is the same one used in Islam to denote the memorizing of the rʿān.

If we consider that the Geonic era was the period in which the transition from a prevalently oral
culture into the literate one took place (the clearest indication of this is the fact that only during
the Gaonic period books of individual authors, having clear structure, start to appear, replacing
the “traditional literature” based on constant reformulating of, or commenting on, previous traditions) it becomes apparent that Saadya must still have known some of the techniques of oral
study―and among them the accents, whose meaning was most probably already lost to his critics.
is shi from orality to literacy can also reasonably well explain why fragments of accentuated non-Biblical texts are among the oldest mediaeval wrien documents, but no are known
from later periods (as opposed to the vocalization being used up to our times): we can assume
that use of the accentuation for non-biblical writings could only have occurred in the transitional
stage, where writing was becoming more common but the techniques of oral study were still to
some degree known.
Yet another interesting topic is the accentuation of the piyutīm. Yeivin mentions this problem
only brieﬂy at the very end of his article on the accentuation of the Rabbinic literature⁸⁸⁾. As
Yeivin notes, the accentuation of the piyūt seems to show more “musical” features than other
. See p. .
. Strack , p. .
. Yeivin , p. . Unfortunately none of the publications of these fragments preserved the vocalization and accentuation.
. Yeivin , p. .
. Yeivin , p. -.
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accentuation systems, especially the frequent use of the šalšelet sign which perhaps indicates more
complicated melismatic melodies. Compare this to the development of the Christian chant, where
the liturgical “poems” represent one step towards the western music as we know it today. At any
rate I must agree with Yeivin that the accentuation of the piyutīm is worth further research⁸⁹⁾.

. Disagreement of the Vocalization with the Accents
L: Y. Breuer  Revell  Revell  M. Breuer 
Another unusual phenomenon connected to the Hebrew accents is the occasional disagreement
between the vocalization and the accentuation. is was noted for example by Mordechai
Breuer⁹⁰⁾, E. J. Revell analysed this problem by focusing on the pausal forms⁹¹⁾, but similar discrepancies could be shown on the phenomenon of nesiga (a retraction of an accent) which Revell
addresses in another article⁹²⁾. Here, I would like to discuss the article⁹³⁾ by Yoḥ anan Breuer⁹⁴⁾
who has analysed some interesting cases of the disagreement between the vocalization and the
accents, and sorts them basically into four categories:
First, Yoḥ anan Breuer points out cases where a syntactic division following the status absolutus/status constructus forms (evident from the vocalization) disagrees with the division of the
accents, for example⁹⁵⁾:
E ::

֒שׂה ָח ַר ֮שׁ ֶא ֶבן
֣ ֵ ַמ ֲﬠ

Figure : Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: st. cs./st. abs.
Clearly the form  ָח ַרשׁis in the status constructus (in contrast to ֣אכת ָח ָ ֣רשׁ׀
ֶ  ְמ ֶל, E :, for example) and should therefore be beer connected with ( ֶא ֶבןi.e. the whole phrase would be understood
. Idem.
. M. Breuer .
. Revell .
. Revell .
. Y. Breuer .
. e son of prof. Rabbi Mordechai Breuer, mentioned above.
. Y. Breuer , p. 
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as “as the work”―“of a stonemason”). e accents, however, suggest a diﬀerent division, as seen
above, (with the meaning: “as the work of a crasman”―“ ⌊namely as⌋ a ⌊precious⌋ stone”). As
Breuer notes, the accentuation agrees with the Pseudo-Jonathan () עובד אומן יהויין מרגלייתא, Neofyti
( ) עובד אומן תהוי אבניהand Peshiṭtā (

̈

̈

ܕܘ ܂

ܿ ).

e second category comprises those examples concerning a deﬁnite article occurring with
a word aer the preposition - ְבּ, - ְלּ, - ְכּ, such as the following example⁹⁶⁾:
P :

ָ֝ה ְל ֗כוּ ַבּ ִצּיּ֥ וֹת נָ ָ ֽהר

Figure : Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: the deﬁnite article.
As Y. Breuer shows, the division of the accents corresponds to the midrashic tradition which
understands  ִציּוֹתin this verse as a plural of  ִצי, “a ship” and not of  ִציָּ ה, “the wilderness”. According
to the former interpretation,  ִצּיּוֹת נָ ָהרwould be understood as a genitival construct in which,
however, the ﬁrst item shouldn't be determined. But this is exactly the opposite of how the word
 ַבּ ִצּיּוֹתis vocalized, showing that the vocalization disagrees with the accents.

A further group of disagreements is represented by cases of pausal forms not corresponding
to the accentual division of the verse. Breuer further divides this group into two basic phenomena:
a) a disagreement which shows some exegetical considerations, b) disagreement based solely on
the variability of the accentual system. One of the examples Y. Breuer gives for the former possibility is to be found in L :⁹⁷⁾:
L : (accents):

ָ ַ ֣ﬠל ִשׁגְ גָ ֧תוֹ ֲא ֶשׁ
ר־שׁ ָג֛ג וְ ֥הוּא ֽל ֹא־יָ ַ ֖דע וְ נִ ְס ַ ֥לח ֽלוֹ׃

L : (vowels):

על שגגתו אשר ָשׁגָ ג והוא לא יָ ַדע ונסלח לו

Figure : Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: pausal forms.

. Y. Breuer , p. .
. Y. Breuer , p. .
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Apparently, there are two ways of interpreting this verse. One (that of the accents) sees וְ הוּא
 לֹא־יָ ַדעas a more precise speciﬁcation of √ שׁגג, whereas other reﬁnes the circumstances of “ וְ נִ ְס ַ ֥לח
” ֽלוֹ.

On the other hand, in other cases Y. Breuer doesn't ﬁnd any interpretative consequence for
the variant between vocalization and accentuation, as in the following example⁹⁸⁾:
D : (accents):

ת־ה ָ ֣דּם ַה ֶ֔זּה וְ ֵﬠ ֵינ֖ינוּ ֥ל ֹא ָר ֽאוּ ׃
ַ כוּ ֶא
֙ וְ ָﬠנ֖ וּ וְ ָא ְמ ֑רוּ יָ ֵ ֗דינוּ ֤ל ֹא ָ ֽשׁ ְפ

D : (vowels): וענו וְ ָא ְמרוּ ידינו לא שפכה את הדם הזה ועינינו לא ראו׃
Figure : Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: pausal forms.
According to Y. Breuer, each of the variants aested by the vocalization and by the accentuation
is possible due to the ﬂexibility of the Hebrew accentual system, and they do not present a variant
aﬀecting the meaning or interpretation. Note, however, that the ﬁrst half of the verse is unusually
short (containing only ) וְ ָﬠנ֖ וּ וְ ָא ְמ ֑רוּ, and further that the Pseudo-Jonathan adds  גלי קדם יייwhich makes
it possible that the unusual length of the ﬁrst half of the verse may have been inﬂuenced by the
text of some targūm having a “targumic addition” appended.
e last category Yoḥ anan Breuer presents in this article⁹⁹⁾ encompasses words with two
accents and can therefore be understood as two separate words. Such an interpretation, however,
disagrees with the vocalization:
J ::

ִ ֛אם ֶ ֥א ֶרץ ַמ ְא ֵ ֖פּ ְל ָי֑ה

S ::

ַשׁ ְל ֶ ֥ה ֶב ְת ָיֽה׃

D ::

וּנְ ָ ֥בזְ ְבּיָ ָ ֖ת

Figure : Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: one or two words?

. Y. Breuer , p. .
. Y. Breuer , p. , .
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In the ﬁrst two examples, one could take the last two consonants יה- to be either an ending belonging to the lexeme or a short form of the Tetragamm known, for example, from the compound
word  ַה ְללוּ־יָ הּ¹⁰⁰⁾. In the laer, case which is indicated by the accents in our two examples, one
would, however, have expected the hē to have had a mappīq. Note, that we already mentioned
the last example above when dealing with the double accentuation¹⁰¹⁾.
Y. Breuer concludes his article and maintains that the disagreements mentioned between the
vocalization and the accents may point to two distinct traditions which were mixed into one
“conﬂate”¹⁰²⁾. As an alternative interpretation, however, he oﬀers the possibility that not two
traditions of vocalization (each having its own accents) existed, but that existing vocalization was
“reinterpreted” by the accentuation and no mixture of traditions ever happened¹⁰³⁾. As Y. Breuer
mentions in a footnote¹⁰⁴⁾, the accents sometimes contradict the basic Hebrew syntax:
D ::

צוּי ֶא ָ֔חיו
֙ יְ ִ ֤הי ְר

Figure : Disagreement between the accents and the Hebrew syntax.
I'd like to add a similar example where a simple change of consonants (and their vocalization)
could ﬁt well with the present accentuation, but, as with the present form, the accents contradict
the Hebrew grammatical rules:
G ::

ל־ה ָ֔א ֶרץ
ָ ת־ה ַמּ ֥בּוּל ַ֨מיִ ֙ם ַﬠ
ַ וַ ֲא ִ֗ני ִהנְ נִ י֩ ֵמ ִ֨ביא ֶא

Figure : Disagreement between the accents and consonants (with vowels).
Clearly, if we had * את מבול המיםhere instead of *...  את המבול, the accents would ﬁt well with the
basic meaning of the Hebrew text.

. E.g. P :; :; :; :, etc.
. See table , p. .
. Y. Breuer , p. 
. Y. Breuer , p. .
. Y. Breuer , note , p. .
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If we take, as I'm suggesting, the accents to primarily represent a mnemonic device, it does
not seem completely clear how the ﬁrst explanation of this disagreement, presented by Y. Breuer,
i.e. a mixture of diﬀerent traditions, could have taken place. While this possibility cannot be
completely ruled out, it seems to me improbable that the accents, which were aimed at protecting
the memorized text from lapsus memoriae, would be confused in such a way between diﬀerent
traditions. It seems to me, therefore, that the second explanation is the correct one for the majority
of cases, i.e. that the accents “reinterpret” the text, sometimes even against the vocalization.
Moreover, given the agreement of the accentuation with (some of the) targumīm as we have seen
in some of the above examples, I would suggest interpreting this disagreement as yet another
result of my thesis, presented above, that the accentuation served as a synchronization device
between the Masoretic text and its targūm, and that sometimes the accentuation was adapted to
the text of the targūm¹⁰⁵⁾. Further research should be done to prove or disprove this hypothesis¹⁰⁶⁾.

. See above chapter ., p. . Note that again the Pseudo-Jonathan (and to a lesser degree Neofyti) agrees most with the
Tiberian accentuation.
. Clearly, not only doubly accented words, as suggested above, should be checked, but also other anomalies of the accentuation such as verses having one of their “ halves ” very short.
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Masoretic Notes
e accepted scholarly view is that the Masoretic notes presented a scribal device introduced in
order to preserve the Biblical text as accurately as possible¹⁾. As such it marks words having some
unusual (or even problematic) orthography and indicates to the scribe, who produces his copy
from the “master codex”, not to change or correct such a form. For example, Israel Yeivin states²⁾:
e purpose of the Masoretes was not merely to preserve those unusual features
of the textual tradition discussed above³⁾, but to preserve the whole text, that is to
say every leer of every word, and also―aer the introduction of the vowel and
accent signs―each one of these signs as well.
Figure : I. Yeivin on the Masoretic accents.
is presumed goal of Masoretic notes would agree nicely with some of the evidence: most notably, the custom of the Masoretes only to note unusual or rare forms, (and especially the hapax
legomena which is probably the most frequent note in the masora parva) but ignore phenomena
occurring frequently or regularly. However, under more thorough scrutiny, some facts appear
which can, in my opinion, question this accepted view and show, surprisingly, that the origin and
primary Sitz im Leben of the Masoretic notes may have been other than that usually assumed.

. An Example: e Masora parva of J 
I would, therefore, like to present some phenomena based on the comparison of the masora parva
notes of the ﬁrst chapter of the book Joshua⁴⁾ in four masoretic manuscripts: the Codex of the

. See Yeivin , §ﬀ, p. ﬀ, Mulder , p. ﬀ, Kelley , p. , Tov , p. ﬀ, Fischer , p. ﬀ.
. Yeivin , §, p. 
. Yeivin refers to phenomena like qerē/ketīv, tiqqunei sofrīm, al-tikrī, sevirīn etc. See Yeivin , §§-, p. -.
. I chose the beginning of the former prophets because this part is preserved both in the Aleppo codex (most of the Torah
was destroyed during riots in the  th century) and the Cairo codex.
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Prophets from the Karaite Synagoge in Cairo (C)⁵⁾, being the oldest dated (if we are to believe its
colophon⁶⁾) masoretic codex, the Leningrad Codex (L)⁷⁾, the Aleppo Codex (A)⁸⁾ and the much later
Madrid codex M⁹⁾, wrien reportedly in  C.E.¹⁰⁾ and serving apparently as “master codex”
of Madrid or even the whole of Spain. All the Masoretic notes analysed below can be found in
appendix B, p. .
If we compare the occurrence of each note we can see that they do not always appear in all
the manuscripts. Obviously some of the notes do:
verse

text

Masora

J :

וְ ָאז

A L C M: ̇ד

Table : Notes found in all four mss.
Other notes, however, are found in some, but not all the analyzed manuscripts:
verse

text

J :

מ ֶֹשׁה ֶﬠ ֶבד יְ הוָ ה

J :

ָל ֶכם נְ ַת ִתּיו

Masora
A L: בסיפ
̇
 | י̇ ̇דM: בספ
̇
י״ד
A L C: ̇ל

J :

שׁ ְֹט ֵרי

C: חס ו ̇ב ̇מ ̇א
̇ ̇ | כל לשנM: חס בר מן ̇א
̇ ליש
̇ כל

J :

יֵ ְשׁבוּ

A C M: ̇כ

Table : Notes found only in some of the mss.
Sometimes we can even see a masoretic note unique to a particular manuscript:

. Yeivin §, p. . I had no access to the facsimile (Cairo Codex ) and used the edition of the CSIC in Madrid (Castro
), instead.
. Which some scholars take as not being authentic, see Lehman  and Yeivin , p. .
. Yeivin , §, p. .
. Yeivin , §, p. . I used its online facsimile edition at hp://www.aleppocodex.org/ [retrieved on //].
. Fernández-Tejero .
. See del Barco -, vol.  (), p. -.
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verse

text

Masora

J :

וְ ַﬠ ָתּה קוּם

A: ̇ג

J :

ת־היַּ ְר ֵדּן ַהזֶּ ה
ַ ֶא

L: ̇ו

J :

ֲﬠבֹר

M: חס
̇ ̇ו

Table : Masoretic only notes found in one ms.
Clearly, the manuscripts diﬀer greatly as to which notes do they mention in a particular verse. It
seems that the marginal Masoretic notes cannot be traced back to one “master codex ” which they
would copy from: such a level of variations hardly seems explainable if the notes are taken to be
(wrien) text copied from one codex into another. On the other hand, the notes usually agree in
content and mostly also in formulation. However, if we compare the same note occurring multiple
times in our chapter we will see that whether a particular note occurs in a particular verse of a
particular manuscript seems to be completely haphazard¹¹⁾:
verse

text

J :

מ ֶֹשׁה ֶﬠ ֶבד יְ הוָ ה

A L M: בסיפ
̇
י̇ ̇ד

J :

מ ֶֹשׁה ֶﬠ ֶבד־יְ הוָ ה

M: י̇ ̇ד

J :

מ ֶֹשׁה ֶﬠ ֶבד יְ הוָ ה

L: בסיפ
̇
 | י̇ ̇דM: בפס
̇
י̇ ̇ד

Masora

Table : Variation of the same Masoretic note in diﬀerent places (note on  משה עבד יהוהin
J :,,).
Note, also, the slight deviations in how the notes are formulated, e.g. in J : the constraint
בסיפרא, “in this book” is missing.

is leads us to the next observation: the formulation of the Masoretic notes varies frequently
in various manuscripts or in various verses of the same version. Firstly, the notes vary greatly in
their orthography:

. ere are, however, possibly some regularities which occur frequently. For example, in A the note occurs mostly only the
ﬁrst time the particular phenomenon is found in the Hebrew Bible. is resembles the Babylonian Masora where this is
the principle for sorting the Masoretic notes within the Biblical canon.
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verse

text

Masora

J :

מ ֶֹשׁה ֶﬠ ֶבד יְ הוָ ה

J :

מ ֶֹשׁה

A [L] [C]: פס
̇ רא
̇  | ̇גM: ̇ראש פסו
̇
̇ג

J :

שׁ ְֹט ֵרי

C: חס ו ̇ב ̇מ ̇א
̇ ̇ | כל לשנM: חס בר מן ̇א
̇ ליש
̇ כל

A L: בסיפ
̇
 | י̇ ̇דM: בספ
̇
י״ד

Table : Masoretic notes: variations in orthography.
It is evident that both ספ
̇ and סיפ
̇ refer to sīfrā (“a book”), פס
̇ and ̇ פסוstands for pasūq (“a verse”)
or ליש
̇ and ̇ לשנboth refer to līšnā (“the tongue” > “a meaning”).
e notes may also diﬀer in their exact wording even if it is obvious that they refer to the same
thing and are thus actually identical in meaning. Most notably, this can be seen on notes referring
to other biblical places using simanīn (catchwords)―this is the usual way that the masora magna
is formulated, but it also occurs frequently in masora parva if it counts the sum of two occurrences
(the current verse and one another):
verse

text

J :

ֵמ ַה ִמּ ְד ָבּר

A L M:  | ̇בC: =( שלח S :)

J :

ל־מקוֹם
ָ ָכּ

L M:  | ̇בA: =( ̇ב אשר יהיה שםI :) | C: =( ̇ב יהיהI :)

J :

ִמ ֶמּנּוּ

Masora

A: סביר
̇
̇ | וL: סבר ממנה
̇
̇ | וM: כת
̇ ̇( ו̇ סברין ממנה וקריין ממנו וסימנsee Mm)
Table : Masoretic notes: variations in the wording.

As we can see, the manuscripts may diﬀer as to whether they include the simanīn or not. ey,
however, even sometimes disagree by which words exactly is the other verse quoted (see above
J : whose marginal notes refer to I : quoting either  אשר יהיה שםor just ) יהיה. Similarly
the formulation of a sevirīn (see J : above) case may vary from a very short to a rather long
one.
Moreover, the notes sometimes diﬀer in the interpretation of a particular note:
verse

text

Masora

J :

בוּל ֶכם
ְ ְגּ

L M:  | ̇גA: מל
̇ חס וחד
̇  | ̇ג ̇בC: מל
̇ ̇ל

Table : Masoretic notes: variations in the interpretation.
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In J :, three diﬀerent Masoretic notes can be found in our codices: while L is apparently only
interested in the form as pronounced (orally) and therefore counts three such cases, A repeats this
ﬁnding, but speciﬁes more closely their orthographical variants, i.e. that out of these three cases
one has בוּל ֶכם
ְ ְ גּ¹²⁾ with the plaenē writing and two with the defectīve orthography ( גְּ ֻב ְל ֶכם¹³⁾) are
found in the Hebrew Bible. On the other hand, C considers these cases, not only with regard
to their pronunciation, but also to their orthography and concludes accordingly that our form is
unique. If we consider that C was (according to its colophon) wrien in the Year  C.E.¹⁴⁾, A
presumably in the ﬁrst half of the  th century, L reportedly in ¹⁵⁾ and M in ¹⁶⁾, it would
seem that we are witnessing a historical development moving from counting the cases according
to the orthography towards Masoretic notes based solely on the pronounced form.
If we, however, consider more closely the formulation in A: מל
̇ חס וחד
̇  ̇ג ̇ב, “three times, two
of ⌊which are⌋ defectīve and one plaenē ”, we can see that even for A the primary question is the
number of occurrences of a word sounding gᵊḇulḵem and more information about the orthographical variants is only provided as an addition. If the oral form was not the primary goal here, the
masora would hardly count three cases and would rather begin with the orthography of the word
in question itself (and not of other similar cases)―if it considered another spelling at all. It seems,
therefore, that the majority of our four manuscripts are primarily concerned with the form as it
was pronounced and that the orthographical question played only secondary role. It is only in C
that the spelling exclusively reﬂects the orthography.
However, even if this is the oldest manuscript of the four mentioned (the oldest datable Masoretic manuscript), it does not necessarily represent an older stage of development. Clearly,
if we presume that the development of the Masora started as a solely oral phenomenon, only
later adopted by the scribes and expanded with orthographical questions, it is clear that in C we
must already be witnessing the later stage, as it was obviously prepared by Masorets, who not
. is is our verse, J :.
. D :; A :.
. However, some scholars take this colophon for being a late addition and date the manuscript (according to a chemical
analysis) into the  th century, see Yeivin , p. .
. For the dating of the A, C and L see Yeivin , §, p. ; §, p. ; §, p. .
. See del Barco -, vol.  (), p. -.
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only knew their (presumably oral¹⁷⁾) tradition, but must have mastered the scribal techniques as
well. It therefore stands to reason that all the manuscripts only combine already existing traditions, some of which go back to the solely oral form and others (also) having the orthography in
mind. Moreover, note that some scholars deny the authenticity of the colophon of C and date the
manuscript as  th century.
In other cases, the variation between two manuscripts could just be the result of a counting
error in one of these manuscripts:
verse

text

Masora

J :

ל־ה ָﬠם
ָ וְ ָכ

A L: רא פסו̇ דכו̇ ̇ב ̇מ ̇ג
̇  | נ̇ ̇א וכלC: דכ ̇ב ̇מ ̇ג
̇ פס
̇ רא
̇ נ̇ וכל

Table : Masoretic notes: counting error.
is and similar cases are, however, ambiguous and can be interpreted in several ways. ey can
be taken basically as counting errors, as suggested, but they can also reﬂect transmission errors
(be it a scribal error or an error of a similar type).
Another relatively frequent phenomenon is confusion in the aachment of a particular note
to a corresponding word or words in the Masoretic text (this aachment is represented by the
Masoretic circelus over the appropriate word or words):

. See below the further discussion.
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text

Masora

note

J :
ְבּכֹל ֲא ֶשׁר ֵתּ ֵל

A L: ̇ג

correct

ְבּכֹל ֲא ֶשׁר

M: ̇ג

wrong (×)
J :

יכם
ֶ ֵוּמ ְקנ
ִ יכם ַט ְפּ ֶכם
ֶ נְ ֵשׁ
יכם ַט ְפּ ֶכם
ֶ נְ ֵשׁ

A: ̇ל

correct

L C: ̇ל

correct
×

יכם
ֶ נְ ֵשׁ
יכם
ֶ נְ ֵשׁ

M: ל׳ ראש׳ פסוק

correct

J :
ראוּבנִ י
ֵ
וְ ָל
ראוּבנִ י וְ ַלגָּ ִדי
ֵ
וְ ָל

A: =( ̇ב נתתי מן הגלעדD :) | L: ̇ב

correct

C: =( ̇ב נתתי מן הגלעדD :) |

correct

M: =( ̇ב אמר יהושעJ :, sic!)
J :
בּוֹרי ַה ַחיִ ל
ֵ ִגּ
ַה ַחיִ ל

A, M: ̇ה

correct

L: ̇ה

wrong (×)

Table : Masoretic notes: confusion in the aament of the note.
Interestingly, sometimes there is more than one possible way of choosing the appropriate words
from the Hebrew text, which can be the basis of a particular note. Note that in such cases even
the evidence is ambiguous: e omission of a circelus may be the result of a scribal error; it may,
on the other hand, show that each Masorete had to employ an independently transmied list of
notes on the Hebrew text, and that he misunderstood which word the list was originally referring
to.
In other cases, however, the whole wording of a particular note shows signs of confusion:
verse

text

Masora

J :

ֲח ֻמ ִשׁים

A M:  | ̇ד וחסC: ̇ב

Table : Masoretic notes: confusion about the meaning of a note.
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Clearly, both notes, i.e. the one stating that the word  ֲח ֻמ ִשׁיםoccurs four times (and defectīve) and
the one claiming it occurs twice in the Bible, can be correct, depending on whether cases with the
preposition - ְ וare counted or not. is shows, however, a very interesting feature: most probably
there was a tradition stating some count for a particular word, but the Masorete of a particular
manuscripts (or that of the underlying tradition) thought the note was incorrect and changed
it, therefore, into what he thought was more appropriate. If this is correct it brings up another
interesting question: How did the Masorete know what is and what is not the correct sum?
We can even witness a confusion in both the placement and meaning of a note:
verse

text

J :

ַרק ֲחזַ ק וֶ ֱא ַמץ
וֶ ֱא ַמץ
ֲחזַ ק וֶ ֱא ַמץ

Masora
A: לשלשה
̇
=( ̇ב C :)
L:  | ̇בC: ( ̇ב רק לשלשהJ :;  C :)
M: ̇̇ב בענינ

Table : Masoretic notes: confusion in the placement and meaning of a note.
It seems that originally this note refers to the form ( ֱא ַמץhaving pataḥ in the second syllable, rather
than the usual qāmeṣ,  ֱא ָמץ¹⁸⁾) occurring twice in the Bible: besides J : also in  C :.
is seems to be reﬂected in the notes of C and L. Interestingly, this form appears only in the
phrase  ֲחזַ ק וֶ ֱא ַמץ. is seems to be the basis for the note in A but we see that the Masorete of this
codex also added the word  ַרקto the quoted cluster. is may be a simple error, but it can also
be the result of the fact that in some dialects pataḥ and qāmeṣ were indistinguishable and so ֲחזַ ק
 וֶ ֱא ַמץmay have been confused with  ֲחזַ ק וֶ ֱא ָמץoccurring six more times¹⁹⁾. e note seems to be

completely misunderstood by the Masorete of M, who apparently tried to resolve this conﬂict
by adding “=( בענינאin the context”). Clearly such inconsistencies are easily explainable if we
assume that the origins of the marginal notes lay in independently transmied lists of Masoretic
notes. Note that it seems that while applying these notes to the codices, the Masorete apparently
made his own interpretation of the evidence and did not just blindly copy them from an existing
(wrien) text. e observation that the marginal Masora is based on independent lists can be
. D :,; J :,,;  C :.
. D :,; J :,,;  C :.
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supported by the following peculiar note which (correctly) counts two forms in the Hebrew Bible,
but in its siman (“a catchword”) it doesn't refer to the other occurrence but is erroneously quoting
itself:
verse

text

Masora

J :

ראוּבנִ י וְ ַלגָּ ִדי
ֵ
וְ ָל

M: =( ̇ב אמר יהושעJ :)

Table : A peculiar Masoretic note quoting “itself”.
Another interesting feature of the Masoretic notes is that they apparently are primarily based on
the orally transmied shape of the Hebrew Bible and not (or only secondarily) on the wrien text.
is has already been claimed by E. J. Revell²⁰⁾, and for M. Breuer²¹⁾ it is even “well-known that
the starting point of the Masorah is the word as it is read and not as it is wrien”, without even
the need to quote which scholars uphold such a thesis. Unfortunately this is seldom reﬂected²²⁾
by the mainstream western text-critical biblical research, as can be shown e.g. in the Masora
commentaries of the BHQ²³⁾. is is also evident in several notes in J . For example in J :
the Mp of A counts ﬁve cases of a word  ַה ִח ִתּים:
text

verse
J :
J :

<>ה ִח ִ֔תּים
ֽ ַ ֚כֹּל ֶ ֣א ֶרץ
<>א ֶרץ ַה ִח ִ ֑תּים
֖ ֶ וַ ֵיּ ֶ֣ל ָה ִ֔אישׁ

 K :

<>ה ִח ִ ֛תּים
ַ ל־מ ְל ֵכ֧י
ַ ְל ָכ

 K :

<>ה ִח ִ ֛תּים
ַ ת־מ ְל ֵכ֧י
ַ ֶא

 K :

<>ה ִח ִ ֛תּים
ֽ ַ ל־מ ְל ֵכ֧י
ַ ְל ָכ

L :

ֹ וֹ־>ה ְח ִ ֤תּים< ְבּ ָשׂר
ֶ ֽא

Table : A masora parva on  ַה ִח ִתּים. (J :)
. Revell .
. M. Breuer , p. xxviii.
. Sometimes an oral transmission of the masoretic notes is assumed in the ﬁrst phase of an emergence of this phenomenon
(see e.g. Kelley , p. ) but the origin thereof is still assumed to have been in the scribal context.
. For example, in the ﬁrst published volume of the BHQ, the Megillōt, which I was able to check, numerous comments are
found which are completely superﬂuous if this principle was known or taken seriously by the editors.
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Evidently the form ( ֶה ְח ִ ֤תּיםL :), even though it has the same consonants  החתים, was not
considered by this list, as it is vocalized diﬀerently (and has a completely diﬀerent meaning).
Similarly, in J : the Masora counts apparently²⁴⁾ ﬁve cases of בּוֹרי ַה ַ֔חיִ ל
֣ ֵ ִ גּ:
verse

form

note

J :

<בּוֹרי ַה ַ֔חיִ ל
֣ ֵ ִ֚כֹּל >גּ

J :

<בּוֹרי ַה ַ֔חיִ ל
֣ ֵ ִישׁ >גּ
֙ ֶ ֤א ֶלף ִא

 K :

<בּוֹרי ַה ַ֔חיִ ל
֣ ֵ ִָכּל־>גּ

 K :

<בּוֹרי ַה ַ֗חיִ ל
֣ ֵ ִָכּל־>גּ

 C :

>גִּ בּ ֵ ֹ֣רי ַה ַ֗חיִ ל< ַאנְ ֵ ֤שׁי ָצ ָב ֙א ַל ִמּ ְל ָח ָ֔מה

defectīve

<בּוֹרי ֶה ָ ֽחיִ ל׃
֖ ֵ ִ>גּ

in pausa

<בּוֹרי ֶה ָ ֽחיִ ל׃
֥ ֵ ִוְ ֖כֹל >גּ

in pausa

J :
J :

Table : Masora parva on J :, בּוֹרי ַה ַ֔חיִ ל
֣ ֵ ִ גּ: “ ” ̇ה.
Clearly, the defectīve wrien  גִּ בּ ֵ ֹ֣ריin  C : is included in the list, while the two pausal forms
 ֶה ָ ֽחיִ לin J :; : are not, even though they do not diﬀer from the phrase in question neither

in their consonants nor in their meaning. e most simple explanation would appear to be that
the list is based on how the form was pronounced and not on how it was wrien, nor on any other
criteria. Interestingly, some notes are even vocalized, e.g. in J : on  ָה ִכינוּMp of A states: ָז
(=“× with qāmeṣ ”). is matches the evidence nicely:
form

occurs

ָה ִכינוּ

×

(both  ָה ִכינוּand ) וְ ָה ִכינוּ

ֵה ִכינוּ

×

(both  ֵה ִכינוּand ) וְ ֵה ִכינוּ

ֲה ִכינוֹ

×

(both  ֲה ִכינוֹand ) ַבּ ֲה ִכינוֹ

ֱה ִכינוֹ

×

*

×

ָה ִכנוּ

note

Table : Occurrences of the consonantal  הכינו.
. Note, however, that L, in contrast to A, incorrectly puts the circelus on  ַה ַ֔חיִ לonly, which occur × in the Hebrew Bible.
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It seems that because of several similar forms (all having the same consonants as  ) הכינוthe Masorete wished to emphasize that his note is only dealing with one of them.
Similarly, the Mp of A and M on ( ֲח ֻמ ִשׁיםJ :) states: “( ̇ד וחסfour times, and ⌊all of
them⌋ wrien defectīve ”). However, two completely diﬀerent forms having the consonants חמשים
exist:
form

occurs

note

ֲח ֻמ ִשׁים

×

(also  וַ ֲח ֻמ ִשׁיםand ) ַה ֲח ֻמ ִשׁים

ֲח ִמ ִשּׁים

×

(all variants, also with - ְ ו, - ַה, -)… ַב

Table : Masora parva on J :,  ֲח ֻמ ִשׁים: “ ” ̇ד וחס.
Clearly, the second form,  ֲח ִמ ִשּׁים, was not considered by the Masoretes at all and seems to
strengthen the thesis of an “oral basis” of the Masoretic notes. One could argue, though, that the
words  ֲח ֻמ ִשׁיםand  ֲח ִמ ִשּׁיםnot only sound diﬀerently but also represent very diﬀerent meanings
and grammatical forms (the former being passive a participle in contrast to a numeral). We also
ﬁnd, however, another case, where two phonetic variants exist having exactly the same meaning
(and consonants). In J : the Mp on ַ  ֵמנִ יhas =( ̇לhapax legomenon) but two examples of
the consonantal form  מניחexist:
verse

form

J :

>מ ִנ֣י ַ < ָל ֶ֔כם
ֵ יכ ֙ם
ֶ הו֤ה ֱא ֵה
ָ ְי

Q :

ישׁוֹן׃
ֽ >מ ִנּ֥י ַ ֽ < ל֖ וֹ ִל
ַ ֵא ֶינ֛נּוּ

Table : Masora parva on J :, ַ  ֵמנִ י: “ ” ̇ל.
As we can see, both forms mentioned are derived from the √ נוח, but present non-signiﬁcant
variants. However, here too the Masoretic notes at J : only refers to one of these forms. It
is thus clear, that the pronunciation is deciding here, not the consonantal form, nor the meaning.
Clearly, numerous Masoretic notes exist which comment on the consonantal shape of the
biblical text. But in many of them the oral shape represents the basis of the note (and the ﬁrst
information provided) while the observations on the consonants only come as an addition. For
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example in the above mentioned example  ̇ד וחסon  ֲח ֻמ ִשׁיםin J : (see above table , p. 
and table , p. ) clearly  ̇ד, “four times”, is primary and  וחס, “and ⌊all of them⌋ defective”
only an addition. Furthermore, as seen in a note in J : on בוּל ֶכם
ְ ְ( גּabove table , p. ) we
can trace a development in the Masoretic notes: originally commenting solely on the oral shape,
later expanded by an information about the spellings and in some of the manuscripts this addition
eventually became the only Masoretic comment noted in the margin. is development would
suggest that the originally oral tradition, counting the occurrences of particular forms in the orally
transmied biblical text, started at some point to be wrien in the margins of the Masoretic codices
and reused with the aim of preserving the wrien text. is also led to new questions which the
Masora then tried to answer, namely the issues of plaenē and defectīve spelling or that of the
qerē/ketīḇ (which may, though, already have been addressed orally before to some degree, see
above p. ) and similar. Obviously, we can expect that such a development from an oral tradition
to a scribal device already occurred to some extent before the emergence of the oldest Masoretic
codices, as their Masoretes were already well trained in the scribal cra and it stands to reason
that they had by then a more literary approach that the previous generations.
Finally, I'd like to mention some rather peculiar notes found in J . In J : a Mp of
C is commenting on the accentuation:
verse

text (L)

text / variants

J :

הו֥ה׀
ָ ְי

C: הו֣ה׀
ָ ְי

Masora
C: ָֹ ֵ ֥יי

Table : A conjecture of the accents in Mp of C.
Apparently, the Masorete ( )מסרןdid more than just copy notes from a wrien source. In this case
he apparently made a correction of the text wrien by the punctuator ()נקדן. Given the fact that
such a correction is quite rare, it seems improbably that the Masorete specially checked this codex
against other wrien sources. It gives us rather the impression that he knew the text by heart and
that when writing the marginal notes he noticed that the punctuation in the codex disagreed with
the tradition known to him, and hence he spontaneously marked this observation in the margin.
Yet another interesting feature is that in the late ms. M masoretic notes are found which
have no parallels in the other manuscripts. ese notes are of a special kind, they count whole
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verses having particular features―most notably such verses containing a certain conﬁguration
of “small words”, such as the prepositions ( ֵאל,  ַﬠל,  )… ַﬠדwith or without the copula - ְ ו. It also
follows from the evidence found in the main recensions of the masoretic work ʾOḵlā ve-ʾOḵlā that
such masoretic notes are indeed a late development of the phenomenon of the Masora, as we see
below:
verse

text

Masora

J :

וְ ַﬠד

M: י̇ ̇ד פסו̇ ועד ועד

J :

( לֹא nd)

M: ו̇ פסוק לא לא לא

Table : “Late” masoretic notes in the Mp of M.
To sum up, it seems that the phenomenon of the Masoretic notes has its origin in the oral study
of the orally transmied text of the Hebrew bible. Apparently the masora parva was based on the
same lists as presented in the masora magna (or―as usual in the Babylonian Masora―transmied
independently of the Hebrew text). In some masora parva notes which show symptoms of confusion or even errors, it can be seen that the Masorete had to frequently adapt and interpret
his tradition before it was wrien in the margins of the Masoretic codices. is is also evident
from the fact that the occurrence of particular notes vary greatly between individual manuscripts.
Given the character of these variations, peculiarities and errors it seems most probable that the
Masoretic were are not, at least initially, based on wrien Masora collections but rather on memorized lists, which the Masorete ﬁrst had to apply to the particular form. But let us also look at the
work of Daniel Myna²⁵⁾ who sees the errors in the Mp of the Codex Leningradensis as basically
scribal errors. While I believe that many of the examples he gives are ambivalent and may also
(or even beer) be explained if we assume a Masoretic activity based on the oral tradition, clearly,
for some cases scribal errors are the most plausible explanation for the deviations he describes. It
would seem, therefore, that the L already has its Masora based (partly or completely) on wrien
sources, as was usual in the later period. is is not suprising given the fact that L (as well as
all of the earliest Masoretic codices) already contains the masora ﬁgurata²⁶⁾, i.e. Masoretic notes
. Myna , sumarized in Myna .
. See e.g. Gutmann .
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wrien in the shape of various animals, or decorative elements―a phenomenon that has been
interpreted as actually showing a decline in knowledge and the use of the Masoretic notes as a
technique for the proper preservation of the Hebrew text.

. e Character of the Masoretic notes of the ʾOḵlā-ve-ʾOḵlā Collection
In this chapter I want to further examine a particular tradition of Masoretic notes as preserved
in an independent collection of masoretic lists ʾOḵlā we-ʾOḵlā. is composition is found in two
major manuscript: e ms. Paris (published by Frensdorf²⁷⁾; hereaer quoted as P) and Halle
(hereaer H; published by Estéban²⁸⁾) which vary in the number, order and content of masoretic
lists. Generally spoken, H has around  lists while P includes about . Additionally, H has
also a second part consisting of various additional material.
e ﬁrst  or so lists represent what is called collative masora ()מסורה ְמ ָצ ֶר ֶפת, i.e. more elaborated lists of words (mostly hapax legomena) mostly grouped into pairs²⁹⁾ or triplets of forms
having similar (or antagonic) characteristics, but lists of single items or of items of unequal numbers of words also exist. ey are mostly arranged alphabetically (some of the single-item lists
even represent nice regular alphabetic acrostics), but some just seem to be sorted according to the
biblical canon. Here I would like to base my observations primarily on this collative masora and
will only refer to the edition of Esteban³⁰⁾ (i.e. that of H) later in this chapter.

. Frensdorﬀ .
. Esteban .
. is is also the origin of the name of this work, due to the fact that the ﬁrst list starts with a pair of hapax legomena, ֳא ְכ ָלה
in  S : ×  וְ ֳא ְכ ָלהin G : (note that this doesn't match the textual data we know from the Leningrad Codex, see
the ḥ ātef qāmeṣ!) which diﬀer only in that one of them has the copula wav while the other has none.
. Esteban .
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Most of the second part (H §§-) of this book is concerned with the qerē/ketīv cases³¹⁾.
ere are two notable exceptions: § listing puncta extraordinaria and § which counts the
suspended leers. It seems, therefore, that these lists treat phenomena typical of the scribal milieu
and mostly concern the consonantal text. Such characteristics could ﬁt well into the traditional
picture of masoretic notes as some sort of aid to the scribe³²⁾, intended to help avoid spelling errors
and a hyper-correction.

.. e Oral Characteristics of ʾOḵlā we-Oḵlā Lists.
However, if we look at this composition more closely, we ﬁnd several factors which would seem
to put the work into the realm of the oral tradition. In the ﬁrst place, the very form of this work
bears some phenomena typical for the oral context: the frequent use of alphabetic acrostics³³⁾,
grouping the words into pairs, triplets or similar structures are all known mnemonic devices. In
some of the lists the items are actually forced into “pairs”, even though they actually represent
a list of single instances of a particular phenomenon (see §§-). Even the art of quoting the
biblical passages using ( סימניםcatchwords) presupposes the knowledge of the text by heart and
ﬁts well into the context of an oral study thereof. It can be argued that another system of biblical
quotations based on the numbering verses and chapters, only emerged much later and was not
available at the time of this work. But actually, this rather shows rather that the ancient system
of citing Biblical passages was itself based on an oral culture and needed to be changed when
literacy became widespread.
Also, even though some of the lists deal with issues concerning consonants (e.g. words differing in one consonant only), many of the lists treat the vocalization as well (see e.g.: §, - ×

. ere are a few more lists in H: § represents a very skillfully composed list of verses having ﬁeen words, the middle
one of which is a qerē/ketīv variant being preceded and followed by seven another words. As we can see, both numerals
are highly symbolic ( is the gematria of  )! יהand this list being the number  surely was meant as a symbolic closing
of the book (at some point of its textual development). ere are, however some notes thereaer: §§- are concerned
with the spelling of God's name's and the ﬁnal §§- are concerned with verses structured by various combinations
of prepositions  ֵאלand  ַﬠל. Such lists are elaborated much further in the P, however.
. See above, chapter , p. .
. Some of which are no doubt artiﬁcial and don't cover the whole set of occurrences of the phenomena in question!
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-; § -וֹ- × -וּ- ; §§-: issues concerning the vowels pataḥ or qāmeṣ; or the “full”, מלעיל³⁴⁾ ver-

sus “reduced”,  מלרעspellings, e.g. §. See also §.) or even approach the problematics of the
Hebrew accentuation (see, for example, § where the combination of the vowel qāmeṣ with the
accent zaqēf is listed, actually representing the cases of pausal forms occurring at the minor divisions of the text). is alone shows that the “correct spelling” and other orthographical criteria
are (at least) not the only concern of these lists.
Let us now examine one example of the collative masora lists dealing with consonantal issues,
more precisely a list that shows very similar hapax legomena diﬀering only in a single consonant:

. e meaning of these grammatical terms apparently diﬀers from the later one which understands them as equivalents to
the ultima vs. paenultima stress position.
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with ר
P :
P :
D :
J :
J :
 C :
G :
 K :
I :
P :
J :
E :
J :
J :
H :
P :
J :
Z :
 K :
E :
P :
 S :
I :
P :
P :
E :
 S :
L :
N :
P :
D :
G :
G :
J :
J :
P :
P :
D :

ֲא ִר ֵיקם
⌊ְבּ ַה ְר ֵרי־⌋ק ֶֹדשׁ
וְ ָה ָר ָאה
ֲה ָר ִרי
וְ יַ ֲﬠ ֑בֹרוּ
וְ ד ָֹדנִ ים
יפת
ַ וְ ִר
וְ יִ ְר ֶאה
רוֹמ ְמ ִתּי
ַ ְו
אוֹר
ְ ְו
ָ ֣ז ָרה
⌋לֹא⌊־יֵ ָﬠ ֵבר
ַ יָ ִרי
⌋וְ ֥ל ֹא⌊ יִ ְצ ָ ֽﬠרוּ׃
גּוֹררוּ
֖ ָ יִ ְת
יִ ְשׂ ָﬠ ֶרנּוּ
יָ שׁוּר
שׁוֹרר
ֵ ְי
ְכּ ִמ ְס ַפּר
ְלר ֹב
ִל ְמאוֹר
ָלצוּר
תוֹרה
ָ ְל
ִמדּוּר
ַמ ְﬠ ָצר
ְמצוֹר
ַמ ֲﬠ ִב ִרים
עוֹרנוּ
ֵ
ִפּ ְט ַרת
ְפּ ָר ֵﬠהוּ
פּ ֶֹרה
ְפּ ֵרה
וַ יִּ ְפרוּ
ֵצר
ְצ ֵר ָר ָתה
⌊וְ ִשׁ ֲחרוּ־⌋ ֵאל
־תּרוּץ
ָ ⌊⌋וְ ִאם
־תצוּר
ָ ⌊⌋ ִכּי

with ד
ֲא ִד ֵקּם
⌊ְבּ ַה ְד ֵרי־⌋ק ֶֹדשׁ
־ה ָדּ ָאה
ַ ⌊⌋וְ ֶאת
ֲה ָד ִרי
ְ ֽו ַ֫י ֲﬠ ֥בֹדוּ
רוֹדנִ ים
ָ ְו
יפת
ַ וְ ִד
וְ יִ ְד ֶאה
דוֹמ ְמ ִתּי
ַ ְו
אוֹד
ְ ְו
ָ ֖ז ָדה
⌋לֹא⌊־יֵ ָﬠ ֵבד
ַ יָ ִדי
⌋ ֣ל ֹא⌊ יִ ְצ ָ ֑ﬠדוּ
יִ ְתגּ ָ ֹֽדדוּ׃
יִ ְס ָﬠ ֶדנּוּ
יָ שׁוּד
יְ שׁ ֵֹדד
ְכּ ִמ ְס ַפּד
ְלד ֹב
־ל ְמאֹד
ִ ⌊⌋ ַﬠד
ָלצוּד
תוֹדה
ָ ְל
ִמדּוּד
ַמ ֲﬠ ָצד
ְמצוֹד
ַמ ֲﬠ ִב ִדים
עוֹדינוּ
ֵ
⌊ִפּ ְט ַדת־⌋כּוּשׁ
ְפּ ָד ֵﬠהוּ
פּוֹדה
ֶ
ְפּ ֵדה
וַ יִּ ְפדּוּ
ֵציד
ְצ ֵר ָד ָתה
ִשׁ ֲחדוּ
ָתּדוּץ
⌋יְ ָק ָ ֣רה⌊ ָת ֽצוּד׃

 S :
P :
L :
M :
J :
G :
 C :
J :
P :
P :
J :
D :
I :
J :
J :
P :
P :
H :
Z :
D :
 C :
G :
P :
P :
I :
P :
E :
L :
J :
J :
P :
P :
 S :
L :
 C :
J :
J :
P :

* e forms are quoted according to L (BHS).

Table : Okl § (Esteban):  ̇א ̇ב מן חד וחד חד ̇ד וחד ̇ר ולית דכותהון: “An alphabetic list of hapax

legomena ( )לית דכותהוןpairs — one ⌊of them having⌋  ד, the other ⌊with⌋  ר.”
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If we look at this list closely, we can see that all of the pairs sound very similar, diﬀering systematically only in the sound r/d. Actually, these words are vocalized in the masoretic tradition
(according to the Leningrad codex) in exactly the same way, apart from three small diﬀerences
in the whole list: a)  S :  ֲא ִד ֵקּםhas in L dageš in the second syllable, but its counterpart,
 ֲא ִר ֵיקםin P : has none; b) in D : the rēš cannot be doubled due to the deﬁnite article

(doubling is possible with dālet in L :) and thus the preceeding pataḥ changes into qāmeṣ.
Note, that this sound shi represents one of the very basic rules of the masoretic Hebrew; c) in
I : ḥ ātef pataḥ occurs in  ַמ ֲﬠ ָצדas compared to  ַמ ְﬠ ָצרin P : which only has šwa. All
these minor variants can easily be explained basically in one of the following ways: either the
tradition underlying this masoretic composition diﬀered³⁵⁾ from the one aested by the Leningrad
codex or this small diﬀerence was perceived to be so negligible that the two forms were still considered to be identical. For comparison, there are six cases where the consonantal text (according
to L) diﬀers in spelling from the pair in this list.
On the other hand we can see some forms whose vocalization is rather speciﬁc, for example
some pausal forms ( וְ יַ ֲﬠ ֑בֹרוּ, גּוֹררוּ
֖ ָ יִת
ְ ,  יִ ְצ ָ ֽﬠרוּand their respective counterparts), which can be only
explained if we assume that the list is based on the oral tradition. If the list was based on the
consonants, why would the form  וְ יִ ְר ֶאהin  K : be chosen for the consonants  ויראהand not
( וַ יִּ ְר ֶא ָהG :), ( וַ יִּ ְר ֶאה S :;  K :; E :,) or ( וְ יִ ְר ָאהE :)? Besides, this

is a list of hapax legomena which only make sense if fully vocalized forms are considered and not
the consonantal shape: in many cases the consonantal form actually occurs much more oen in
the Hebrew bible than the form as pronounced.
Moreover, in our list there are two pairs which share the same consonants:  פדה³⁶⁾/ פרה, but
their vocalization diﬀers entirely, but there is no confusion between the two pairs. A similar
phenomenon occurs in § where two pairs ( ְל ַמ ְר ֵאה, I :; E : and  ְל ַמ ְר ֶאה, G :;
J :) diﬀer only in the vowels ṣērē/segōl. is would make no sense if the lists were based
solely on the consonants.
. If this was true for the issue of the deﬁnite article in D : it would mean that at the time of the composition of this
masoretic list the rēš could have been doubled; for more discussion about the doubling of rēš see e.g. Morag .
. פּוֹדה
ֶ , P :, is wrien plaene in the L and P, but not in H. Its counterpart,  פּ ֶֹרהD : is spelled defective in all the
sources, anyway.
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We can thus see that even lists which deal with issues concerning consonants³⁷⁾ are actually
based on the oral tradition and don't make much sense outside of this context.

.. e Interange of sīn and sāmek
e oral character of the collative masora lists in ʾOḴ lā we-ʾOḵlā can further be shown in a number
of phenomena. e ﬁrst of them is the “interchange” of the leers sāmek and sīn. Among the
ʾOḵlāh we-ʾOḵlāh lists we ﬁnd some cases in which the words of certain word pairs diﬀer (if we
consider their spelling as occurring in the masoretic text, e.g. as found in the BHS) in the leers
ס/ שׂ:

Okl list

le column

right column

§³⁸⁾

P :

ַבּ ָסּ

ָשׂ

H :

§³⁹⁾

P :

יִ ְשׂ ָﬠ ֶרנּוּ

יִ ְס ָﬠ ֶדנּוּ

P :

* e forms are quoted according to L (BHS).

Table : Examples of sīn/sāme interange in the ʾOḵlā we-ʾOḵlā lists.
It is clear that the masoretes considered these forms to be identical (apart from the systematic
diﬀerences which the lists were compiled for). It therefore stands to reason that the basis for
these notes was not a wrien Hebrew text, but a memorized oral tradition in which both sāmek
and sīn⁴⁰⁾ sounded the same. is assumption can be supported by the fact that we also ﬁnd cases
of an interchange of  סfor  שׂamong the סימנים, i.e. in the short clusters of Biblical quotation used
to locate the exact place of the word in question in the Biblical text (see e.g. Okl §, מסתכל הוית
in D : where L has ) ִמ ְשׂ ַתּ ַכּל ֲהוֵ ית.

. Note, that the consonants are inevitably part of the oral shape of a Hebrew text―unlike the vowels in the wrien Hebrew
text!
. List of pairs of hapax legomena, one starting with - ב, one without.
. Lists of pairs of hapax legomena diﬀering in the leers  ד× ר.
. But see Steiner , who supposes that the  ס/ שׂdistinction in the masoretic text represent just a sort of qerē/ketīv
phenomenon.
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is becomes even more obvious if we consider the list § which records words diﬀering in
the leers sāmek/šīn () חד מן ̇כ זוגין חד סמך וחד שין. Out of  (sic!)⁴¹⁾ cases,  words in the “sāmek
column” have a word spelled with  שׂand only the remaining  have  ס.
We can also ﬁnd a couple of places in alphabetically sorted list where a word with sīn stands
in the position appropriate for the leer sāmek, for example: Okl §:  ִשׂ ְרי ֹן,  ָשׂ ֵמחוּ, §:  § ; ַשׂ ְל ָמה:
שׂוֹם,  ְשׂ ַמח, § ; ְשׂנִ יר:  ֵשׂה. is also happens with alphabetic lists with only one entry for each

leer (i.e. regular acrostics), e.g.: Okl § ( וְ ַשׂר C :), § ( ְשׂ ָפ ָתםG :) or § ִשׂ ָימהּ
(D :). It is thus obvious that these words were not apparently misplaced (e.g. by mistake
during the later transmission of the lists), but belong to the original shape of the list. is means
that the lists must already have been compiled on the basis of the oral tradition and not wrien
text.

.. e qerē/ketīv.
Anther indication of the oral character of ʾOḵla we-ʾOḵla (or in turn of the qerē/ketīv phenomenon,
see chapter ., p. ) is that in a number of cases the version on which this masoretic work is
based, agrees with the biblical qerē. On the other hand, I couldn't ﬁnd a single place where it
corresponded to the ketīv⁴²⁾:

. So the ms. H.
. I have not analyzed the entire work, though.
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Okl list

Okl counterexamples (=MT)

Okl=MT/qerē

MT/ketīv

§⁴³⁾

L :

עוֹרנוּ
ֵ

עוֹדינוּ
ֵ

L :

עודינה

§⁴⁴⁾

E :

ַכּשּׁ ָֹאה

שׁוֹאה
ָ ְכ

P :

כשאוה

§⁴⁵⁾

N :;

( וּגְ ָדלbis)

גְּ ָדל

P :

גרל

E :

באמרם

P :
§⁴⁶⁾

―

ְכּ ָא ְמ ָרם

* e forms are quoted according to L (BHS).

Table : Examples of ʾOḵlā we-ʾOḵlā lists reﬂecting the masoretic qerē.
From these examples it becomes clear that not just the manuscripts known to us, i.e. the ﬁnal
stage of this masoretic collection, but already the original lists must have been based on the same
text as shown in the biblical qerē. Otherwise the internal criteria for the inclusion of these cases
in these lists wouldn't have been fulﬁlled: e.g. if in L : *עוֹדינָ ה
ֵ was read, it cannot have been
listed as a counterpart of עוֹרנוּ
ֵ , which should diﬀer only in the leers  ר× ד. Similarly, if *ְבּ ָא ְמ ָרם
was found in E : it would hardly be cited as an example of a word beginning with - כא.

.. Further Observations
Yet another indication of the oral character of the Biblical text underlying the ʾOḵlā we-ʾOḵlā can
be found in the list §, counting hapax legomena ending in וֹ- . However out of  such words,
three are spelled with ה- in the masoretic text ( ֵלחֹהin D :,  ָבּנֹהin  K : and  ָא הin
H :) and one even with א- ( ֵלרֹאin  S :).
ere are some other interesting features which can be observed in the ʾOḵl we-ʾOḵlā list,
some of which can also be found in other masoretic material, i.e. primarily in the masora parva
and masora magna. For example, the are a couple of lists which do not only consider the exact
form, but more so special or rare meanings of a speciﬁc word: see § or §⁴⁷⁾. is makes much
. Lists of pairs of hapax legomena diﬀering in the leers  ד× ר.
. List of pairs, accented “  ” מלרעversus “ ” מלעיל.
. List of triplets, occurring twice with - וand once without.
. List of hapax legomena starting with - כא.
. See also Yeivin , § , p. 
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more sense if we assume that these notes emerged through oral studies of the biblical text (which
tended to integrate a basic memorizing by heart with more exegetical study) rather than from
scribal activity alone.
Moreover, some of the lists (§§-, §§-) are based on the occurrence of certain forms in
speciﬁc biblical books (most notably the Psalms) or in the three parts of the Hebrew canon (תורה,
נביאים, )כתובים. A similar phenomenon is prevalent also in the Mp, Mm of the Tiberian codices⁴⁸⁾,

as well as in the Babylonian masora⁴⁹⁾. e question is: in which context would masoretic notes,
restricted to only a single book or to a group of books, make sense, and under which circumstances
could they have emerged. In my opinion, this could be explained if we assume that the Hebrew
Bible had not been memorized as a whole by all of its tradents, but that a certain person specialized
in learning only a particular book or series of books by heart. is specialist was then not only
able to recite “his” book, but also to locate a speciﬁc word by heart. e masoretic lists may
have emerged from a discussion of such experts, in a process that today would be rather called
a “game”⁵⁰⁾ than “research” or “study”. Even though at the moment this is obviously only my
theory and guess, and more examples need to be found to prove or disprove it, I believe that this
could be a plausible explanation for Masora lists like Okl §, for example:
is list presents an acrostic of three words for each leer of the alphabet, each being a
hapax legomenon occurring in one of the three main parts of the Jewish Bible: one in תורה, one in
 נביאיםand one in כתובים. Now, these triplets of words all start with the same leer of the Hebrew

alphabet, are all diﬀerent words, but bear certain resemblance among themselves:

. Yeivin , § , p. .
. Ofer , p. -.
. See also I. Heinemann's concept of “ creative philology ” which he ﬁnds typical for the rabbinical exegesis, Heinemann
.
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letter

תורה

נביאים

כתובים

ג

גֶּ ֶרשׂ

L :

גִּ ְדעֹם

J :

גֵּ ָאה

P :

ד

ָדכוּ

N :

ָדּ ֲﬠכוּ

I :

דּ ֲֹﬠכוּ

P :

ו

וַ ֲא ָב ֲר ֵכם

G :

וָ א ַֹהב

M :

וָ א ֲֹה ֵבם

P :

ט

ֻט ְבּעוּ

E :

טוֹבם
ָ

M :

טוּבם
ָ

J :

ח

ִח ַבּר

E :

ָח ְכ ָמה

Z :

ַח ָבּ ִרים

J :

מ

ִמ ְק ָדּ ַשׁי

L :

ָמ ְת ִקי

J :

⌊ָמ ְתקוּ־⌋לוֹ

J :

פ

ֻפּ ַקּד

E :

ֻפּ ַקּ ְד ִתּי

I :

ְפ ִתחוֹת

P :

שׁ

ִשׁ ִתי

E :

ְשׁבוֹת

H :

ְשׁ ִבית

P :

Table : Some examples from Okl § (̇א ̇ב מן ̇ג ̇ג וכל חד וחד לית דכותהון חד באוריתא וחד בנביאי וחד
“―בכתיביAn alphabetic list of triplets of hapax legomena, one in the Torah, one in the

Prophets and one in the Writings”).
As we can see, there are cases where all three forms sound almost identical (dālet, ṭēt), in
other cases only two of the tree forms are that similar (wāw, ḥ et, mēm, pē or šīn) and in some
of the cases all the hapax legomena are quite diﬀerent (gimmel). It seems that these forms were
chosen more on the basis of on a “free association” than on a more accurate method. It gives
the impression that the Masoretes were playing some sort of a word game⁵¹⁾, rather than it being
the result of “scientiﬁc” work. Even though there may be other explanations⁵²⁾, I believe that this
example makes my above aforementioned theory plausible to some degree.
To sum up, we have seen that the ʾOklā we-ʾOklā collection of masoretic lists was based
primarily on the oral shape of the text of Hebrew Bible. Also the character of the collection
itself clearly shows that it uses a number of mnemonic devices, a sign that it was intended to be

. It reminds me of one such game, widespread in the Eastern Europe, in which people have to name quickly a word which
begins with the last leer of previously mentioned word (in the Czech Republic called “ word-football ”).
. For example, it can be argued that this particular masoretic list is rather late and that it processes already known masoretic
material (i.e. a list of hapax legomena). Even so, it remains plausible that the present list is a result of some collective
language game and there is no reason to assume that the earlier masoretic material emerged in a fundamentally diﬀerent
way.
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memorized rather than wrien down⁵³⁾. It should be noted, though, that a number of lists (which,
actually, are grouped into a distinct block of lists in the second part of the collection, see above)
deals with the shape of the consonantal text as well. Even these lists, however, use the same
mnemonic devices as the former collative lists, such as alphabetically sorted lists or word-pairs.

. Further Evidence
.. Did St. Jerome Know “e Masora”?
e Church Father Jerome writes in his commentary on Genesis, the estiones Hebraicae in
Genesim, commenting on  ָבּ ָאחוּin G : the following:
And behold, from the river came seven cows,
very vivid and of the best body and grazed in
Ai: Twice in Genesis it is wrien ACHI
and it is neither a Greek nor a Latin word.
And even ⌊if one reads it as⌋ Hebrew, it is
corrupted: ⌊In Hebrew⌋ it is namely read
“in AHU” () אחו, i.e. in a marsh.

Et ecce de ﬂuvio ascendebant septem boves,
speciosae ad videndum, electae carnibus, et
pascebantur in ai. Bis in Genesi scriptum est ACHI (αχα ⌊sic!⌋), et neque Graecus sermo est, nec Latinus. Sed et Hebraeus
ipse corruptus est: dicitur enim in AHU (
)אחו, hoc est, in palude.

Figure : Jerome's comment on G : (PL  / ).
From this comment we can see that, besides the linguistic and the text-critical notes on the verse
in question, Jerome also uses an argumentation well-known to us from the masora: he counts
how many times a particular form occurs in a speciﬁc book (without using this information, however, in the further discourse). And indeed, there exists a masoretic note  ̇ב, “twice”, which in
the Leningrad codex is not, however, aached to G : but to the second occurrence of this
form in G :. is in itself isn't a big surprise, since the aachment of a masoretic note to a
particular word is secondary and oen varies between diﬀerent codices. Also, in the Babylonian
tradition the Masora was mostly not wrien in the margin of Biblical text, but as separate collection of notes aer the Biblical text, at the end of the codex⁵⁴⁾. It is, therefore, plausible to assume
. Similar observations can be made throughout the masoretic literature, for example the masoretic “ grammar ” of Aharon
ben Asher, Diqduqē ha-Ṭeʿamím was rhymed.
. See Ofer , p. .
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that a masoretic “note”, stating that  ָאחוּappears twice (in Genesis), existed in some oral form
(independent of its actual “aachment” to a particular place in the Bible) before being wrien
down by the “masoretes” (i.e. actually by the נקדנים, “punctuators”).
Interestingly, the word ( ָאחוּbut without the preposition - ) ְבּis also found once in J :.
e note in L (as opposed to what Jerome says!) seems therefore not to be completely clear: either
it refers to the whole word together with the preposition - ְבּor the exact meaning of this note
being restricted to the Book of Genesis was lost⁵⁵⁾
Obviously, I'm not claiming that some masoretic collections already existed in the ᵗʰ century
and that Jerome was quoting from them. We should, however, ask how precisely Jerome obtained
the information that this particular word occurs twice in Genesis, and why he quotes this at
all. We should note that the way the texts were composed in antiquity, even the “scientiﬁc”
ones (I'm referring to Jerome's use of textual criticism and linguistics) was quite diﬀerent from
today. ere were certainly no wrien concordances (the ﬁrst such books appear only around
the time of the emergence of ﬁrst printed biblical editions!) where an exegete would ﬁrst look
for the occurrences of a particular word as part of his usual exegetical procedure. It seems rather
that the books were composed orally with no (or minimum) wrien notes and dictated directly
to the scribe. Anyway, it is hard to believe that Jerome had searched through the entire book
of Genesis only to make such a note about this particular word occurring twice in this book.
It seems more likely that he had either received this information from his Jewish teacher as an
already formulated exegetic comment or, alternatively, that he himself knew the Bible by heart (in
Greek) and was making such a comment on the basis of his own excellent knowledge of the text. If
the ﬁrst explanation is correct, it would mean that at the time of Jerome the practice of “counting
the words” already existed which seems to be the basis for the later masoretic work. If this is
true, however, we can see that there are no indications that this “counting” was connected with
a distinct institution or circle (“the Masoretes”) other than the regular study of the Hebrew Bible.
If, on the other hand, the second possibility is correct, it would mean that counting examples
of word's occurrences based on one's ability to learn the text by heart and “search” through it
. Actually, we see quite oen variations between the notes of various masoretic codices that show how a particular note
was misunderstood or doesn't match the fact. Sometimes we see a “ reinterpretation ” of such notes to match the biblical
text e.g. by adding some additional restrictions.
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by the means of associative thinking, was not unknown in antiquity. More research should be
done to ﬁnd and analyse similar examples from the Rabbinic literature, the Church Fathers (and
speciﬁcally their biblical commentaries) and ancient literature in general, before we can draw
speciﬁc conclusions about this Jerome's comment.
In any case, I propose to locate the original Sitz im Leben of masoretic notes in the milieu of
the “study” of biblical texts (which encompasses both its memorizing and the exegetical discussion
around it) by oral means. Both of the explanations of Jerome's comment proposed above ﬁt well
into this image of an oral study of the Scriptures.

.. Targumic Masora
As mentioned before⁵⁶⁾, there is another speciﬁc group of masoretic notes, namely those that
accompany the manuscripts of the Targum Onkelos, i.e. the so-called targumic Masora⁵⁷⁾. It is
assumed that the very existence of the targumic Masora indicates that, similarly to the masora
of the Hebrew bible, the targumic one was also meant to a protect the exact shape of the text of
Targum, and to avoid transmission errors and other textual changes, such as hyper-corrections⁵⁸⁾.
I would rather suggest that the targumic Masora has its roots in the oral study (and memorizing)
of the Targum, in the same way I'm proposing for the Hebrew masoretic notes. e Targum is said
to be classiﬁed as an example of the “Oral Torah”⁵⁹⁾ by some rabbinic texts and is forbidden to be
wrien down by them⁶⁰⁾. is would strongly indicate that it has also been transmied orally, at
least as the its primary method of transmission. erefore, if the phenomenon of masoretic notes
is found in manuscripts containing both the Hebrew Bible and the Targum, it would be another
indication for the assumption that the Hebrew Bible itself was also studied and memorized orally.
Note also that no masoretic notes were found in the oldest manuscripts of the Mishna or other
rabbinic texts, even though they represented a text authoritative to similar degree as the Hebrew

. See chapter ..., p. .
. A collation of extant targumic Masora notes has been published by Michael L. Klein, see Klein .
. See e.g. Klein , p. -.
. See also chapter ., p. .
. See chapter ., p. .
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Bible itself or its targūm. is fact can be explained by assuming that the Hebrew Bible and its
Targum were studied and memorized “side-by-side”⁶¹⁾.
ere are also other indications of the oral character of the targumic masora. Some notes,
for example, explicitly refer to the vocalized form of the Targum, as opposed to its wrien form
alone:
Where ⌊the Hebrew texts has⌋ ֱאמוֹר
(“say!”), it is translated אימר
ַ
, ⌊with⌋
raē, where ⌊the Hebrew reads⌋ “( ֶשׂהthe
sheep”), it is translated אימר
ָ
⌊with⌋ dageš.

 היכא,אימר רפי
ַ
מתרג
̇
היכא דאיכא אמור
אימר דגש
ָ מתרג
̇
דאיכא שה

Figure : Targumic masora note to G :.
Even though this note, in its present form, is not completely clear and it should rather read  ֵא ַימר⁶²⁾
(for impt √ ) אמרand  ִא ַימר⁶³⁾ (for “sheep”), it seems clear that originally it was trying to diﬀerentiate
two Aramaic forms which, while wrien the same, sounded slightly diﬀerent. In terms of (the
unvocalized) wrien text of the targūm this note would make no sense at all.
Additionally, the fact that the targumic Masora is found in several distinct forms (marginal
masora, independent collections sorted in the order of the Pentateuch, thematic lists)⁶⁴⁾, similar
to the Masoretic notes aached to the Hebrew Bible, shows that initially these notes were also
most probably transmied orally.
Klein also discusses Masoretic notes mentioning words which are read “in public” (i.e. liturgically) in some special way, or are not read at all⁶⁵⁾, such as a note on E ::
 וגבר עמלק מתגבריןis translated, ⌊but⌋ מתברין

מתרג בציבורא
̇
תר מתברין
̇ וגבר עמלק מתגברין

is translated in public
Figure : Targumic masora note on E :.

. See also further chapter ., p. .
. See 𝕿O to E :.
. See 𝕿O to G :.
. Klein , p. .
. Klein , p. -.



Chapter : Masoretic Notes
According to Klein⁶⁶⁾, “the masoretes clearly diﬀerentiate between the literal Aramaic version
that was wrien and studied, which they call תרגום, in contrast with that which may be recited in
public מיתרגם בציבורא.” However, in my opinion, there is no indication that by the  תרגוםa wrien
text is meant; it may rather point to the memorized and orally studied targūm.

. Conclusion and Interpretation
As we have seen the Masoretic notes show a strong aﬃnity to the oral study of the Biblical text.
erefore, I would like to propose a thesis that the phenomenon of such notes originates in a
completely oral context and probably started as a sort of “word game” of more or less professional
memorizers of the Hebrew Bible. Clearly, if a text is wrien down it can be stored and “forgoen”.
However, a memorized text, which lasts only as long as it is repeated, provokes certain kinds of
activity connected to the text. e targumic and midrashic traditions can be seen as one sort of
such activity which strives to make sense of the memorized text. But it is also well imaginable
that another sort of activity existed (originally spontaneous and only later more institutionalized)
which treated the memorized text on a more basic level of actual words and forms. It seems,
therefore, that the reason for the very existence of the “Masoretic notes” was the natural feature
of the human brain to spontaneously make connections between similar or repetitive parts of the
memorized text. If we use the terminology of David Carr⁶⁷⁾, a memorization presented “shaping
of the mind” of those who learnt the text by heart, and it is only natural then for the text to be
reformulated or commented in various ways.

Excursus: e Language of Masoretic Notes
It also seems that the language of the Masoretic notes, which is Aramaic, strongly indicates that
the Masora in its wording predates Islamic times and was, therefore, composed at a time when
literacy was still rare. It thus stands to reason that the masoretic material emerged by oral means
and was based on the oral version of the Biblical text. Masoretic notes composed in Judeo-Arabic
. Ibid.
. Carr , p. ﬀ.
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are very rare, apart from the Kitāb al-̮ḫilāf of Mišael ben ʿUzziʿel⁶⁸⁾ which already appear to
represents a later rework of older traditions⁶⁹⁾, only very notes are known to be formulated in
Arabic. See e.g. the following targumic Masora note⁷⁰⁾:
For verses that are not translated in public
⌊but for which⌋ <there is> a targūm…

... תרג
̇ בציבור פי
̇
מתרג
̇
לפסוקי דלא

Figure : Targumic masora on E :.
As can be seen, this note is a mixture of an Aramaic (בציבור
̇
מתרג
̇
 ) לפסוקי דלאand an Arabic (תרג
̇ ) פי
part and, clearly, the Arabic part is an addition to the original note. is is, however, a very much
an exceptional case and the vast majority of Masoretic notes (whether appended to the Hebrew
Bible or the Targum) are in Aramaic.

At some point, as literacy became more common the originally orally transmied “lists” containing “notes” concerning the oral shape of the Hebrew bible gradually became more concerned
with the wrien text―as this became more accessible to the “professional readers” of the Bible.
Clearly, the diﬀerences between the oral tradition and the wrien text (i.e. the qerē/ketīv variants), and peculiar spellings, were presumably what ﬁrst caught the aention of the Masoretes.
Actually, as certain qerē/ketīv are occasionally quoted in (the orally studied) Rabbinic literature,
it seems evident that a certain contact between the orally transmied biblical text and the wrien
one must have existed, even at times when the text was primarily studied orally. As we have
seen, the qerē/ketīḇ notes were the ﬁrst to appear in the margins of the biblical manuscripts. is
would mean that even if some such cases were doubtless already known in the talmudic times
and some of them probably even earlier, the systematic study of such cases only seems to have
begun when literacy became more widespread.

. See Lipschütz .
. Note that this work is aributed to a speciﬁc author, a typical sign of a work which was composed by literary means (as
opposed to oral ones).
. Klein , p. , .
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In my opinion this represents the context in which the “Masoretic notes” started to be written in the margins of the biblical codices, but we can only speculate as what the primary reason
was. Clearly, the scribes could try to use this existing tradition in order to overcome the problems arising from a boom in literary activity and, more speciﬁcally, from the copying of biblical
texts, namely the problem of inconsistencies between the manuscripts and the need to ﬁx more
precisely the biblical text. In a context where only few wrien biblical texts existed (a Jewish
community in a particular place may even have had only one Torah scroll which was in use for
a very long period of a time!) such problems were not immediately evident. On the other hand,
as is well-known, the literacy boom in  rd century B.C.E Alexandria led to the emergence of the
“Alexandrian grammatical school”, occupied with the textual criticism of Homer and other ancient texts. However, if we compare the techniques used by both groups, it becomes evident that
whereas the use of various text-critical signs in Alexandria (like the asterisk, obelos and metobolos marking spurious passages found in some but not all the manuscripts) seems self-evident,
the Masoretic way is rather puzzling as an editorial device deployed in the scribal context. At
any rate, the counting of the occurrences of a particular word seems to be a very obscure way if
preserving the wrien text was the goal. Why wasn't a single note at the margin as to whether
a particular word was to be wrien plaenē, or defectīve or in any other particular way enough?
In my opinion, this can easily be explained if we assume that an already existing oral tradition
(which could already have been used to preserve the “correct” shape of the biblical text, albeit in
the oral context⁷¹⁾) was re-used by the scribes in an aempt to overcome the problem of hundreds
of (small) variants between any two manuscripts. Actually, it seems that this aempt was not
completely successful, given the fact that in later generations several other aempts were made
to ﬁx the authoritative shape of the biblical text: see Rabbi Meir Abulaﬁa's (-) מסורת
סייג לתורה, Rabbi Menaḥ em ben Solomon ha-Meiri's (?-)  קרית ספר, Yedidia Salomon Norzi's

(-)  מנחת ש״יand the  קסת הסופרof Rabbi Solomon Ganzfried (-)⁷²⁾.

. Actually, memorized lists of peculiar forms which aimed at preventing a confusion with other similar forms seems to
be a device perfectly ﬁing into the context of oral study and answering the most acute problem of such a study―the
spontaneous “ harmonization ” of similar words or phrases.
. See Levy , p. .
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e ﬁrst of these rabbis, Rabbi Meir Abulaﬁa explains why he decided to write his book,
aempting to ﬁx the authoritative text of the Jewish Bible with following words⁷³⁾:
And if have come to rely on the corrected scrolls that we posses, even they contain many disagreements. And were it not for the masorōt that were made a fence
around Torah a man would be unable to ﬁnd his hands and feet because of disagreements. Even the masorōt were not spared the occurrence of disagreements,
for disagreements are found in some places even among them, but not like the
large number of disagreements among the scrolls. And if someone would intend to
write a Torah scroll correctly, it would be imperfect regarding defective and plene
spellings; and he would ﬁnd himself groping like a blind man in the darkness of
disagreements, and he would not successfully achieve his purpose to ﬁnd what he
seeks.
Figure : Rabbi Meir Abulaﬁa on the variants in the biblical text
Moreover, the Masora was not always accepted among the mediaeval rabbinic circles as a proper
way to correctly produce the biblical text. Some were rather claiming that the rabbinic rule to
“follow the majority”⁷⁴⁾should be applied and accordingly that Torah scrolls should be consulted
and not the Masoretic notes⁷⁵⁾. e problem of the variants was actually only largely resolved
by another paradigmatic change, namely the discovery of print. It was completely solved just
recently with the introduction of computer technology, that is with yet another paradigm change.

. e translation is taken from Levy , p. .
. Based on a midrashic, de-contextualized understanding of E :,  ַא ֲח ֵרי ַר ִבּים ְל ַהטֹּת.
. Levy , p. -.
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Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis
In this chapter I'd like to analyse some rare Biblical Hebrew forms as found in the Masoretic text,
primarily with regard to the question about the relationship of the consonantal form to its masoretic vocalization, or more precisely, to the oral tradition which is the basis for vocalization of
the Masoretic codices. Speciﬁcally, I'd like to ask in the ﬁrst place whether it is possible and plausible to assume that the vocalization may present a deliberate reinterpretation of the consonantal
text or whether the existence of such a form is caused by other factors.
Further, based on the assumption that the consonants and the vocalization both go back to
two traditions―the wrien biblical text copied by the scribe and the memorized oral version of
the Hebrew Bible―we should ask what are other possible interactions between the two traditions
(besides the oral version being a deliberate reinterpretation of the consonants) or whether the oral
tradition possibly just diﬀers from the wrien text.
e forms are rather randomly chosen and should be seen only as examples, however. It
seems that they are prey representative in the features they show. When looking for such forms,
the main idea was that many of the “unusual” and “rare” Biblical Hebrew forms may be a result
either of some kind of discrepancies between the wrien and oral component of the Masoretic
text or may even be a result of some sort of “deliberate reinterpretation” of the consonantal text
by the oral tradition. For example, A. Geiger¹⁾ suggested a couple of such cases, he claimed, for
example, that ת־פּנֵ י יְ הוָ ה
ְ  ֵל ָראוֹת ֶאin E : was read * ִל ְראוֹתoriginally and was changed (without
the change of the consonants!) in order to avoid the theologically problematic idea of “seeing
God”. Obviously,  ֵל ָראוֹתdoesn't present a regular form (that would be ) ְל ֵה ָראוֹת. While we can be
sceptical towards such a thesis, it shows that rare and irregular Hebrew forms pose good material
for an analysis trying to answer the question about the relationship between the wrien text of
the Hebrew Bible and its vocalization.

. Geiger , p. ﬀ.
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[]אבה

Methodologically, I follow to some degree the standard text-critical procedure, however,
given that I have a diﬀerent goal than a regular text-critical analysis (my intention is not primarily to ﬁnd and decide what the original form was but to look for mechanisms and to describe
the interaction between the wrien text and the oral tradition), I deviate in a couple of ways from
the standard textual criticism. For example, I never apply the rules such as “lectiō diﬃcilior ” as
there is no need to actually decide what the form in question was originally. Rather, I try to oﬀer
diﬀerent possibilities of how the form in question may have emerged and discuss how this may
have happened. If I am to decide about the particular possibility, of how some form developed,
I'm relying solely on internal criteria.
Further, besides the ancient biblical versions²⁾ I'm striving to take the Jewish exegetical tradition into account where appropriate to demonstrate whether there is any evidence for a link
between the peculiar masoretic form and the ancient Jewish exegesis. Similarly, I'm trying to use
the ancient version in a more diﬀerentiated manner and ask whether they really represent a different Vorlage or if they alone are inﬂuenced by some exegetical considerations or other factors.
For this reason I also include among the versions the Arabic translation of Rav Saadya Gaon³⁾
which was created in a time close to the masoretic period.

. e Analysis
[]אבה
I :

𝕸: ַ >אבוּא< ְשׁמוֹ
ָ וְ לֹא
Ancient Versions
𝕲: καὶ οὐκ ἠθέλησαν ἀκούειν || 𝕬: 𝕿 || ולם ישאו אלקבול: ןלפא אולבק לבוא אל𝕾 || ו:

< ܘ >ܨ

. Unfortunately, I had no access to the edition of the Samaritan oral tradition of the Hebrew Bible as published by Zeʾēv
Ben-Ḥ ayyīm (Ben-Ḥ ayyīm -).
. Unfortunately, only the edition of J. Derenbourg (Derenbourg ) was available to me and not the editions of Yosef
Qaīḥ , encompassing more material than the former one.
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[] ֶא ָחד

Even though the consonants  אבואwould at the ﬁrst sight suggest a reading “( ָאבוֹאI will come”)
this doesn't really make any sense in the actual context: First, there isn't anyone in the nearest
context speaking in the ﬁrst person. Even if we understood this statement as being said by the
prophet, the saying “I will not come to hear” wouldn't be consistent with the ﬁrst part of this
proclamation. As can be seen, even all the versions agree with the masoretic vocalization. It is
therefore highly probable that the consonants here are a result of a scribal error or an unusual
orthography and do not denote any meaning other than that of the masoretic vocalization itself.
Nevertheless we may still qualify this case as a “latent qerē ”⁴⁾ as the consonants don't apparently
match the vocalization. On the other hand, the problem lies solely with the consonants and doesn't
pose any problem to the oral tradition as reﬂected by the masoretic vocalization.

[]א ָחד
ֶ
E :

𝕸: ת־א ַחד
ַ ר־>חד< ֶא
ַ
וְ ִד ֶבּ
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲: λαλοῦσιν <> ἄνθρωπος τῷ ἀδελφῷ αὐτοῦ || 𝕲var: <εἷς> σὺν ἑνὶ || 𝕿: דם חד< עיל >חלממ|| ו
𝕾:

< >

ܘ

Modern Solars
BL: “Könnte Aramaismus sein, ist aber wahrsch. ein Schreibfehler” (§b, )
e grammar of BL summarizes well the problem of the origin of this form: we cannot tell for
sure how this unusual reading,  ַחד, emerged. At the ﬁrst sight it seems like an Aramaism. Other
possibilities, like the one mentioned by BL, i.e. that our form resulted from a scribal error, are
possible. More interesting is to ask about the roles of the oral tradition and the wrien biblical
text. If this orthography is original we must assume that it was also read as ḥad from the very
moment it was ﬁrst wrien down. Maybe this form was itself inﬂuenced by an oral tradition
which preferred here the shorter Aramaic form (for metric or prosodic reasons perhaps?). It is
. See below chapter .., p. .



Chapter : Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis

[]אסף

even possible that ת־א ַחד
ַ  ַחד ֶאis not original but rather an addition (see the Septuagint where these
words are missing), and entered the text through an interaction with the oral tradition later⁵⁾. But
even then it wouldn't be easy to explain the two diﬀerent forms used for the same numeral.
If, on the other hand, the present consonants are the result of a scribal error, it would mean
that the masoretic vocalization obviously must have been adapted to comply with the consonantal
text. In any case, we may perhaps assume that probably either the consonants were assimilated
to the oral version or the vice versa. No conscious (re-)interpretation would appear to play a role
here⁶⁾. See the Targum which (similarly to Peshiṭta) doesn't diﬀerentiate between the two forms
for “one”.

[]אסף
 S :

𝕸: ל־בּחוּר ְבּיִ ְשׂ ָר ֵאל ְשׁ ִשׁים ָא ֶלף
ָ ת־כּ
ָ >וַ יּ ֶֹסף< עוֹד ָדּוִ ד ֶא
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲: Καὶ <συνήγαγεν> ἔτι Δαυιδ πάντα νεανίαν || 𝕿: לאשרי יירחל בת כש< יכנמיד >לווד דיף< עוסא>ו
יןלפין אתל𝕿 || תvar: ...𝕾 || >ואוסיף< עוד דויד ית כל בחירי:

̈

ܬ

̈ܘܕ ܕ

ܘܢ

< ܬܘܒ ܕܘ

>ܘ

P :

𝕸: ל־ﬠ ָפ ָרם יְ שׁוּבוּן
ֲ רוּחם יִ גְ וָ עוּן וְ ֶא
ָ <ַתּ ְס ִתּיר ָפּנֶ י ָיִבּ ֵהלוּן >תּ ֵֹסף
Ancient Versions
𝕼: (QPsᵃ) 𝕲 || תוסף רוחכה ויגועו: <ἀντανελεῖς> τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτῶν || 𝕿: || >תכנוש< רוחהון ומתנגדין
𝕾: .

ܪܘ ܘܢ ܘ

<ܐ

>

Modern Solars
BL: “Ohne das stumme  א.” (§u, p. )
. For the inﬂuence of the oral tradition on the wrien text see e.g. Person .
. Note, on the other hand, that the gematria of  חדequals the numeric value of , which in terms of the Hebrew Bible is a
signiﬁcant number. I don't know, however, about any such esoteric interpretation, nor is there any obvious explanation
according to which would this number make sense in the context.
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[]אסר

In these two verses the two forms  וַ יּ ֶֹסףand  תּ ֵֹסף, which, at the ﬁrst sight and outside their current
context would seem to come from √ יספ, hif. (“to continue”), are no doubt derivatives of the verb
√ אספ, “to gather”. ey could be explained simply through an elision of ʾalef (i.e. of the gloal
stop in pronunciation) of the  פ״אverb. ere doesn't seem be any plausible interpretation if we
consider them to be derived from √ יספ. Also, a majority of the ancient versions read an equivalent
to the √ אספhere. e only exception is the Targum which has a conﬂate reading having both the
aramaic equivalents of √ ) כנש( אספand √( יספthe same consonants). is shows clearly that the
Targum was a product of “learning” the text and not just a mere translation: we see the clearly
meaningless variant to be integrated into the translation. Obviously, this seems to have happened
in an oral context. From our example, however, it is unclear as to which textual tradition was the
base of this variant: it may have been the wrien text (i.e. the study of the wrien text may have
inspired the translation), but it may also have been based solely on the orally transmied biblical
text. e targumic variant which lacks the verb  כנשseems to be secondary.
Astonishing is the fact that here the vocalization matches the consonants. We would rather
expect, considering how oral traditions actually work, that the vocalization would be harmonized
with other forms of the verb √ אספ, where the leer ʾalef is pronounced as a gloal stop (see e.g.
 וַ יֶּ ֱאסֹףin G :,  וַ יַּ ַא ְספוּin J : or  נֶ ֱא ַסףin the nifʿal stem in I :). It seems more so that

our forms are harmonized with the consonantal text. It is, however, possible that the opposite is
true, namely that here the consonants preserved the “original” pronunciation where the elision
of the gloal stop had already happened (see the variant of QPsᵃ above) and that in the other
places the  אwas preserved as an “orthographic spelling” in the consonantal text. If this is true
then all of the forms of √ אספwhich “preserve” the pronunciation of the gloal stop in a position
where in the regular verbs a syllable would be closed by the ﬁrst radical are themselves to be
regarded as a result of harmonization of the oral tradition with the consonantal text. ese forms
would then have emerged through some sort of “guessing” and are to be considered late. It shows
that there was a substantial contact between the oral tradition and the wrien text, in one way
or another.

[]אסר
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[]אסר

Q :

𝕸: נוֹלד ָרשׁ
ַ ִכּי גַּ ם ְבּ ַמ ְלכוּתוֹ

סוּרים< יָ ָצא ִל ְמ
ִ >ה
ָ י־מ ֵבּית
ִ ִכּ

Ancient Versions
𝕲: ὅτι ἐξ οἴκου <τῶν δεσμίων> ἐξελεύσεται τοῦ βασιλεῦσαι || 𝕾:

.

<

>ܐ

ܕ

|| 𝕼: × || 𝕿: ארום מן גניסת >פלחי טעוותא< נפק אברהם ומלך על ארעא דכנענאי

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:
 כי מבית >הסורים< יצא למלך: from places of im-

 ממקום הטנופת- כי מבית >הסורים< יצא למלך

purity and smell, like we have in Targum:

:וסרחון כדמתרגמינן ויבאש וסרי

ויבאש וסרי, “it was spoiled and smelled”⁷⁾
רד״קAd:  Chr ::
 ויכו הרמים⁸⁾: ʾalef is missing and it should

 חסר אל״ף כמו הארמים וכן מבית הסורים- ויכו הרמים

read  הארמים, similar to: <סוּרים
ִ >ה
ָ י־מ ֵבּית
ִ ִכּ

יצא

יָ ָצא.

Rabbinic Literature
Midraš Rabba:
 כי מבית הסורים יצא למלוך: It's Joseph who

 זה יוסף שיצא מבית,כי מבית הסורים יצא למלוך

came out of the prison of Pharao. (GR

האסורים של פרעה

:)
Midraš Rabba:
 כי מבית הסורים יצא למלוך: it means: he shakes

כי מבית הסורים יצא למלוך דהוא מכשכש לברייאתה

himself out⁹⁾, like from within the thorns (

כמן ביני סריאתה

( )סריאתהQR :)

. He probably refers to some targūm of E :.
. Ad  C :, see p. .
. Maybe “ from the evil inclination ” is meant here?
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Midraš Rabba:
 טוב ילד מסכן: it's Joseph,  וחכם: when he

 שבחכמתו החיה: וחכם, זה יוסף:טוב ילד מסכן

saved through his wisdom the whole world

 זה פוטיפר: ממלך זקן וכסיל,כל העולם כולו ברעב

from the famine,  ממלך זקן וכסיל: it's Potifar.

 כי מבית הסורים יצא,כמה נסים ראה על ידו ולא נזהר

How many wonders did he see ⌊done⌋ by

 מבית גיררתו של פרעה יצא מלך:למלוך

him and didn't pay heed to it, כי מבית הסורים
יצא למלוך: from Pharao's fortress came out

the king. (QR :)
It this verse, the form סוּרים
ִ  ָהis exceptional and its naïve reading would be “the Syrians” (note,
however, that the proper form denoting “the Syrians” would rather be *סּוּרים
ִ ) ַה. Since the earliest
times the word in question was understood as סוּרים
ִ  ָ ֽה ֲא, “the prisoners”, as is aested e.g. in the
LXX or 𝕾. Such an understanding of this verse is also not unknown in the Jewish exegetical tradition, see e.g. Kimḥ ī's comment above. Even some of the midrašīm (Genesis Rabba and Qohelet
Rabba) understand it in this way, for example when they identify the “poor child” (see the previous verse, Q :) which should, nevertheless, become a king with Joseph, who, according to
the Biblical narrative, was also imprisoned. Targum Onkelos (“Because from a family of devotees
of errors came Abraham and reigned over the Canaanites”), on the other hand, has clearly “the
Syrians” in mind which are identiﬁed with the Arameans of the Abraham story (see G :).
ere exist, however, other Jewish exegetical traditions explaining the word “etymologically”,
based on similar Aramaic lexemes―√ סרי, “to smell” or  סירתא/ סריאתא, “thorn”.
Even though we can quite plausibly assume that the original Hebrew text intended here to
mean “the house of prisoners”, it is hard to decide what was really the original form. It seems
questionable, whether in the original version an elision of the gloal stop had already occurred:
the vast majority of Hebrew nouns starting with an ʾalef don't lose this leer aer a deﬁnite
article. See also, for example, the ancient Phoenician language where an elision of an ʾalef is a
common feature but not aer the deﬁnite article¹⁰⁾. e elision of the leer  אmay, therefore,
be more likely a result of a scribal error. Given the fact that one of the forms in question is a
proper noun designating nation, it is even possible that already the scribe of the consonantal text
. See Harris , p. ; .
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(be it the original or some later one) aimed at creating an ambivalent version which could be
understood in both ways by leaving out the ʾalef .¹¹⁾
For our analysis it is more important that the vocalization is in accordance with the consonants. erefore, if the consonantal text presents a sort of reinterpretation or hidden message,
then the masoretic tradition follows closely the wrien text. Note that the exegetical tradition
still knows about the (assumed) original meaning of the word but plays with the other possible
interpretations. In any way, the vocalization doesn't seem to reinterpret the consonants, but it
̄ sūrīm
̄
reﬂects more the original reading håʾå
which was, apparently, only later assimilated to match
̄ sūrīm
̄
̄
the consonantal form (håʾå
> håsūrīm
).

[]א ָרם
ֲ
 C :

𝕸: <>ה ַר ִמּים
ָ ־א ָרם ְבּ ָרמוֹת גִּ ְל ָﬠד וַ יַּ כּוּ
ֲ ל־חזָ ֵאל ֶמ ֶל
ֲ ן־א ְח ָאב ֶמ ֶל יִ ְשׂ ָר ֵאל ַל ִמּ ְל ָח ָמה ַﬠ
ַ הוֹרם ֶבּ
ָ ְוַ יֵּ ֶל ֶאת־י
ת־יוֹרם
ָ
ֶא
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲: <οἱ τοξόται> || 𝕿: 𝕾 || וקטלו >ארמאי< ית יורם: .ܪܡ

< ̈ >ܐܪܘ

𝖁 || ܘ:

vulneraveruntque

<Syri> Ioram

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:
 ויכו הרמים: like  הארמים, in many places

 כמו הארמים הרבה מקומות חסר אל״ף:ויכו הרמים

the ʾalef is missing, as in: וְ ַל ֲﬠ ָמ ָשׂא תּ ְֹמרוּ

כגון לעמשא תומרו ופעמים האל״ף נוספת בתיבה כגון

( S :), and sometimes the ʾalef is

איתן האזרחי כמו הזרחי ואל״ף של ואחותי באזניכם

added, like: ( ְל ֵא ָיתן ָה ֶאזְ ָר ִחיP :) for הזרחי
and the ʾālef in ( ַא ֲחוָ ִתי ְבּ ָאזְ נֵ ֶיכםJ :).

. See also below p.  () הרמים.
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רד״ק:

e ʾalef is missing, ⌊to be read⌋ as  הארמים.

 חסר אל״ף כמו הארמים וכן מבית הסורים:ויכו הרמים

And so is the case in: מבית הסורים יצא

יצא

(Q :¹²⁾).
e form  ָה ַר ִמּיםis understood by almost all ancient versions as well as by the Jewish tradition (see
Rashi and Qimḥ ī above) in exactly the same way as its parallel  ֲא ַר ִמּיםin  K : which reads:
“the Arameans”. is isn't surprising, as the consonants  הרמיםcan well be explained as a result
of an elision of the leer ʾālef from * הרמים > הארמיםor, alternatively, as a result of a sound shi
 ה > א¹³⁾ (i.e. the form would then be without a deﬁnite article).

e only exceptional reading among the ancient witnesses is found in the Septuagint which
here instead reads οἱ τοξόται, “the archers”, here instead. is, most probably, goes back to the
form *( ַהמּ ִֹריםsee BHS¹⁴⁾), “those that are shooting”. is can either be explained by the LXX
already having had a Vorlage containing a further scribal error, i.e. a metathesis  ר- מ, or maybe
by the translators themselves using of such a metathesis in the process of “guessing” the meaning
from the consonants. If this laer option is correct, we should note that such a “guessing” may
contain “interpretative” elements (i.e. similar to those found in a Targum). In any case, it does
seem not probable that the reading found in the Septuagint represents the original reading.
Now, if we consider the consonants alone, we can see that they can be also read as * ָה ָר ִמים,
“loy”, or “haughty”¹⁵⁾. is would be a perfect opportunity for some sort of reinterpretation
given the fact that in the Jewish (both Pre-rabbinic and Rabbinic) nomen gentilicium was exegesis
oen used to hint at some nation or group, for example one that was regarded inimical; consider
e.g. the usage  כותיםin the qumranic Pesharīm literature or  ֱאדוֹםin the Rabbinic literature denoting Rome. (Generally speaking, such interpretations are very signiﬁcant as they are directly
connected, positively or negatively, to the social identity of a particular group.) It is therefore
tempting to see this peculiar form, not as a result of a scribal error, but as a conscious modi. See p. .
. is may be an hypercorrection trying to avoid an Aramaism.
. I do not consider the other proposed solution, i.e. the form * ָהר ִֹמיםas being plausible.
. See e.g. the √ רוםin  S :; P :; P :.



Chapter : Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis

[] ִא ָשּׁה

ﬁcation which hinting at a particular “hidden” interpretation; see also a similar place above¹⁶⁾.
However, even if this be true, it is not a reinterpretation that would happen on the level of the
oral tradition, at least not the masoretic one. Rather, if this really isn't just a boring example of a
scribal error, it can be explained basically in one of two ways: a) as an independent intervention of
the scribe intended to hide some “secret message” into the wrien text itself; b) as a result of the
inﬂuence of some exegetical traditions that knew about the ambiguities of the consonantal shape
of the text. e former would be a fairly typical action for a literate culture (note that writing allows for easier meta-textual activity), while the laer would present a word pun more typical for
the oral context. e current vocalization, on the other hand, doesn't carry any reinterpretation
of the consonants, but rather the pešaṭ of the text.
As we can see, the vocalization of our form apparently ﬁts the consonants. On the other
hand, if we compare  ָה ַר ִמּיםwith the parallel  ֲא ַר ִמּיםin  K : we can see that both forms are
very much alike, diﬀering only in the missing  אvocalized in the parallel passage with ḥ ātef pataḥ .
It stand thus to reason that some sort of assimilation of the oral tradition into the consonantal text
is a plausible explanation for the form in question¹⁷⁾, otherwise we would have here a qerē/ketīv
variant. It seems that the vocalization of  ָה ַר ִמּיםwith qāmeṣ in the ﬁrst syllable corresponds unambiguously to the deﬁnite article and the particular form with the dageš in  מdoesn't indicate
that the vocalization would be trying somehow to salvage a reinterpretation possibly hidden in
the consonantal text.

[]א ָשּׁה
ִ
E :

𝕸: >אשּׁ ֹת< ַהזִּ ָמּה
ִ ל־א ֳה ִל ָיבה
ָ ל־א ֳה ָלה וְ ֶא
ָ ֶא

. See סוּרים
ִ  ָה, p. .
. e possibility that it were the masoretes, viz. the naqdanīm, who didn't consider the ḥ ātef so signiﬁcant as to be wrien
down (in form of a qerē variant), doesn't seem very convincing to me, even if it cannot be ruled out either. On the other
hand, I found among the qerē/ketīv variants of the Leingrad codex none where an ʾalef missing in the consonantal text
retained this consonant in the vocalization of the qerē.
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Ancient Versions
𝕲: τοῦ <ποιῆσαι> ἀνομίαν || 𝕿: יןטאון< חהתיצען >דינדה מיבהללאה והלא𝕿 || לvar: <וןהתיצע𝕼 || >ד: × ||
𝕾: .

̈  > ̈<ܙ.

ܐܗ

ܐܗ ܘ

̇

.ܗܘܘ

ܗ

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:
 אשות הזמה: wanton women.

 נשי הזמה- >אשות< הזמה
רד״ק:

Only in this case there comes ⌊the form⌋

 זה לבדו בא מן אשה אשות כי יאמר- >אשת< הזימה

 ִאשּׁ ֹתfrom  ִא ָשּׁה. And if you argue ⌊that

נשים נשי לגנאי בא כן

the usual plural of  ⌋ ִא ָשּׁהis  נָ ִשׁיםand  נְ ֵשׁי,
⌊it should be answered⌋ that it comes in a

derogatory sense here.
In contrast to the masoretic version, the consonants  אשתhere may suggest * ֵא ֶשׁתas the original
reading, i.e. sg. cs. of  ִא ָשּׁה. e feminine plural forms in BH are predominantly (but not necessarily) wrien plaene (וֹת- ). Moreover, the pl. of  ִא ָשּׁהis in most cases found to be ( נָ ִשׁיםor  נְ ֵשׁיin
the construct form); the masoretic form, on the other hand, is exceptional and occurs only once
in the Bible (with no variant in the spelling in any manuscript). It would seem, therefore, that
this form can be suspected of being reinterpreted by the masoretic vocalization.
In the context of this verse, both vocalization variants are possible, diﬀering only in that
the masoretic  ִאשּׁ ֹתpoints both to Ohola and Oholiba; whereas the suggested * ֵא ֶשׁתwould refer
to the laer symbolic person only. In terms of interpretation, it would be rather surprising if
only one of the women was designated as the “woman of the lust”. We ﬁnd, however, no such
diﬀerentiation between the two characters in the Jewish exegetical tradition. On the contrary, the
traditional Jewish commentators explain this word in accord with the masoretic vocalization (See
Rashi above). e same is true for the Peshiṭtā translation.
e masoretic form  ִאשּׁ ֹתmay, though, be plausibly explained as a semantic variant of  ִא ָשּׁה,
with pejorative meaning. is was already suggested by the mediaeval Jewish commentary of
rabbi David Qimchi (see above). is assumption can further be strengthened by the fact that
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similarly exceptional plural form ישׁים
ִ ( ִאP :; P :; I :) may possibly be explained
in the same way¹⁸⁾.
More interesting are, on the other hand, the translations of the LXX and the Targum Onkelos.
None of them can be seen as direct translation of the hebrew consonants  אשת. e Greek ποιῆσαι,
however, most probably corresponds to the Hebrew ( עֹשׂוֹתinf. cs. ʿᵃsōt) and the Aramaic וןהתיצעד
is a rendering of the Hebrew ( ֵﬠצוֹתʿēṣōt)¹⁹⁾. Note, however, that some of the targumic manuscripts
do read a singular here (וןהתיצע ד, being diﬀerent only in the short a from the plural).
It could be suggested that these translations are based on some oral version of the Hebrew
text (perhaps ʾiššōt), where the diﬀerences between the sounds ś and š (in the LXX version) or
š and ṣ (in Targum) as well as ʿ and ʾ (both in the LXX and Targum) are ignored²⁰⁾. Also, the
duplication of š and the initial vowel are disregarded.
is can be explained in one of two ways: a) these sounds were not distinguished in the
translator's pronunciation of Hebrew and the form was erroneously identiﬁed with another one.
is may be the case especially if the original form was a rare one within the biblical corpus, b)
the translator was well aware of the diﬀerence between these sounds, but chose to translate this
word freely, based only on a free, midrashic association of the two forms. Either way, the fact
is that both of the ancient translations misunderstand/reinterpret the text in a diﬀerent way but
based on the same, or very similar pronunciation of the Hebrew Vorlage.
We can conclude that it doesn't seem plausible that the form  ִאשּׁ ֹתpresents a masoretic reinterpretation of the consonantal text. It originates rather from an older (oral) tradition which was
known to the translators of the LXX and the Targum Onkelos. is was either misunderstood
by the translators of these ancient versions (due to the fact that this translation was done orally
and in the dialect of the translator certain consonants were indistinguishable) or was provocative

. ough they could be explained as dialectal form, similar to forms found in Phoenician and Punic (see KBL, Art. ; אישׁ
Harris , p. ).
. With the addition of a possesive suﬃx rd m. pl., which may be considered as targumic extension.
. A similar phenomenon can be found, for example, in eodotion translation of G : which plays upon the confusion
of the forms  ִא ָשּׁהand  ; יִ ָשּׂאJerome's (estiones Hebraicae on Genesim on G :) transcribes both as forms as “ issa ”
into Latin. e second column of the Hexapla has ἐσσὰ.
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enough to create diﬀerent midrashic explanations which entered the ancient version. Either of
these two possibilities would speak strongly for an oral seing of the translational process.

[]אתה
J :

𝕸: >א ָתנוּ< ֔ ָל ִכּי ַא ָ ֖תּה יְ הוָֹ ה ֱא ֵ ֽהינוּ
ָ ִהנְ נוּ
Masoretic Comments
MpL: ×
Ancient Versions
𝕲: ἰδοὺ <δοῦλοι ἡμεῖς ἐσόμεθά> σοι || 𝕾:

𝕿 || ܗ > < ܕ:

ךנלחפא< לבנין תרמון אתן אידל עכא >בה

אנהלת יוי אי ארא אוקנר𝖁 || פ: ecce nos <venimus> ad te tu enim es Dominus Deus noster

Modern Solars
BL: “Nach Verbis ל״א, aber ohne das orthogr. §( ” אg, p. )
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:
 אתנוis pronounced with qāmeṣ like the

 נקרא בקמץ כבעלי האל״ף והוא מבעלי הה״א:אתנו

 ל״אverbs, but belongs to the  ל״הverbs; ⌊its

:מן ואתא מרבבות קדש

meaning is like⌋: “he came ( ) ואתאfrom
Ribeboth-kodesh” (D :)
As both the mediaeval Jewish commentators as well as modern scholars note (see above), the form
 ָא ָתנוּis peculiar in that its vocalization agrees with the  ל״אverbs but there is no ʾalef wrien in

place of its third radical. If we observe the form more closely, however, we'll see that it doesn't
resemble the form of the  ל״הverbs either:  ל״אwould presuppose  ָא ָתאנוּ, ʾātānū, while  ל״הwould
read  ָא ִתינוּ, ʾātīnū. We see, therefore, that this form only shows a peculiar orthography (if not a
scribal error) in its wrien form. e vocalization would then present the more original form.
However, a small problem still remains: most of the occurrences of the verb √ אתהin the BH are
clearly  ל״הforms: for example, imperfect forms without an ending having the characteristic segōl
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in the ﬁnal syllable ( יֶ ֱא ֶתה, אתה
ֶ  ) ֵתּor forms with consonantal yōd in place of the third radical (
וַ יֶּ ֱא ָתיוּן, ) יֶ ֱא ָתיוּ. e only instance of a form of this root wrien (and vocalized) as  ל״אis  וַ יֵּ ֵתאin

D : which in itself is problematic²¹⁾. It is thus quite possible that even the original version
of our form agreed initially with the  ל״הverbs (i.e. sounded ʾātīnū) but was later assimilated to the
wrien text.
A question remains as to whether the reading of the consonants  אתנוas a verbal form of
√ אתהpresents the original meaning, or if it is a result of some reinterpretation or exegesis. As
we can see, neither LXX nor 𝕾 use an equivalent of the verb “to come” in their translation, nor
anything that could be understood as an interpretation thereof. It seems that these versions are
based on another reading of the same consonants, namely as  א ׇֹתנוּ, “us”.

ִהנְ נוּ א ׇֹתנוּ ָל

would

hence be understood as “behold, (it is) us to You”, i.e. in the sense “behold, we belong to You”,
which corresponds to the meaning of the Syriac version. e LXX (lit. “servants we will become
Yours”) can be seen as further elaboration of this idea. e Targum, on the other hand, even if it
also contains haggadic expansions, is essentially based on the same understanding as represented
by the MT: אבנ ת, “we returned” would then go back to the hebrew  ָא ָתנוּ.
It is hard to decide what the original reading was: understanding  א ׇֹתנוּas a nota accusatīvī
would be possible, but such a usage is rather rare in Biblical Hebrew²²⁾. e possibility that the
̄
masoretic reading changed from ōtānū > ātānū (åtānū
, more precisely) is therefore not completely

convincing but neither can it be ruled out. If this was the case, we can assume that such a shi
didn't present a conscious reinterpretation but may possibly have happened due to the similarity
in the pronunciation of the vowels ḥ ōlem and qāmeṣ.
We can conclude that the masoretic reading either represents the original meaning of the
verb √ אתה, “to come”, in which case it was most likely slightly assimilated to the match the
̄ ( א ׇֹתנוּ,
consonantal text (i.e. reading the form as a  ל״אand not a  ל״הverb), or it shied from ōtånū
̄ nū
̄ ,  ָא ָתנוּ, by a simple vowel shi ō > å ̄ . In the laer case this would
“us”) into the verbal form åtå

. It has been suggested that ...  ָספוּן ׀ וַ יֵּ ֵתא... was originally  ויתאספון, see KBL and BHQ.
. MurJ, for example, (§ j) shows only a few cases where the accusative particle  ֵאתcan mark the subject (e.g. J :;
E :; see especially E :: ת־שׁ ֵתּי ָה ֲא ָרצוֹת ִלי ִת ְהיֶ ינָ ה
ְ ת־שׁנֵ י ַהגּוֹיִם וְ ֶא
ְ  ) ֶאor can function as a pronoun (H :;
E :).
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seem to have happened without any interaction with the wrien text by just oral means, and
without any a priori exegetical or ideological reasons.

[]בוא
G :

𝕸: >ה ָבאת< ָל
ֻ ת־בּ ְר ָכ ִתי ֲא ֶשׁר
ִ ַקח־נָ א ֶא
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲: λαβὲ τὰς εὐλογίας μου, ἃς <ἤνεγκά> σοι || 𝕲var: <ενηνοχα>/<ενινοχα> || 𝕲var: <ενενοχας> ||

<

𝕾:

݁ ܪ ܝ >ܕ

|| ⅏: 𝕿 || את ברכתי אשר >הבאתי< לך: <תיאיתיתאי >דובתיקרת תן יעיל כבק

ך𝕬 || ל: ... >גבת< לך
̇ ואקבל ברכתי אלתי

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:
 אשר הבאת לך: you didn't strive for it, but I

 ואני יגעתי להגיעה עד, לא טרחת בה- אשר הבאת לך

tried hard to reach ⌊you⌋, until ⌊the bless-

שבאה לידך

ing⌋ came upon you.
e masoretic form “( ֻה ָבאתshe/it was brought”) has a rare ending ת- for . f. sg. is is one of
fourteen²³⁾ such pf forms in the BH. Moreover, out of sixteen pf. . f. sg. forms in the hofʿal stem
only one form has such an ending ( ָהגְ ָלתappearing twice in J :). All the common pf. . f.
sg. forms do end, on the other hand, with ה- .
e LXX²⁴⁾, ⅏and 𝕾(

݁  ܐis to be read as ʿaytīṯ, . c. sg. ʾaf ) all present an active variant that

corresponds to the Hebrew אתי
ִ  ֵה ֵב, “I brought”. A single LXX ms. has ενενοχας²⁵⁾, “you brought”.
Even though Saadya's arabic translation is not vocalized,  ̇גבתshould most probably be read as an
active form: ُ ْ ِ , “I brought”, or َ ْ ِ , “you brought”. e passive causative form (which then
. See also E :; L :; :; D :; :; I :, J : (bis), J :; E :; :; :;
 C :.
. e variants ενηνοχα/ενινοχα (pf. instead of aor.), found in some manuscripts are not relevant to our discussion.
. Ms.  in the Göingen Edition of the LXX (see Pešiṭta Leiden). is variant is considered an error by the editors but see
below.
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could only be . f. sg.) would more likely be spelled  ) ِ َ ْ ( ̇גיבתor (even beer) אגיבת
̇ ( ْ َ ِ ) ا²⁶⁾,
in the VI. stem.
Targum Onkelos, on the other hand, has an ʾiafʿal form, denoting the passive variant which
then corresponds to the masoretic reading.
One possible way of explaining the masoretic (and targumic) reading is to consider it to be
a conscious and euphemistic change of the text, perhaps aimed at avoiding the idea that a man
(Jacob) could be the source of a benediction and not solely God. Similar euphemisms are common
in the targumic tradition. If, however, we consider the original version to be . sg. (as LXX, ⅏
and 𝕾 aest), the consonantal text would presumably be  הבאתי, i.e. ending with תי- ²⁷⁾. If we
considered our masoretic form to be the result of a reinterpretation for ideological reasons, it
wouldn't suﬃce to change the vocalization, but the consonants would also have to be changed (
 ) הבאת > הבאתיaccordingly. Note, however, that this new consonantal form can still be vocalized

as the . sg. Had this form been meant to be reinterpreted unambiguously as a passive caussative
it would have been wrien plaene ( ) הובאתand the ending would have been changed into ה- (i.e.
)הובאה.

erefore, if this form indeed presents some sort of reinterpretation, the consonants should
be regarded as a “mixed form” which would allow for both readings. In such a case we can
perhaps consider certain interplay between the wrien Biblical text and the corresponding oral
tradition, which possibly led to such forma mixta.
A much simpler solution is to consider the consonantal form to be a result of a scribal error
caused by a simple omission of the leer yod.
In any case, it seems that the jewish tradition (i.e. the rabbinic and later ones) did not ﬂuctuate
between the two above mentioned meanings (“I brought” vs “it was brought”) but between two
possible interpretations of the consonants  הבאתthemselves: “you brought” (את
ָ  ֵה ֵב, this would be
the obvious reading for those consonants if we disregard the context) and “it was brought” (i.e.
the masoretic form). See, for example, the following midrash:

. Blau aests a passive form ואגיב
̇
in the IV. stem only, see Blau , p. .
. As the Samaritan version does.
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 קח נא את ברכתי אשר הובאת לך- he (Jacob)

 אמר לו כמה,קח נא את ברכתי אשר הובאת לך
יגיעה יגעתי עד שתבא לידי אבל אתה מאליה היא באה
 אשר הבאתה אין כתיב כאן אלא אשר הובאת,אצלך
מאליה באה לידך

said to him, how much have I toiled away
until it (the blessing²⁸⁾) came into my
hand but you - by itself it comes to you,
as it is not wrien²⁹⁾ אשר הבאתה, “which
you brought”, but  אשר הובאת, “that was
brought to you”: by itself it came to your
hand.

Figure : GR , commenting on G :.
It seems that an exegetic note about two possible readings of  הבאתwas incorporated in the
midrashic discourse here, proving that the question of how to read (and interpret) the form containing the consonants  הבאתwas discussed in the Jewish tradition. Rashi's commentary seems to
refer to the same idea. Even Saadya's translation ﬁts possibly into the picture, if we understand
his reading as . sg. m., “you brought” and not . sg. If this interpretation is correct, Saadya must
have used here the wrien text as a basis for his translation (with its simplest possible interpretation) and not the oral tradition, and such an reading wouldn't really ﬁt into the context. On
the other hand, we cannot exclude the possibility that Saadya intended . sg. which presents the
same variant as LXX, 𝕾 and ⅏ aest.
To sum up, the most straightforward explanation for our form is that it is a result of a scribal
error that was consequently reinterpreted by the oral tradition to ﬁt into the context (it wouldn't
make much sense if Jacob said to his brother that he, i.e. Esau, brought his “blessing”). e
other possibility, namely that the consonantal form  הבאתalready bears a reinterpretation of the
presumably original  הבאתי, seems less probable, but is also not completely to be ruled out. In the
above-mentioned midrash we see a great sensitivity to the role of the blessing in the story.
N :

𝕸: ת־ה ָא ֶרץ
ָ יאתי< א ָֹתם וְ יָ ְדעוּ ֶא
ִ >וְ ֵה ֵב
. Note the ambivalent usage of this word here, which may simply stand for a “ gi ”, but on another level it points directly
to the main theme of Jacob's story.
. Sic!
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 K :

𝕸: יאת< אֹתוֹ ֶח ֶדר ְבּ ָח ֶדר
ָ וַ ֲה ֵקמֹתוֹ ִמתּוֹך ֶא ָחיו >וְ ֵה ֵב
 K :

𝕸: <יאת ָיה
ִ >ה ֵב
ֲ יה ַﬠ ָתּה
ָ יצ ְר ִתּ
ַ ִו
I :

𝕸: יאת< ִלּי ֵשׂה
ָ א־>ה ֵב
ֵ ֹל
S :

𝕸: הוֹר ִתי
ָ ל־ח ֶדר
ֶ ל־בּית ִא ִמּי וְ ֶא
ֵ יאתיו< ֶא
ִ ד־>שׁ ֲה ֵב
ֶ
ַﬠ
Modern Solars
BL: “Alles späte Pleneschreibung.” (§p, p. )
e above listed forms do not pose any problem for the translation or exegesis (all of them are
clearly a hif of √) בוא. eir spelling is, however, atypical. All of them bear two mātrēs lectiōnis
which is highly exceptional³⁰⁾. In יאתי
ִ  וְ ֵה ֵב, e.g., both yod and ʾalef stand as a vowel-leer for the
ṣērē. is could possibly be explained by assuming that the leer ʾalef occurs here due to an
“etymological spelling”, extended by an additional vowel-leer yod, which stands here for the
vowel ṣērē to point out its reading more speciﬁcally.
A beer explanation, in my opinion, can be found if we take these forms as being a mix of two
slightly diﬀerent forms, one preserved in the consonantal text and the other in the oral tradition
and, consequently, through the masoretic vocalization. e consonants would, then, represent
the variant with the linking vowel ō:  הביאתיstanding for * ֲה ִביא ִֹתי,  הביאתfor * ֲה ִביא ָֹת,  הביאתיהfor
יה
ָ  ֲה ִביא ִֹת, and  הביאתיוfor * ֲה ִביא ִֹתיו. is hypothesis could be supported by the fact that such an

*

occurrence of two matres lectionis, being very rare in BH (apart from the case where the vowelleer yod occurs as part of the hifʿīl stem), appears here in very similar forms of the same root: all
of them pf. hifʿīl of the verb √ בוא. is root, belonging to the  ע״יוgroup of irregular verbs, allows
for such a variant with a linking vowel to appear. Moreover, linking vowels occur frequently in
. If we do not count regular forms, such as  ֵה ִביא, where the yod vowel-leer is to be explained as a part of the hifʿīl stem
having an ʾalef due to a “ ethymological ” orthography.



Chapter : Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis

[]בוא

forms with suﬃxes³¹⁾, which two of the above mentioned forms do have. If this explanation is
correct, these forms should be considered as an example of a “latent qerē ”³²⁾.
is can be further supported by the fact that in J : we ﬁnd similar a case which was
considered by the masoretes as a qerē/ketīv variant (Kt= והביאתי, Qr=איתי
ִ ) וְ ֵה ֵב. Note, however, that
here the leers ʾalef and yōd are swapped and may thus be the result of a scribal error.
 S :

𝕸: <>בּנוּ
ָ י־ﬠל־יוֹם טוֹב
ַ יִמ ְצאוּ ַהנְּ ָﬠ ִרים ֵחן ְבּ ֵﬠינֶ י ִכּ
ְ ְו
Ancient Versions
𝕲: ὅτι ἐφ ἡμέραν ἀγαθὴν <ἥκομεν> || 𝕾: .< >ܐܬ

ܕ

|| 𝕿: <אינתב >אם טל יוי ער|| א

𝖁: in die enim bona <venimus> || 𝕼: ×
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:

An ʾalēf is missing in the writing but is

חסר אל״ף מהמכתב ונשארה במבטא

present in the pronunciation.
In this verse, we ﬁnd the form ( ָבּנוּwhich would normally, outside of the context, mean “in us”)
apparently in the sense of *“( ָבּאנוּcame we”). ere seems to be no obvious interpretation of this
verse, not even haggadic one, where the former spelling would make sense. Moreover, all the
versions agree with the later variant, i.e. the verbal form of √ בוא, “to come”. erefore, what we
have to do with here is a most probably a scribal error or at least an unusual orthography. We
can also understand this form as a latent qerē, where the wrien form, ketīv doesn't correspond
to the meaning implied by the oral tradition, but is not marked by the Masora. Note, on the other
hand, that the oral tradition would allow for both spelling variants, as they are homophonic and
thus indistinguishable in pronunciation (see also Qimḥ ī's comment above). In other words, if we
consider this form to be an error, this error is a scribal one and doesn't apply to the oral tradition
in any way.
. MurJ, §r, p. .
. See chapter .., p. .
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 S :

𝕸: ם־נוֹתר ְלנָ ָבל ַﬠד־אוֹר ַהבּ ֶֹקר ַמ ְשׁ ִתּין ְבּ ִקיר
ַ
אתי ִכּי ִא
ִ לוּלי ִמ ַה ְר ְתּ >וַ ָתּבֹאתי< ִל ְק ָר
ֵ ִכּי
Kt:  || ותבאתיQr: וַ ָתּבֹאת
Ancient Versions
𝕲: εἰ μὴ ἔσπευσας καὶ <παρεγένου> εἰς ἀπάντησίν μοι || 𝕾: . ܝ >ܐܬ ܝ< ܘܪ

ܪܗ

ܐ

|| 𝕿: ירא

? יןהלי אותמדקית< לתאית >ווחון אפו לל𝕿 || אvar: יתתאית< ווח𝕼 || >א: ×

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:
― ותבאתיso it's wrien and it is read  וַ ָתּבֹאת.

 כן כתי׳ והקרי ותבאת ובמלה בכתוב שני:ותבאתי

And in the wrien form there are two femi-

סימני נקבה עבר ועתיד כי לשון העתיד תבא ולשון עבר

nine morphemes―⌊that of⌋ the past ⌊tense⌋

באת והיה הכפל הזה במלה מורה על זריזות ביאתה וכן

and ⌊that of⌋ the future ⌊tense⌋, since the

בקרי משני הסימנים

future forms is  תבאand the past one  באת.
And the multiplication in this word teaches
us about how quick it will come. And the
qerē ⌊consists⌋ also of two morphemes.
Both the qerē  וַ ָתּבֹאתand the ketīv  ותבאתיare unique in Biblical Hebrew. ey seem to present a
mixed form of the perfect and imperfect forms of the second person feminine, i.e. containing the
imperfect preaformative - תand at the same time the perfect aﬀormative תְּ (or תּיִ ). Moreover,
the ketīv תי- seems to represent an archaic (or dialectal) form of the morpheme which is usually
read as תְּ in masoretic Hebrew.
Let us here examine whether some sort of reinterpretation may have happened through the
vocalization. From the context it is clear that the verb refers to Abigail (see v. ) and there is
no obvious way of understanding the form as anything else other than . f. sg.. is is further
supported by the fact that all the ancient versions agree with this straightforward understanding
of the verb in question. e ending תי- cannot therefore refer to the . sg., and the function
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of forma mixta cannot be seen as a device to hide two possible interpretations of the form in
question. Obviously, both the praeformative and aﬀormative are in agreement here.
More interestingly, there are a number of qerē/ketīv cases which resemble our form, in that
the ketīv has a more archaic form, i.e. it ends with י- whereas the qerē has the shorter form. is
happens with stand-alone personal pronouns (Kt= אתי, Qr=) ַאת³³⁾, with verbal perfect forms (e.g.
J :³⁴⁾: Kt= למדתי, Qr= ) ִל ַמּ ְד ְתּand even with the participles (e.g. J :³⁵⁾: Kt= ְמ ֻקנַּ נְ ְתּ, Qr=
)מקננתי. ere seems to be only one other form in the imperative form (which in BH is derived

from the imperfect and can thus shed light on the form in question): Kt= התפלשתי, Qr=ִה ְת ַפּ ָלּ ִשׁי
(M :).
ese forms most probably go back to the protosemitic feminine singular personal pronoun
ʾantī³⁶⁾ upon which the ﬁnite verbal forms are presumably based. is could explain why we ﬁnd

perfect forms ending with תי- in the ketīv³⁷⁾. However, the picture becomes more complicated
when regarding the imperfect forms and participles. It can be argued that even here the ending
developed from the stand-alone pronoun (it is assumed that this is the source for the ending -ī
in the regular Hebrew . f. sg.  ִתּ ְק ְט ִלי³⁸⁾), and we can thus sometimes ﬁnd archaic forms which
preserve the original ending.
We may, therefore, assume that the consonantal  ותבאתיis an archaism resembling the original
personal pronoun *( ַא ִתּיor ʾantī). Another possibility is that this consonantal form is simply a
result of some scribal error. In any case, the diﬀerence between the ketīv and qerē is consistent
with other similar cases of verbal forms or personal pronouns of the . f. sg. is means that at
least the orally transmied qerē was, beyond any doubt, understood as second person feminine

. J :;  K :;  K :;  K :;  K :; J :; E :.
. See also J :; :; :; :; :; :; E :; :,,,,,; R :.
. See also  K :; J :; :; E :; L :, some of them are more unusual, however.
. As in Arabic, Syriac (the orthographic form) and Geʿēz. See e.g. GesK §h, p. f. In Hebrew the leer nūn is assimilated
into the following tāv.
. See also J :; S :;  S :; J : where such archaic forms may have been preserved in the vocalization
when this feminine ending occurs before the pronominal suﬃx. Note, however, that the vowel ī in these forms may be
interpreted as an auxiliary vowel as well.
. See e.g. BL §, p. ; GesK §c, p. .
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and didn't pose any shi in the meaning. We can see this in Qimḥ ī's commentary (see above). His
explanation for the “mixed form” is, however, a midrashic one.
 K :

𝕸: ל־בּיתוֹ
ֵ ימי ְבנוֹ ָא ִביא ָה ָר ָﬠה ַﬠ
ֵ יָמיו ִבּ
ָ א־>א ִבי< ָה ָר ָﬠה ְבּ
ָ ֹ יַ ַﬠן ִכּי־נִ ְכנַ ע ִמ ָפּנַ י ל
Masoretic Comments
Mp: ̇ק אביא
Ancient Versions
𝕲: οὐκ <ἐπάξω> τὴν κακίαν ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις αὐτοῦ || 𝕾: ..ܗܝ

̈

< 𝕿 || >ܐ:

<ייתא >אל

יהומויא בשת𝕿 || בvar: <יית𝖁 || >א: non <inducam> malum || 𝕼: ×

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:

e third radical ʾalēf is missing in the

חסר אל״ף למ״ד הפעל מהמכתב

writing.
Even though the consonants  אביalone would naturally be read as ( ֲא ִביi.e. sg. cs. of “ ; ָאבthe father
of”) such an interpretation is not feasible in this context. We also found no haggadic interpretation
that would play with this variant. In fact, all of the variants³⁹⁾ understand this form as  ָא ִביא, which
ﬁts perfectly into the context and is even repeated in the second part of the parallelism at the end
of the same verse. is form is also marked by the masora parva of the codex L as a qerē. We
can conclude that this peculiar spelling most probably represents a scribal error or an unusual
orthography, and it doesn't seem possible that either the consonants or the vocalization present
any kind of reinterpretation. Again, the wrien text is less reliable that the oral tradition here.
E :

𝕸: ה־אישׁ ַמ ְר ֵאהוּ ְכּ ַמ ְר ֵאה נְ ח ֶֹשׁת
ִ ֵאוֹתי ָשׁ ָמּה וְ ִהנּ
ִ <>וַ ֵיָּביא

. e minute variants in the vocalization of the Targum are not signiﬁcant for our discussion.
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Masoretic Comments
Mp: מל
̇ ̇ל
Modern Solars
BL: §p, p. n.
e meaning of  וַ ֵיָּביאdoesn't present any diﬃculty, it clearly denotes “he led in” as the Hebrew
narr. hif. suggests. e form itself, however, is non-standard. One would either expect the
shorter and more common ( וַ ֵיָּבאbased on the apocopate imperfect) or the less usual and longer
וַ ִיָּביא. Our peculiar form could easily be explained, though, as a mixed form where the consonantal

text presents one variant (i.e. the longer  ) ויביאwhereas the vocalization (based presumably on a
separate oral tradition) has the shorter one (way-yābē). e masora parva of L notices =( מלאplaene)
here, which may be seen as a certain alternative to the qerē note, suggesting to the reader that
the wrien text doesn't match exactly the way it is to be read⁴⁰⁾.

[]חממ
I :

𝕸: >ל ְח ָ֔מם< ֖אוּר ָל ֶ ֥שׁ ֶבת נֶ גְ ֽדּוֹ׃
ַ ֵאין־גַּ ֶ ֣ח ֶלת
Ancient Versions
𝕼: (QIsaᵃ) 𝕼 || לחוממ: (QIsaᵇ) [... לש ̊ב]ת
̊ לחמם אור
̊ גחל[ת
̊
𝕾 || ]אין: ܙܗܪ

܂

ܒ

|| 𝕾var: <ܗܪܗܘܢ

> || 𝕿O:

ܪܗܘܢ<܂ ܐܦ

>

יהא בביזשתאר לתא אף ליב< איזמשר >ואן שהוית ל𝕲 || ל: ὅτι

ἔχεις ἄνθρακας <> πυρός, κάθισαι ἐπ αὐτούς

. See also Ofer , p. .
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Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:
 אין גחלת לחמם: ey will have no remnant

 אין שארית להם כקש הזו שאין:אין גחלת לחמם

like this straw that makes no embers when

בדליקתו גחלים להתחמם לאורם

burned, so that one could warm himself up
from its glow.
e form  ַל ְח ָ֔מםwould, if taken out of the present context be easy to analyse and understand: it
would simply mean “their bread”. is meaning doesn't, however, ﬁt at all into the context of
our verse and, clearly, none of the ancient versions translate ( גַּ ֶ ֣ח ֶלת ַל ְח ָ֔מםrather nonsensically) as
“their hot coal of bread”.
However, if only the consonants are regarded, a meaningful reading can be proposed: the
word can either be vocalized as *( ְל ַח ֵמּםpi.) or *( ְלח ֵֹמםpol.), both of which would mean “to heat”,
“to warm up”. For the ﬁrst possibility see J :,  ; ְתּ ַח ֵמּםthe second one seems to be aested
by QIsaᵃ (but not by QIsaᵇ, which seems to have the same consonants as the MT). e ancient
Hebrew versions possibly oscillated between the two stems, and in one tradition it appeared as
piʿel, in another as polēl. is doesn't, however, answer the question as to why the vocalization
doesn't reﬂect any of them. Clearly, if one vocalized the text on the basis of the consonants only,
it would seem most natural to choose one of the two mentioned forms. However, a form occurs
vocalized in a completely diﬀerent manner here which, moreover, cannot be simply explained as
another form (i.e. in another Hebrew stem).
My proposal as to how this form can have developed, is to assume that another form existed
in the oral tradition which was incompatible with the consonants  לחנם. is seems plausible, as
some major ancient versions translate this word in a completely diﬀerent way (𝕿O) or leave it out
completely (𝕲). Evidently, this word was a source of confusion. If the oral form disagreed with the
consonants and the oral tradition came into contact with the wrien text, the oral tradition may
have been “corrected” in order ﬁt the consonants. If, for example, we expected the oral tradition to
read laḥom (*) ָלחֹם, i.e. in the qal stem (meaning “to be hot”) which can alternatively be understood
as a noun with a preposition (“for the heat”,“ warmth”), then the form could have been assimilated
into the consonants (låḥom > låḥmom) and consequently harmonized with the above-mentioned
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 ַל ְח ָ֔מם, “their bread” (appearing four times in the Bible: E :; :; H :; P :),

based on the similarity of the sounds o and å. is shi can also be described as being just the
result of “guessing” based on the consonants.

[]דרשׁ
E :

𝕸: >ל ַד ְריוֹשׁ< ַה ָדּ ָבר
ְ וַ יֵּ ְשׁבוּ ְבּיוֹם ֶא ָחד ַלח ֶֹדשׁ ָה ֲﬠ ִשׂ ִירי
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲: <εκζητῆσαι> τὸ ῥῆμα || 𝕾: ܂

<

> || 𝖁:

ut <quaererent> rem

Modern Solars
BL: Schreibfehler. [§r, p. ]
Modern scholars agree that the form “( ְל ַד ְריוֹשׁto examine”, “to learn”) is a scribal error. It is
hardly plausible that a quadrilieral verbal form ( דרישׁ, daryoš) would develop from a regular one
by inserting the leer yōd between the two last radicals⁴¹⁾.
If we only look at the consonants, we can see that the word could also be read as *“( ְל ָד ְריָ וֶ שׁto
⌊the king⌋ Daryawesh”). e whole sentence would then be understood as:  ְבּיוֹם ֶא ָחד ַלח ֶֹדשׁ- וַ יֵּ ְשׁבוּ

 ָה ֲﬠ ִשׂ ִירי ְל ָד ְריָ וֶ שׁ ַה ָדּ ָבר, “And they sat.―On the ﬁrst day of the tenth month ⌊according to the King⌋

Daryawesh ⌊happened⌋ this event.” We can also notice that the name  ָד ְריָ וֶ שׁoccurs no less than
 times in the book of Esra. Besides that, it also appears a couple of times⁴²⁾ in other biblical
books in a context of similar dating formulas. See e.g. H :: ְבּיוֹם ֶﬠ ְשׂ ִרים וְ ַא ְר ָבּ ָﬠה ַלח ֶֹדשׁ ַבּ ִשּׁ ִשּׁי
 ִבּ ְשׁנַ ת ְשׁ ַתּיִ ם ְל ָד ְריָ וֶ שׁ ַה ֶמּ ֶל, “On the ᵗʰ of this month; of the sixth (month) in the second year of the

king Daryawesh”.
In the present verse, however, a year is missing, which doesn't make much sense if we consider that ancient dates were counted according years (and not months) of a king's reign. It is
therefore highly probable that the original text did not intend to have the king's name in this
. 'adrilieral' Hebrew forms/roots can emerge from genuine Hebrew roots either by reduplication of one or two of its
radicals, or by adding certain preﬁxes, like - שor - ת.
. H :; :; :; Z :,; :; D :; :.
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verse. Such a reading may therefore either be the result of a misunderstanding (maybe in accordance with other places which sound similar) or presents perhaps a conscious (midrashic)
reinterpretation done by a copyist of the text.
Much more interesting is the vocalization of the word in question. It is clearly based on the
assumed original (and “correct”) reading  ִל ְדרוֹשׁ, but is more or less⁴³⁾ adapted to a quadrilieral
scheme. is shows that it is quite improbable that the Masoretes worked as grammarians (as is
sometimes assumed among the scholars) who would invent the vocalization themselves. In such a
case we would have expected them to vocalize this word as  ְל ָד ְריָ וֶ שׁor to correct the form and read
( ִל ְדרוֹשׁby the means of a qerē, for example). I would rather suggest that our vocalization emerged

by oral means when someone acquainted with knowledge of the oral tradition tried to read the
consonantal text, and having diﬀerences he “guessed” and “corrected” his spelling according to
the wrien text.
It is questionable as to whether this could have been carried out by the Masoretes themselves.
If the oral tradition of the biblical text diﬀered from the wrien text at the time of the Masoretes,
we would rather expect them to vocalize the consonants with the vowels passed on by the oral
tradition and to note the corresponding consonants as a qerē in the marginal masora. As this did
not happened we can assume that this change took place before the time of the Masoretes.
If this thesis is correct, it would imply that the wrien and oral traditions of the Hebrew
Bible were not disconnected but rather that they inﬂuenced each other. Note also that the book of
Esra is not among the biblical texts traditionally read as part of the synagogal liturgy. is shows
that it was most probably studied and passed on orally but that there were situations where the
oral tradition came into contact with the wrien text of the Hebrew Bible and could have been
“corrected” accordingly.

[]היה
Q :

𝕸: וְ ִאם־יִ ֥פּוֹל ֵ ֛ﬠץ ַבּ ָדּ ֖רוֹם וְ ִ ֣אם ַבּ ָצּ ֑פוֹן ְמ ֛קוֹם ֶשׁיִּ ֥פּוֹל ָה ֵ ֖ﬠץ ָ ֥שׁם >יְ ֽהוּא<׃
. adrilieral verbs in the Tiberian Hebrew are vocalized similarly to the Hebrew piʿel stem, i.e. with a in the initial closed
syllable. e form in question is only diﬀerent in the vowel o in the second syllable, which is apparently induced by the
leer  וof the consonantal text.
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Ancient Versions
𝕲: τόπῳ, οὗ πεσεῖται τὸ ξύλον, ἐκεῖ <ἔσται> || 𝕾: < > ܘ

ܬ

𝕼 || ܐܬܪ ܕ: × || 𝕿:

אתר דאיתגזר

<למתקיימא ההוא עיטא תמן משתלחא >למהוי

Modern Solars
BL: “in  הוּא, ‘er’ zu ändern.” (§t'', p. )
BHS: pc Mss  הוּא, sic l vel יֶ ְהוֶ א
e last word in this verse presents a very peculiar form. If we take it to be an imperfect of the
verb √ היה, we would expect such a form to be either  יִ ְהיֶ הor  יְ ִהי. It could be suggested that we are
dealing here either with an Aramaism or an Aramaic orthography applied to the Biblical Hebrew
text. We must, however, reject such a suggestion, as there is no form * יְ ֽהוּor any similar in the BH
(i.e. one that would sound yᵊhū) which would ﬁt the masoretic form. It seems improbable that the
middle consonant of the Hebrew √ היהcould ever develop into the sound ū⁴⁴⁾.
Even though the  ל״יand  ל״אgroups of irregular verbs are basically interchangeable in Aramaic⁴⁵⁾ and we ﬁnd thus some forms of the root √ הויwrien ending with ʾalēf , there is no form
in Aramaic that would correspond to the MT either. In most Aramaic dialects the leer waw of
the root either remains consonantal, followed by the vowel ē (wrien in several diﬀerent ways:
see e.g. BA  ֶל ֱהוֵ א⁴⁶⁾, Ancient Aramaic yhwh ⁴⁷⁾, Syriac  ܶ ܶܘ⁴⁸⁾, mishnaic  יֶ ֱהווֵ י⁴⁹⁾, the forms  יהוא,
להוא,  להויfound in the texts from the Judean desert⁵⁰⁾; Jewish-Palestinian  יהוויand even  יהבי⁵¹⁾

and Jewish-Babylonian  ליהוי,  ניהויor  יהוי⁵²⁾) or it elides completely, leaving only the vowel ē (e.g.
. Our form in its context clearly is in singular (as  ָה ֵﬠץstands in sg.). We can, therefore, rule out the possibility that the
reason for the vowel ū laid in the plural ending ו- .
. See e.g. Degen , p.  (§) with regard to the BA.
. For example D :,,.
. See Degen , p. , who quotes the Seīre inscription (Sf. II A ). According to Degen, -h stands as a vowel-leer for -ē.
. See Smith . Compare also Sokoloﬀ .
. G :, see DJA (p.).
. See DJA (p. ).
. DJPA (p. ) quotes Targum Neoﬁti (N :; G :). e later form (wrien with  בrather than  ) וproves that the
waw was pronounced as a consonant.
. DJBA (p. ).
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Targum Onkelos' יה ת⁵³⁾;  יהיand  להיfrom Judean desert⁵⁴⁾ and Jewish-Babylonian  יהא,  יהיand
 נהיrespectively). We have no indication of forms ending with ū, nor would such forms make any

sense.
A completely diﬀerent solution would be to consider  יְ ֽהוּאto be a corrupted form of the copula
( הואsee e.g. above BL and BHS). Such a reading doesn't essentially change the meaning of this

verse — at least as long as we stick to the basic meaning of the text in its primary context. It is
therefore hard to decide which variant the Septuagint and the Peshia present, even if it seems at
ﬁrst sight that their use of a verbal form would more likely correspond to the Hebrew imperfect
than to a nominal clause with copula. It cannot therefore be easily decided what the original form
was. e Targum doesn't help us much either because its version depends heavily on a particular
haggadic interpretation of the whole verse.
If we consider the consonants and vocalization of our form one by one, however, we ﬁnd, that
the consonants  יהואcould be understood as one of the orthographic variants of the full Aramaic
imperfect form yehwē⁵⁵⁾ ere are several scenarios as to how this consonantal form could have
emerged: If we consider * הואto be the original form, then  יהואposes a scribal error (e.g.  הואcould
have been mistaken by an Aramaic-speaking scribe for a verbal form and “corrected” accordingly).
 יהואmay also have represented the original form. An even more complicated development is

imaginable: let's consider, for example, that the original form may have been a BH imperfect  יִ ְהיֶ ה,
that was misspelled as  יהוה, which in turn could have been understood as the Aramaic imperfect
form and hence corrected into  יהוא, in order not to be mistaken for the Tetragram.
If we look at the vocalisation, on the other hand, it seems that it is based on the copula  הוא,
hū, adapted to ﬁt the consonants  יהוא. is may have happened through a process of “guessing”⁵⁶⁾

so that the leer yōd, which wasn't contained in the oral form, was vocalized randomly with šwa.
Another possibility is to view the vocalization of the leer yōd as going back to the Aramaic
form  יְ ֵהא. If this is correct it would be an example of a forma mixta where two distinct forms are
mixed into one. It seems that in our case, such a “forma mixta” didn't emerge from exegetical,
. G :, see Dalman , p. .
. See DJA (p. ).
. Such a form is found among the texts from Naḥ al Ḥ ever (Ḥ ev :, see also DJA, p. ).
. See below p. .
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ideological or haggadic considerations but simply by “guessing” the “correct form” in a situation
where the wrien text and the oral tradition disagreed. In other words, the mixed form developed
accidentally and by oral means.
To sum up, it is quite clear that if the masoretic form goes back to  הוא⁵⁷⁾, there must have
been some contact between the wrien text, and the oral tradition and the oral tradition was
“corrected” according to the wrien text.

[]חתת
J :

𝕸: לפנֵ י א ֵֹיְב ֶיהם
ְ ת־ﬠ ָילם
ֵ >וְ ַה ְח ַתּ ִתּי< ֶא
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:

It appears as a regular verb and there is a

 בא על דרך השלם ודגש התי״ו האחרונה- והחתתי

dagesh in the last leer tāv for a missing

לחסרון תי״ו למ״ד הפעל שרשו חתת ענין שבר

third radical tāv. e root is √⌊ חתתand
its⌋ meaning “to break” () שׁבר.
Modern Solars
BL: “Eine Neubildung nach dem Starken Verb, wobei merkwürdigerweisse das a des Präﬁxes
erhalten blieb”. (§p', p. )
e form  וְ ַה ְח ַתּ ִתּיdoesn't pose any diﬃculty in understanding or interpretation, but the form itself
is unusual. We would expect it to be *( וְ ֵה ַח ִתּיwith an assumed assimilation of the last radical
 תinto the aﬀormative תּיִ : *) וְ ֵה ַח ִתּי* > וְ ֵה ַח ְת ִתּי. ere is another form possible, however: the

irregular verbs ( ע״עas well as  )ע״יוtend to have an auxiliary vowel before the ending, e.g. בּוֹתי
ִ ֲה ִס
(E :) or ( ֲה ִקמ ִֹתיG :, etc.). It would thus be possible to read the consonants here in
such a way: * וְ ֲה ִחתּ ִֹתּי. See I : where such a form of the root √ חתתactually occurs:  ַה ִחתּ ָֹת.
We can therefore surmise that the masoretic reading emerged from the aempt to “correct” the
. It would be much easier to vocalize  יהואas the Aramaic imperfect yehwē if one was “ guessing ” the vocalization without
any previous knowledge of the text.
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oral tradition (which presumably had the shorter form hēḥattī, * ) ֵה ַח ִתּיaccording to the consonants
החתתי. is may have happened by simply vocalizing the form according to the regular verbs (see

also Qimḥ ī and BL above):
form

syllabic structure
hē-

ḥat-

tī

masoretic form

haḥ-

tat-

tī

regular verbs

hiq-

t ̣al-

tī

presumed oral form*

Table : Comparison of the presumed oral form with the actual masoretic  ַה ְח ַתּ ִתּי.
It stands to reason that the masoretic form  ַה ְח ַתּ ִתּיcan best be explained as a result of such a revocalization which was not based on any of the two ordinary forms (* וְ ֵה ַח ִתּי, * ) וְ ֲה ִחתּ ִֹתּיbut emerged
through some sort of “guessing” on the basis of the consonantal form.

[]יבשׁ
N :

𝕸: <גּוֹﬠר ַבּיָּ ם >וַ ְיַּבּ ֵשׁהוּ
ֵ
Ancient Versions
𝕲: <καὶ ξηραίνων αὐτὴν> || 𝕾: <

𝕿 || >ܘ:

<יהיש לבמי>ו

Modern Solars
BL: “Orthogr. Vereinfachung ür *” וַ יְ ְיַבּ ֵשׁהוּ. (§c', p. )
e meaning of  וַ ְיַּבּ ֵשׁהוּis obvious: “and he dries it (the sea) up” from the √ יבשׁ. is ﬁts perfectly
into the context and even the diﬀerent versions all agree. e form itself shows an interesting
sindhi orthography: the two yōd leers are wrien as just one (see BL above). What is more
intriguing is the vocalization which corresponds to this orthography. is can be explained either
through contact between the oral tradition and the wrien text where the former was adapted to
ﬁt the laer. But the opposite way is also possible: it can be suggested that the form way(y)-yabšēhu
was eﬀectively pronounced as if the two yōds were assimilated into one sound (with gemination).
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is could perhaps have been the reason for the sindhi orthography. In any way, it doesn't seem
feasible that this form (neither the consonants nor the vowels) could be considered as a result of
a conscious reinterpretation.

[]ידה
L :

𝕸: דּוּ<־א ֶבן ִבּי
ֶ
ַָצ ְמתוּ ַבבּוֹר ַחיָּ י >וַ יּ
Ancient Versions
𝕲: καὶ <ἐπέθηκαν> λίθον ἐπ ἐμοί || 𝕾:

̈

<𝕿 || > ܘ:

>ורגמו< אבנא בי

Modern Solars
BL: “Wahrscheinlich mit Brockelmann als haplologische Silbenellipsen zu erklären”. (§n, p.
.)
If we regard the consonants  וידוalone, it would seem that they should be read as * וְ יָ דוֹ, “and his
hand”. Such a reading is, however, not feasible in the actual context: a suﬃx וֹ- stands clearly in
the singular, but the text speaks about the enemies, in the plural (v. ). Even the ﬁrst half of the
verse, with which the second one builds a parallelism, has a verbal form in the plural. Even if we
understood God to be the subject (i.e. translating  וידו אבן ביas “and his hand was like a stone to
me”), it wouldn't really ﬁt the picture of God who looks down from the Heaven (v. ) and hears
the laments of Israel (v. ).
It is thus unlikely that the vocalization presents a reinterpretation of some kind here. e
masoretic reading corresponds to the ancient versions. It seems, therefore, that the unusual form
(the expected narrative form of the √ ידהwould be * ) וַ יְ יַ דּוּis a result of a sindhi orthography or
pronunciation (see above √ ישׁב, N :⁵⁸⁾).

[]ידע
E :
. Above, p. .
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𝕸: >ל ֵד ָﬠה< ַמה־יֵּ ָﬠ ֶשׂה לוֹ
ְ וַ ֵתּ ַת ַצּב ֲאחֹתוֹ ֵמ ָרחֹק
Ancient Versions
𝕲: καὶ κατεσκόπευεν ἡ ἀδελφὴ αὐτοῦ μακρόθεν <μαθεῖν>, τί τὸ ἀποβησόμενον αὐτῷ || 𝕿: אע< מידמ>ל
יהיד לבתע⅏ || י: <⅏ || >לדעהvars: <>לדעת

Modern Solars
BL: “ < diʿatu, einem in Arab. bei dieser Verbklasse gewöhnlichen Inf.-Typus (sonst ) ַ ֫דּ ַﬠת.” (§c',
p. .)
 ְל ֵד ָﬠהis an unusual form of an inf. q. √ ידע. While the possibility that this presents a dialec-

tal/alternative from of such an inﬁnitive cannot be ruled out, it seems that this form more likely
developed from a scribal error in the consonantal text () לדעה > לדעת. Interestingly, the vocalization follows this modiﬁed form and vocalizes it as the noun  ֵדּ ָﬠה, “knowledge”, diﬀering
substantially from the form of the inﬁnitive () ַ ֫דּ ַﬠת. e most plausible explanation is that this is
the result of some kind of “guessing”, where the new form is not based on the former oral shape
combined with some element of the consonants but is completely replaced by another form―the
noun  ַ ֫דּ ַﬠת.

[]ימן
I :

𝕸: >ת ֲא ִמינוּ< וְ ִכי ַת ְשׂ ְמ ִאילוּ
ַ זֶ ה ַה ֶדּ ֶר ְלכוּ בוֹ ִכּי
Ancient Versions
𝕼: (QIsaᵃ) 𝕲 || תיאמינו: πορευθῶμεν ἐν αὐτῇ εἴτε <δεξιὰ> εἴτε ἀριστερά || 𝕾: <

ܠ

𝕿 || ܘ:

ܘ >ܬ ܢ

אלסמלא< וינמייה >לנון מסטא תה לו ביכלא הנקתא דורחא אד𝕬 || ה: הדא אלטריק אסלקו פיה אמא
̇

יסרה
̈
>ימנה< או
̈
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Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:
⌊ תאמינוreads⌋ as if it would be  מימינו, ⌊but

 כמו כי מימינו האל״ף תמורת היו״ד,תאמינו

is wrien with⌋ an ālef instead of yōd.
ראב״ע:

e ʾālef ⌊stands⌋ for yōd.

האל״ף תחת יו״ד

e form  ַת ֲא ִמינוּ, if read outside its context, would normally be understood as a verbal form of √
 אמןin the hif. stem, i.e. “you will believe”. However, in the scope of the present verse it clearly

represents a verb derived from the noun  ִיָמין, “right”, as we can see from its counterpart  ַת ְשׂ ְמ ִאילוּ,
rendering the last part of the verse as “whether you go right or whether you go le.” Such an
understanding is evident from the translation of the ancient versions as well. e variant we ﬁnd
in the mrān (QIsaᵃ:  ) תיאמינוapparently has this straightforward interpretation in mind, as it
has the consonant yōd as its ﬁrst radical. Note that the leer ʾalef stands presumably as a mātres
lectiōnis for the vowel a, but we cannot completely rule out the possibility that this represents a
spelling chosen to allow for both readings⁵⁹⁾.
Unfortunately we don't ﬁnd many Jewish interpretations which would play with the similarity with the verb √ אמן. To my knowledge, the only one of the classical Jewish commentators
who understood the form in question in this way was Rabbi Yoseph Kaspi, who was predated by
David ben Qimḥ ī by some hundred years. He wrote:
 תאמיהו: I do never accept that some leer

 אין אני מודה לעולם בתמורת אות:תאמינו
 כלומר שיאמינו, אבל מחויב שיהיה כמשמעו,בואת
בדבר הנביא

be interchanged for another one but I stick
to the ⌊very⌋ meaning ⌊of the leers⌋. us
⌊we should understand our verse as⌋: “so
that they ⌊should⌋ believe in the word of
the prophet”.

Figure : e interpretation of rabbi Yoseph Kaspi to I :.

. If we, however, consider the character of the not very precise orthography of QIsaᵃ this would seem rather unlikely.
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As we can see, rabbi Kaspi disagrees with his predecessor in that he rejects their thesis that here
the leer ʾalef stands for the yōd. It stands, therefore, to reason that his interpretation stems
solely from his own exegetical principals and cannot be taken as a proof for the earlier existence
of this interpretation. But it does, at least, show that such an interpretation was not out of the
scope of Jewish interpreters.
e vocalization of our form is, on the other hand, remarkable. e form is vocalized exactly
the same as we would expect from the root √ אמן. If this form was understood by the tradition
as being derived from the word  ִיָמיןwe would expect it to reﬂect this root (having yōd as its ﬁrst
radical) and thus to diﬀer from the consonantal text wrien with the leer ʾalēf (by the means
of a qerē/ketīv variant). Note that only a few forms of this root behave clearly as  פ״וverbs: ֵא ִימנָ ה
(G :), ( ְל ֵה ִמין S :), ( ֵה ִימנִ יE :) but also ( ַמ ִיְמינִ ים C :). It stands to reason
therefore, that the oral tradition must have had contact with the wrien biblical text at some point
and was inﬂuenced by its orthography.

[]יצב
E :

𝕸: >וַ ֵתּ ַת ַצּב< ֲאחֹתוֹ ֵמ ָרחֹק ְל ֵד ָﬠה ַמה־יֵּ ָﬠ ֶשׂה לוֹ
Ancient Versions
⅏: 𝕼 || >ותתיצב< אחתו מרחק: × || 𝕾:

ܪܘ

ܗ

<

𝕬 || >ܘ:

אכתה מן בעיד
̇ <|| >ווקפת

𝕿: יקחריה מתחת< אדתתעא𝕲 || >ו: καὶ <κατεσκόπευεν> ἡ ἀδελφὴ αὐτοῦ μακρόθεν
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Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
ראב״ע:
 ותתצב: ⌊it is⌋ a strange word because the

נח נעלם בין שתי התוי״ן

silent šwa disappeared between the two

 אמר ר׳ משה הכהן כי תי״ו לרדת ולגשת,תחת היו״ד

tavs as a result of the ⌊disappearance of⌋

נוסף בעבור חסרון הפ״א מן פעל וככה לדעת כי בעבור

yod. Rabbi Moshe Ha-Cohen said: a tav

 ועתה החליפו התי״ו לה״א במלה,אות הגרון נפתח

⌊similar to the inﬁnitive forms of⌋ לרדת

: כמו אשר תנה הודך,לדעה

(60

 מלה זרה כי שמו,ותתצב

and  לשבתwas added because the ﬁrst radical (=yod) had disappeared. And the same
is true concerning  לדעתas it starts with
a laryngal, but here, the tav was changed
into he (resulting into ) לדעה, similarly to:
הוֹד
ְ ( ֲא ֶשׁר ְתּנָ הP :).

Modern Solars
BL: Schreibfehler ür * וַ ִתּ ְתיַ ַצּב. (§t, p. )
 וַ ֵתּ ַת ַצּבcannot be interpreted as any regular grammatical form. Neither is there any obvious ex-

planation for the consonants  ותתצב, other than the simple meaning of “to stand”. In such a way
the verse is understood by the Peshiṭtā and Saadya Gaōn. e readings of the Targum Onkelos (
עתד, itpa, “to be ready”) and the Septuagint (κατασκοπεύω, “to spy out”, “view closely”) should

be taken for an ampliﬁcation or further interpretation of the basic meaning of the hebrew √ יצב. It
is unlikely that the vocalization would here represent a reinterpretation of the consonantal text.
If we consider the reading of the samaritan Pentateuch, it is very plausible to assume―as BauerLeander did―that the consonants  ותתצבare a simple scribal error resulting from the yod being le
out (out of ) ותתיצב. More interesting, however, is the question as to how the vocalization emerged.
We can see that our reading (tētaṣsạ v) sounds similar to the expected regular form (tityaṣsạ v), where
the only diﬀerence (apart from the missing yod) is the ﬁrst syllable now being open and length-

. =? שוא
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ened (tit > tē). It seems therefore that this particular form emerged from an aempt to read the
(incorrect) consonants  ותתצבby someone who knew the original reading wa-tityaṣsạ b by heart.
form

syllabic structure

presumed oral form*

tit-

yaṣ-

ṣav

masoretic form

tē-

taṣ-

ṣav

Table : e presumed oral form along with the actual masoretic  וַ ֵתּ ַת ַצּב.
If we adopt James Barr's distinction⁶¹⁾ between “Method A” (understanding the consonants by
guessing their vocalization) and “Method B” (understanding the consonants through the oral
tradition of their reading) we can see that a combination of both happened here: e vocalization
developed from knowing the accepted oral tradition, but the process of adaptation to the (changed)
consonantal text is similar to what Barr described as “guessing”.

[]יֵ שׁ
 S :

𝕸: יוֹאב
ָ י־ﬠ ְב ְדּ
ַ ר־דּ ֶבּר ֲאד ֹנִ י ַה ֶמּ ֶל ִכּ
ִ וּל ַה ְשׂ ִמיל ִמכֹּל ֲא ֶשׁ
ְ ם־>אשׁ< ְל ֵה ִמין
ִ
אמר ֵחי־נַ ְפ ְשׁ ֲאד ֹנִ י ַה ֶמּ ֶל ִא
ֶ ֹ וַ תּ
הוּא
Masoretic Comments
Mp: חס
̇ ̇ב
Ancient Versions
𝕼: (QSamᶜ) <𝕲 || אם >יש: εἰ <ἔστιν> εἰς τὰ δεξιὰ ἢ εἰς τὰ ἀριστερὰ || 𝕾: ܕ

ܝ

ܡܕ

ܘ

<> || 𝖁:

ܝ

ܗܝ

nec ad dextram nec ad sinistram <est>

ex omnibus his quae locutus est dominus meus || 𝕿: אלסמלא וינמיי לסטמית< לם >א𝕿 || אvar: אינמיית< לם >אא

אלסמלו

. See p. .
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Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:
... כמו אם יש:אם אש

 אם אשis like ... אם יש, “if there is…”

Modern Solars
BL: Schreibfehler. (§u, p. )
M :

𝕸: >ה ִאשׁ< ֵבּית ָר ָשׁע א ְֹצרוֹת ֶ ֑ר ַשׁע
ַ עוֹד
Masoretic Comments
Mp: חס
̇  ̇ב חד⁶²⁾
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲: μὴ <πῦρ> καὶ οἶκος ἀνόμου θησαυρίζων θησαυροὺς ἀνόμους || 𝕾: .

.

ܙ ܪܬ ܕ

ܘ

𝖁 || ܘ ܘܨ ܕ:

ܿܗܕ

< ܕܬܘܒ > ܪ

adhuc <ignis> in domo impii thesauri iniquitatis || 𝕿: יתית< באד >דעו

ערשין דצרא אויעש𝕿 || רvar: <יתא>ה

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:
⌊ האשis⌋ like  היש. And we found אישׁי

 האש כמו היש מצינו אישי אבי דוד במקום ישי אף...

( C :) ⌊as the name of⌋ David's father

...כאן אש במקום יש

instead of  ; ישׁיsimilarly here ⌊ אשstands⌋
in place of  יש.
P :

𝕸: >אישׁ< ֵר ִﬠים ְל ִה ְתר ֵֹﬠ ַ וְ יֵ שׁ א ֵֹהב ָדּ ֵבק ֵמ ָאח
ִ
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲: × || 𝕬: אך
̇ אכתר מן
̇
𝕿 || >כם< מן ̇די אצחאב ירתץ בהם וכם צדיק ילאזם: >אית< חברי דמצחברין ואית
𝖁 || רחימא דנקף אחא דביק מן אח: <vir> amicalis ad societatem magis amicus erit quam frater
. is masoretic note refers most probably only to this occurrence and to P :. It may also be corrupted (and should
probably read something like *חס
̇ מל וחד
̇ ) ̇ב.
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Masoretic Comments
Mp: וקר איש
̇ סיבר יש
̇
 ̇ג, “three cases where one would think  ישis correct (sevīrīn) but  אישis to be
read.”
In  S : and M : the masoretic form  ִאשׁoccurs twice. Additionally, there is a similar
form, ( ִאישׁwrien plaenē), found in P :. e traditional reading considers these forms
to be equivalent to the particle * יֵ שׁ, “there exists”. As we can see, this presents the traditional
Jewish understanding (see the Targum and Rashi) in all three cases. In  S : even Saadya
appears to understand the form in the same way (this is evident from the fact that he translates
both, the form in question and the parallel  יֵ שׁlater in the verse using a comparison

 و...

..., “as ⌊is⌋… so ⌊is⌋…”). is is also the interpretation that best ﬁts the context. Also, the ancient
versions mostly understand the form in a similar way⁶³⁾, but with two exceptions. In M :
the Septuagint, Peshia and Vulgate read * ֵאשׁ, “the ﬁre” instead. is reading doesn't ﬁt well into
the context and can only be understood as a most “naïve” reading of the Hebrew consonants
האש. is reading is most probably the result of what James Barr calls “guessing”. Similarly, the

Vulgate has vir for  ִאישׁin P : which is in terms of the context inferior to the interpretation
preserved in the Jewish tradition and is apparently once more an example of such a “guessing”.
e question remains, however, as to how the form ʾīš (whether spelled  ִאשׁor  ) ִאישׁcan be
explained. Rashi is right (see above) when he points to the fact, that yi- at the beginning of a word
may be interchanged with ʾi-. But in our case the  ִאשׁalso diﬀers from the regular  יֵ שׁin the vowel
quality: hīreq as opposed to ṣērē. Why, if the regular form sounds yēš, are we reading ʾīš here?
Even if we assumed that yēš was pronounced yīš originally⁶⁴⁾, how is it possible that ʾīš didn't later
change into ʾēš to match the shi yīš > yēš? It seems that the most probable answer is that the
pronunciation was still inﬂuenced to some degree by the consonantal text which helped to retain
the original vocalization of this word.

[]ישׁב
G :
. In the non-Semitic languages, naturally,  יֵ שׁis rendered using the verb “ to be ”.
. See aramaic  ִאיתor  ִא ַיתי. Also, according to KBL, Hieronymus transcribed  יֵ שׁas is.
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𝕸: ...ת־א ָחי ֒ו וַ יִּ ֵתּן ָל ֶ ֤הם
ֶ ת־א ִ ֣ביו וְ ֶא
ָ יוֹס ֮ף ֶא
ֵ <יּוֹשׁב
֣ ֵ ַ>ו
Ancient Versions
𝕿: יוהחת איי ווהבת אף יוסיב< יותא>ו
Modern Solars
BL: Wahrsch. Punktationsfehler (sonst  וַ יּ ֶֹשׁב, יּוֹשׁב
ֶ ַ) ו. (§c', p. )
e meaning of the form יּוֹשׁב
֣ ֵ ַ וis obvious and doesn't present any diﬃculties. e form itself,
however, is unusual in that it contains the ṣērē vowel in the second syllable and not segōl as we
otherwise ﬁnd in the regular cases:
verse

text

 K :

גּוֹז ן וְ ָﬠ ֵ ֥רי ָמ ָ ֽדי׃
֖ ָ וּב ָח ֛בוֹר נְ ַ ֥הר
ְ >וַ ֨יּ ֹ ֶשׁ ֙ב< א ָֹ֜תם ַבּ ְח ַל֧ח

 K :

>וַ ֨יּ ֹ ֶשׁ ֙ב< ְבּ ָﬠ ֵ ֣רי ֽשׁ ֹ ְמ ֔רוֹן ַ ֖תּ ַחת ְבּ ֵנ֣י יִ ְשׂ ָר ֵ ֑אל

P :

וֹשׁב< ָ ֣שׁם ְר ֵﬠ ִ ֑בים
ֶ ֣>וַ יּ

 C :

ת־בּ ֵנ֥י יִ ְשׂ ָר ֵ ֽאל׃
ְ וֹשׁב< ָ ֖שׁם ֶא
ֶ ֥>וַ יּ

Table : e usual  וַ ֨יּ ֹ ֶשׁבforms.
It is, moreover, unlikely that יּוֹשׁב
֣ ֵ ַ וis a scribal error of the punctuator (as Bauer-Leander suggest),
since the form not only diﬀers from its regular counterparts in the vocalization but also in the
accents. Whereas normally it would be stressed on the paenultima, here we ﬁnd a form with the
stress on the last syllable. Such a form reminds us of the pausa phenomenon. From a syntactic
point of view it would, however, be impossible here for יּוֹשׁב
֣ ֵ ַ וever to behave like such a pausal
form, as it cannot be separated from both the subject (יוֹסף
ֵ ) and the object (... ת־א ִביו
ָ ) ֶא. Besides,
there seems to be no masoretic manuscripts would aest segōl in this verse. Given these facts we
can thus most probably rule out the possibility that this vocalization resulted from a scribal error.
e form in question can, however, possibly be explained from another point of view, namely
if we consider it as the result of an assimilation to the following proper name יוֹסף
ֵ which sounds
very similar to our form (both forms diﬀer, apart from the above mentioned ṣērē × segōl vowels
and the stress position, only in the sibilants ś × š, and labials v × f ). It therefore stands to reason
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that the present form has been adjusted to sound even more like the other one in order to ease
the pronunciation (and recitation) of this part of the verse.
Another explanation can be found if we look at the Aramaic form of the Targum Onkelos,
which also has segōl in the second syllable. It can thus be argued that the vocalization of the
masoretic text may have been assimilated to the targumic form. is would have been made
possible if we consider that both traditions were memorized and studied orally by the same ancient
Jewish scholars. e ﬁrst proposed solution, i.e. the assimilation of יּוֹשׁב
֣ ֵ ַ וto יוֹסף
ֵ , seems to be a
more convincing explanation. In both cases, however, one has to presuppose an oral seing for
such a change to have taken eﬀect.

[]ישׁע
 S :

𝕸: הוֹשׁי ַ < יְ הוָ ה
ִ ְוּב ֲחנִ ית >י
ַ ִכּי־לֹא ְבּ ֶח ֶרב
Ancient Versions
𝕲: ὅτι οὐκ ἐν ῥομφαίᾳ καὶ δόρατι <σῴζει> κύριος || 𝖁: quia non in gladio nec in hasta <salvat> Dominus || 𝕿: יק< יוירא >פיתורנבמא ורבחא בי לרא

P :

𝕸: < ַ הוֹשׁי
ִ ְלּוֹתי וְ ִלי >י
ִ שׁ ֵֹמר ְפּ ָתאיִ ם יְ הוָֹ ה ַדּ
Ancient Versions
𝕲: φυλάσσων τὰ νήπια ὁ κύριος· ἐταπεινώθην, καὶ <ἔσωσέν> με || 𝖁: custodit parvulos Dominus adtenuatus sum et <liberavit> me || 𝖁var: <salvavit> || 𝕿bw: <𝕾 || אתמסכנית ולי חמי >למפרוק:

<

.

>ܘ

In these two verses an exceptional form of √ ישׁעoccurs preserving in impf., hif. the original
morpheme  ה. Even though the regular form ( ַ יוֹשׁי
ִ ) is otherwise common in the Hebrew Bible,
there is no other obvious way to vocalize the consonants  יהושיעmeaningfully here. Also, all
ancient version simplest understand ַ הוֹשׁי
ִ ְ יin the way, as: “he will save”, or “he saves”. Even the
mediaeval Jewish commentators (Rashi or Radak) pay no aention to this form at all. It seems
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therefore improbable that it could even remotely present a case where the vowels reinterpret the
consonants. It seems to be rather just a rare form, perhaps a poetic or archaizing one.

[]כֹּל
 S :

𝕸: <>כּ ָלּ ַ֑הם
ֻ וּב ִליַּ ַﬠל ְכּקוֹץ ֻמנָ ד
ְ
Ancient Versions
𝕼: ×
 K :

𝕸: >ל ֻכ ָ ֽלּ ְהנָ ה<׃
ְ מוּצק ֶא ָ֜חד ִמ ָ ֥דּה ַא ַ ֛חת ֶ ֥ק ֶצב ֶא ָ ֖חד
ָ
Ancient Versions
𝕼: (QKgs, frg. ) <..>לכלהנ̊ ]ה
e forms  ֻכּ ָלּ ַ֑הםand  ְל ֻכ ָ ֽלּ ְהנָ הare unusual in that their suﬃces start with  ה. e usual forms are ֻכּ ָלּם
for the masculine (occurs  times) and  ֻכ ָלּנָ הfor the feminine (occurs in G : and P :
at the very end of the verse, viz. in the pausal position). Furthermore, their vocalization is rather
bizarre: if one vocalized  כלהםin the same way as forms like  ֻכּ ְלּ ֶכם⁶⁵⁾, the expected result would be
 ֻכּ ְלּ ֶהם. Similarly we would expect  כלהנהto read * ֻכּ ְלּ ֵהנָּ הor similar. Neither can these two forms be

*

explained as pausal forms, since both occurrences of the regular  ֻכ ָלּנָ הare clearly already at the
pausal position in the verse, and there are a couple of examples where  ֻכּ ָלּםshould be in pausa
as well (see E : where it occurs with atnāḥ and G :;  S :;  S : with a
minor disjunctive accent).
What then is the reason for such forms? If we just consider the consonants, we can assume
that the form  כלהנהmay originally have represented two words ( כֹּלand ) ֵהנָּ ה. e same applies

. is form occurs × in the Hebrew Bible and has no alternatives.
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to  כלהם⁶⁶⁾. eir wrien appearance as one unit may, however, be quite old: see the instance of
 כלהנהwrien as one word in the mrān texts.

Whether or not these words were perceived as two units or as one, in any case the masoretic
vocalization is puzzling. If, however, we compare these spellings to the regular forms we see that
they are very similar. I'd suggest, therefore, interpreting these masoretic forms as the result of
an adaptation of an oral form (which is identical to the regular ones⁶⁷⁾) to the consonantal form,
i.e. kullānā > kullāhnā and kullām > kullāham. We see that these forms only diﬀer from the regular
ones in the addition of h/ha, which corresponds to the diﬀerences in writing, i.e. the additional
ה.

E :

𝕸: >כּ ָלּא< ֲא ֶשׁר
ֻ ל־אדוֹם
ֱ ל־שׁ ֵא ִרית ַהגּוֹיִ ם וְ ַﬠ
ְ ֹה־א ַמר ֲאד ֹנָ י יְ הוִ ה ִאם־לֹא ְבּ ֵאשׁ ִקנְ ָא ִתי ִד ַבּ ְר ִתּי ַﬠ
ָ ָל ֵכן כּ
ל־ל ָבב ִבּ ְשׁ ָאט נֶ ֶפשׁ ְל ַמ ַﬠן ִמגְ ָר ָשׁהּ ָל ַבז
ֵ מוֹר ָשׁה ְבּ ִשׂ ְמ ַחת ָכּ
ָ ת־א ְר ִצי ָל ֶהם ְל
ַ נוּ־א
ֶ נָ ְת
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:
< ועל אדום >כלא: an ʾālef is wrien in-

 אל״ף במקום ה״א כמו והיה לכם:<ועל אדום >כלא

stead of hē, similarly to: וְ ָהיָ ה ָל ֶכם ְלזָ ָרא

לזרא קראנה לי מרא כן יתן לידידו שינא

(N :), ( ְק ֶראן ָ ִלי ָמ ָראR :) and
יִתּן ִל ִידידוֹ ֵשׁנָ א
ֵ ( ֵכּןP :).

e masoretic form  ֻכּ ָלּאevidently means “the whole of” (i.e. corresponding to one of * כֹּל, * ֻכּ ָלּהּor
perhaps even *) ֻכּ ה. Apparently, no lexeme derived from √ כלאseems to make any sense here. I
agree, therefore with David Qimḥ ī that the form is just wrien with an unusual orthography. is
would mean that the oral tradition is not aﬀected by the problem of the orthography and only the
consonants are problematic. ere remains, however, a small problem with the vocalization: one
. e question is what makes a “ word ” a single unit: e masoretic sign maqqēf shows that the division into words and
the notion of word boundaries was conceived diﬀerently in writing and in the oral performance of the biblical text.
. I assume this according to the characteristics of an oral transmission of text which tends to harmonize parallel occurrences
of the same word, at least in terms of non-signiﬁcant variants.
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would expect the oral form to be kullāh, i.e. with a “mappīq in the ﬁnal hē ”. ere could be several
possible ways to explain this: the ﬁnal h may have just got dropped from the pronunciation,
perhaps even being inﬂuenced by the wrien form  כלא. It may, on the other hand, have developed
from a masculine form *( ֻכּ הassuming a vowel shi ō > å ̄).

[]כּ ֵסּא
ִ
 K :

𝕸: <>ל ִכּ ֵסּה
ַ אשׁ־ﬠגֹל
ָ
ֹ >ל ִכּ ֵסּה< וְ ר
ַ ֵשׁשׁ ַמ ֲﬠלוֹת
e word  ִכּ ֵסּה, appearing twice in this verse has an unusual vocalization. e present vowels do
ﬁt the consonants “( כסאa throne”), while the consonants would rather match a word vocalized
with ◌הָ (i.e. a feminine noun) or ◌הֶ (typical for the  ל״הroots). Actually, there exists a noun
 ֵכּ ֶסה, “(the day o) the full moon”⁶⁸⁾. In the present verse, though, this meaning would make no

sense. In  K  we are told about the palace and the throne of king Solomon. We can, therefore,
again interpret this case as an example of a “latent qerē ” where the consonants and vowels do not
entirely match. We can also see that the reading tradition presents a more accurate version then
the consonantal text. It is, however, unreasonable to suppose that the scribe did not understood
the text or assumed a diﬀerent meaning of these words. It's much more likely that our spelling
represents rather an unusual orthography for  ִכּ ֵ ּסּאitself.
J :

𝕸: י־>כ ֵסּה< ַפּ ְר ֵשׁז ָﬠ ָליו ֲﬠנָ נוֹ
ִ
ְֵמ ַא ֵחז ְפּנ
Ancient Versions
𝕲: ὁ κρατῶν πρόσωπον <θρόνου>, || 𝕿: <𝕬 || מאחד >באמיטתא< דמן >כורסיא: < ّ|| אלמאסך ̇וגה >אלכרסי
𝕾: <

̈ >ܬ

̣ 𝖁 || ܐ:

qui tenet vultum <solii> sui

Here again, we ﬁnd the same unusual form as in the previous example, but the situation is far
from being that straightforward. Even though the masoretic vocalization understands (as do the
Septuagint, Vulgate and Saadya) this form as  ִכּ ֵ ּסּא, “throne”, it isn't completely clear how this ﬁts
. See P : and P : (the laer being spelled  ֵכּ ֶסא, however).
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into the context: is section of J  is a cosmological description used as an argument in Job's
speech. It is thus quite probable that our word denotes some kind of natural phenomenon. e
temple and God's throne, on the other hand, also have strong cosmological connotations in the
Hebrew Bible (as well as in the Ancient Near East in general), and such a reading cannot therefore
be ruled out either.
As we can see, there are alternative readings present in the Targum and in the Peshia: e
Peshia reads

“( ܬgarment”, “cloak”) which shares the same semitic root (√ כסה, “to cover”)

with the Hebrew consonantal text (and with the possible reading ) ֵכּ ֶסה. e Syriac translation is,
however, probably not directly connected to the meaning of “( ֵכּ ֶסהfull moon”) itself. It seems
thus more likely that this translation is based on a guessing of the word's meaning, depending
solely on the consonantal text. e targumic reading (“he takes dark clouds from the throne”) is
even more complicated. It presents a double reading in that it combines both interpretations: כסא
(“a throne”,  ) כורסיאand a noun derived from √( כסהwhich the Targum understands as a “dark
cloud”⁶⁹⁾,  אמיטתא, presumably having in mind the image of a cloud covering the sky).
is shows that both interpretations were known to the Jewish exegetical tradition. Even
more interesting is the fact that both the Targum and the Peshia show renderings which presumably go back to the Hebrew √ כסהand agree with the consonants but diﬀer in their exact
meaning. Maybe we can assume that the underlying Hebrew noun was understood simply as
“the covering” and was consequently further explicated by both translations. Whether this can
be identiﬁed with  ֵכּ ֶסה, “full moon” is doubtful, see KBL who shows etymological parallels from
other semitic languages being derivatives of √ כסאand not √ כסה. In any case, these readings of
the Peshia and the Targum would ﬁt into the broader context of that chapter, but would also ﬁt
the inner structure of J : where it stands in a parallelism to  ֲﬠנָ נוֹ, similarly to ( ְמ ַא ֵחזi.e. √אחז
II according to KBL, “to grasp”, not √I  אחז, “to grasp”) being parallel to  ַפּ ְר ֵשׁז.

Considering these facts we can assume that the original text had most probably a meaning
derived from  כסהin mind (i.e. “a convering” in the sense of a “cloud” or similar). e masoretic
vocalization would then represent a reinterpretation thereof, which would make the text more
“theological” by referring to God's throne and not just to nature. Even though this reading was
. See e.g. DJPA.
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[]כסה

most probably considered by the time of the Masoretes to be the “pešat ”, the “basic sense” (see
Saadya's translation), and perhaps even earlier (see the Vulgate⁷⁰⁾) it was no doubt perceived at
some point as being one of two possible meanings (see Targum).
Also, the LXX's translation is notable here. If we assume that the original reading was actually
based on  כסה, “to cover”, we could regard the LXX's rendering to be a result of a “guessing ” (in
terms of James Barr). We can see that the translation is very verbatim; consider, for example,
πρόσωπον used for  ְפּנֵ י. If the LXX did “guess” here, how could it represent a variant which we
know was later the accepted (masoretic) reading? A possible solution would be that the process
of “guessing” was not a result of a “quick translation” by the scribes, but, on the contrary, to
see it in the terms of the oral culture: Such a reading could have emerged through oral study
and discussion of an orally transmied text. is hypothesis must, however, be le as an open
question to be answered by the Septuagint scholars.

[]כסה
E :

𝕸: מוֹ־א ֶבן
ָ ְתּהֹמֹת >יְ ַכ ְסיֻמוּ< יָ ְרדוּ ִב ְמצוֹ ת ְכּ
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || ⅏: <⅏ || תהומת >יכסמוvars: <⅏ || >יכסימוvar: <𝕾 || >יכסהמו: < ܐ ܢ

ܿ >

̈ || 𝕲: πόντῳ
ܬܗܘ

<ἐκάλυψεν> αὐτούς || 𝕿O: וןיהלו< עפא >חיומה𝕿 || תpJ: 𝕬 || תהומייא >כסון< עליהון: <|| אלגמור >גטתהם
𝖁: abyssi <operuerunt> eos
 יְ ַכ ְסיֻמוּin our verse is an unusual form and deviates from the regular Hebrew forms of the ל״ה

group. Clearly this form is vocalized as if it was a regular verb and not belonging to ל״ה. On
the other hand, it can be suggested that the consonants  יכסימוcould simply be understood as
hifʿīl of the root √( כסםi.e. if vocalized * ) ְיַכ ִסימוּand according the Arabic َ َ َ

interpreted as “to

cut (through?)”, which would, interestingly, be quite possible in the context. However, it doesn't
seem very probable that a simple consonantal form would be “emended” into a complicated one

. Note, however, that the Vulgate may just follow the Septuagint.
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[]לאט

through the vocalization. If a reinterpretation √ כסה√ > כסםwas really intended by the Masoretes,
one should ask why a qerē/ketīḇ is not found here.
Also, if we consider the ancient versions, we can see that in most of them the equivalent to √
כסה, “cover”, is found. Interestingly, only in some versions of the Samaritanus a variant () יכסימו

exists which corresponds to the “masoretic” consonantal text. However, another single Samaritan
variant,  יכסהמו, seems to indicate that  יכסימוin the Jewish consonantal text and in Samaritan
variants is rather to be interpreted as an unusual (orthographical) variant of the same root √ כסה,
having no consequences for the interpretation.
 יכסימוcan then possibly be understood as an anomalous orthography for yᵊḵassēmō and in

an analogous way that the singular orthography  יכסהמו, mentioned above, can also be explained.
Note also, that the same form,  ַיְכ ֵסּמוֹ, is found as a qerē in P :. Evidently, the masoretic form
 יְ ַכ ְסיֻמוּcan be traced back to the plural form yᵊḵassūmū (or yᵊḵassūmō), and it seems that this was

“corrected” to match the consonants  יכסימו, thus resembling a form of regular verbs (*) יְ ַדּ ְבּ ֻרמוֹ⁷¹⁾.
e only question le is whether the unusual consonantal  יכסימוis the original form, or
whether it reﬂects the presumed plural yᵊḵassūmō. Both possibilities seem plausible: the plural
form of the reading tradition may be the result of a contextual harmonization according to the
 ְתּהֹמֹת, which is in the plural but may be (as in the presumed consonantal version) conceived as

a plurale tantum. On the other hand,  יכסומוmay have been the original form, consequently
corrupted due to to scribal error:  י > ו.
To sum up, it is unlikely that the masoretic form  יְ ַכ ְסיֻמוּwould be the result of a reinterpretation of √ כסם, hif. as would appear from the consonantal ( יכסימוin Ps : the same form
is found as ketīḇ). Rather it can be seen as an aempt at correcting the diverging oral tradition
(in plural) according to the consonantal text (in singular), based on some sort of “guessing” by a
reader who came into contact with the wrien Torah text.

[]לאט

. Actually, the fact that this form is vocalized according to the regular verbs and not the  ל״הgroup goes well with the assumption that the masoretic form is a result of “ guessing ” the correct form induced by the disagreement of the consonantal
text and the oral tradition.
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[]לוט

[]לוט
J :

𝕸: <>בּ ָלּאט
ַ וַ ָתּבוֹא ֵא ָליו
𝕸tr: <>בּ ָלּט
ַ
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲A: καὶ εἰσῆλθεν πρὸς αὐτὸν <ἡσυχῇ> || 𝕲B: <ἐν κρυφῇ> || 𝕿: <זריה >בתות ללע𝖁 || ו: et ingressa
<abscondite> et <cum silentio>

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:
 בלאט: ⌊as the Aramaic⌋  ברז, “silently”.

 ברז חרש:בלאט

e form  ַבּ ָלּאטis wrien with an unusual orthography. If this is to be understood in the sense of
 ַב ָלּט, “secretly” (derived from √ ; לוטsee  S :; :; R :), as the vocalization suggests,

why is the consonantal text wrien plaene? We can suspect this from of originally having borne
another meaning. We can, for example, read the consonants  בלאטas * ִבּ ְל ַאט, “slowly” (from ַאט
combined with the prepositions  ְבּand ) ְל. e joining of the two preposition may sound unusual at
ﬁrst sight but it is by no means not impossible in Biblical Hebrew and we ﬁnd a couple of places⁷²⁾
where  ְל ַאטfunctions as a ﬁxed adverb. We can also see that one of the Septuagint versions has
ἡσυχῇ, “still, quietly, gently” which would reﬂect this reading while another version follows the
masoretic understanding. Interestingly, the Vulgate combines both in a double reading. It seems,
however, that Hieronymus depended here solely on the Septuagint and not on the Hebrew text
or on some Jewish exegetical tradition, as can be seen from the semantic shi * > ִבּ ְל ַאטἡσυχῇ >
cum silentiō (i.e. “slowly” > “silently”).

Considering the two variants, we can state that both of them ﬁt into the context well and
make good sense: When Yaʾel came “secretly” she must have been “slow” and “silent”. e Jewish
tradition, however, apparently prefers the masoretic reading (see the Targum) and doesn't play
.  S :; I :; J :. See also  ְל ִא ִטּיin G :.
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[]לוט

with this ambiguity of this form in some sort of midrashic interpretation. ite interesting is
Rashi's commentary as he ﬁrst quotes the targumic  ברז, “secretly” which he then further explains
as  חרש, “silent(ly)”. He may have well been aware of some exegetical discussion based on the
other reading of the consonants  לאט, but we cannot be certain and he may just have tried to reﬁne
the targumic understanding.
It is thus not easy to tell which reading was the original. e consonants  לאטmay just
present the usual spelling, the scribe used for this word⁷³⁾. In such a case the masoretic reading
tradition would correspond to the original meaning and we could classify our form as a latent
qerē. If, however, the spelling  לאטwas originally understood as “slowly”, then we are witnessing
here a (slight) change in the masoretic oral tradition lᵊʾat > lāt which could be seen as a simply
elision of a vowel, maybe induced by the other  ָלטforms. In this case, of course, we can interpret
our form to be a “latent qerē ”, too.
 S :

𝕸: ת־פּנָ יו וַ יִּ זְ ַﬠק ַה ֶמּ ֶל קוֹל גָּ דוֹל
ָ >ל ַאט< ֶא
ָ
וְ ַה ֶמּ ֶל
Ancient Versions
𝕼: ×
Modern Solars
BL: Für * ָלט. … Die auch sonst mehrfach vorkommende Schreibung des Noml. und des Part. mit א
(vgl  קום,  רום,  רושׁ,  ) שׁוטzeigt, daß die aus dem Ursem. ererbte Form des aktiven Partizips im Hebr.
dialektisch vorhanden war, etwa lāʾ̊ ēt́ ̣, rāʾ̊ ēš́ , und daß danach der Noml. gelegentlich umgebildet
wurde:  ָל ַאט,  וְ ָר ֲא ָמה. (§u'', p. )
 ָל ַאטseems like a regular verbal form, viz. a perfect of √ לאט. is is the only occurrence of this verb

(but see J : above⁷⁴⁾) derived from a regular verb with  אas the middle radical. ere exists,
nevertheless, a similar verb of the  ע״וclass of irregular verbs: √ לוט, and its meaning ﬁts perfectly
. But see  S :, ת־פּנָ יו
ָ >ל ַאט< ֶא
ָ
 וְ ַה ֶמּ ֶלwhich could mean that the presumably original ālef as the second radical was
preserved in some Biblical Hebrew dialects.
. See p. .
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[]קרא

into our context. Its perfect form diﬀers, however, in both the consonants and the vocalization
of the form in question. One possible explanation for this spelling is to assume that it presents
a dialectal variant of the expected * ָלט. As BL shows (see above), in order to explain such a shi
we would, most probably, have to assume that this form developed from a participle (presumably
going back to lāʾit or a similar form, see e.g. Arabic participles of the w/y class.). But such a shi
pt. > pf. doesn't change the meaning in a signiﬁcant manner. It seems thus that in such a case we
cannot speak really about a reinterpretation by the oral tradition.
Another possible way of interpreting this form is to see in the consonants  לאטonly an orthographic variant of the presumed original *( ָלטwhere the  אstands as a māter lectiōis for the long
ā only). In such a case the vocalization must have been “corrected” at some point to match the

consonants (see the similarity of the forms lāt and lāʾat). If this is correct it would be yet another
example of how the wrien biblical text and its orally transmied counterparts did inﬂuence each
other. is laer explanation seems more plausible.

[]קרא
 S :

𝕸: הוֹד ֵיﬠנִ י ָמה ֶא ֱﬠ ֶשׂה
ִ >וָ ֶא ְק ָר ֶאה< ְל ְל
Ancient Versions
𝕼: × || 𝕲: καὶ νῦν <κέκληκά> σε γνωρίσαι μοι τί ποιήσω || 𝕿: ידבעא אי מנותודעהך לית< לקר|| >ו
𝕾:

ܐ

ܟ< ܕܬ

>ܘ

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רד״ק:

e adddition of ⌊cohortative⌋ he is com-

 בה״א נוספת כמנהג כמו אשמעה- <>ואקראה לך

mon, as in:  אשמעה,  ; אשמרהbut the third

אשמרה אבל להיות למ״ד הפעל בסגול אינו כמנהג ובא

radical having segol is not common. Simi-

כמהו ידשנה סלה

lar, however, happens in:  יְ ַד ְשּׁנֶ ה. (P :)
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[]קרא
רש״י:

In the sense of “I will be summoned to you”

 לשון ואזעק אחריך כמו נקרא נקראתי:<>ואקראה לך

as in: ַ ֹ( נִ ְקרֹא נִ ְק ֵר ִיתי ְבּ ַהר ַהגִּ ְלבּ S :) and

 הוצרכתי, וכמו ושם נקרא איש בליעל,בהר הגלבוע

in: ( נִ ְק ָרא ִאישׁ ְבּ ִליַּ ַﬠל S :). ⌊e verse

:להיות נקרא אליך שתודיעני מה אעשה

means:⌋ “I needed to be called to you so
that you make me known what shall I do”
Modern Solars
BL: Wahrsch. vermischung der Lesarten ( וָ ֶא ְק ָראso sonst immer) und )ל״יו( וָ ֶא ְק ֶרה. (§r, )
In this case, the consonantal text could suggest the reading of a cohortative *  וָ ֶא ְק ָר ָאה. is possibly
corresponds to the Septuagint where νῦν lacks its usual Hebrew equivalent  ַﬠ ָתּה. Since both ַﬠ ָתּה
and a cohortative form do emphasize a particular clause in the text, it is quite plausible that the
Greek translators included νῦν intentionally, in order to render the Hebrew cohortative. (See e.g.
νῦν being a translation of  ִהנֵּ הin N :; :; D :;  K : or of the נָ א- particle in
J :. We ﬁnd, on the other hand, passages where νῦν has no corresponding equivalent in
the Hebrew version). is verse does not appear in any of the biblical mrān fragments, it is
thus diﬃcult to decide which form is the original one.
e masoretic reading is rather unusual here. Bauer-Leander suggest interpreting it as a
“mixed form” of  וָ ֶא ְק ָראand  ; וָ ֶא ְק ֶרהboth having the same meaning, being diﬀerent only in that the
former one is based on the (ethymologicaly correct) root √ קרא, while the laer was adapted to
the  ל״הgroup of irregular verbs⁷⁵⁾. If this really is a forma mixta, its purpose was not to preserve
two diﬀerent meanings of the text, but rather two insigniﬁcant and almost identical variants of
this particular form.
e masoretic form can, however, be explained as a result of discrepancies between the written biblical text and its oral counterpart. If we assume that the consonantal text originally had
( ואקראהeither being understood as a cohortative form as discussed above, or perhaps resulting

from a scribal error), while the oral tradition read wa-ʾeqrā or wa-ʾeqrē, then it stands to reason that the oral form may have been changed into the present wa-ʾeqrāʾē, even though it isn't
. e root  קרהdoes exist (denoting “ to happen ”) but would make no sense in the present context.
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[]עשׁר

a “grammatically correct” form. is may have been done either by a scribe who knew the oral
tradition by heart, or maybe a synagogal reader who was forced to read something from the scroll
which disagreed with what he had previously memorized, but we can even think of the wrien
text being consulted intentionally by those who studied the text (by oral means).
Note that such a pseudo-correction wouldn't be necessary if the wrien text had  ואקראbut
being pronounced orally as waʾeqrē, or vice versa (wrien  ואקרה, pronounced waʾeqrā), since both
 אand  הcan serve as matres lectiōnis for both vowels. Also note that this form wouldn't make

much sense as a “correction of the Masoretes”, as its result is actually more complicated and less
regular then the problem it would try to correct.

[]עשׁר
Z :

𝕸: <אﬠ ִשׁר
ְ ַאמר ָבּרוּ יְ הוָ ה >ו
ַ ֹ יהן י
ֶ וּמ ְֹכ ֵר
Ancient Versions
𝕲: καὶ οἱ πωλοῦντες αὐτὰ ἔλεγον Εὐλογητὸς κύριος καὶ <πεπλουτήκαμεν> || 𝖁: dicentes benedictus
Dominus <divites facti sumus> || 𝕿: <אנרתעיך יוי >דרין ברמ𝕿 || ואvar: <𝕾 || >די אעתרנא:

<ܪܙ

>ܕ

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
רש״י:

And the one that sells it will boast:

ומוכרם מתהלל ברוך ה׳ שמסרם בידי והריני עשיר

“blessed be the Lord who gave it into
my hand and behold, I am rich!”
e reading אﬠ ִשׁר
ְ ַ וapparently developed from the regular form waʾaʿšīr > waʿšīr to ease the pronunciation. e consonants however do not match⁷⁶⁾ this spelling, otherwise they would be  ועשר.
is can either be the result of an “ethymological spelling” where an ʾalef would be wrien in order to reﬂect the grammatical form, even if it was not pronounced. It could, on the other hand, be

. In textus receptus this is marked as one of the qerē/ketīḇ places.
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[]ר ֶֹﬠה

an example proving that the consonants and the oral version of the biblical text were transmied
separately to some degree, representing a “latent qerē ”.

[]ר ֶֹﬠה
G :

𝕸: י־תוֹﬠ ַבת ִמ ְצ ַריִ ם ָכּל־>ר ֵֹﬠה< צֹאן
ֲ
ִכּ
Ancient Versions
𝕲: βδέλυγμα γάρ ἐστιν Αἰγυπτίοις πᾶς <ποιμὴν> προβάτων || 𝕬: || לאן אלמצריין יכרהון כל >ראעי< גנם
𝕾:

<

>

ܐ ܢ

|| 𝕿: אני< עעל >רי כארצין מקחרי מר𝕿 || אvar: <|| >רען

ܕ

𝕿var: <𝕼 || >דרעי: × || ⅏: ⅏ || כי תועבת מצרים כל >רעי< צאןvar: <>רעה
G :

𝕸: בוֹתינוּ
ֵ ם־א
ֲ ַם־אנַ ְחנוּ גּ
ֲ ַל־פּ ְרעֹה >ר ֵֹﬠה< צֹאן ֲﬠ ָב ֶדי גּ
ַ אמרוּ ֶא
ְ ֹ וַ יּ
Ancient Versions
𝕲: οἱ δὲ εἶπαν τῷ Φαραω <Ποιμένες> προβάτων οἱ παῖδές σου, καὶ ἡμεῖς καὶ οἱ πατέρες ἡμῶν || 𝕬: קאלו
𝕾 || לפרעון >רעא< גנם עבידך נחן ואבאונא:

.ܬܢ

̈

ܐܦ ܐ

 ܐܦ.

̈

ܐ ܢ

<

> .ܢ

ܘ ܘ

|| 𝕿: אנתהבף אא אחננף אך אבדא ענן< עעה >רערפו לרמא𝕿 || וvar: <𝕼 || >רעי: × || ⅏: ויאמרו אל פרעה

⅏ || >רעי< צאן עבדיךvar: <>רעה

Modern Solars
BL: Mit  הgeschrieben, wie der Sg. cstr.; vielleicht ist dieser gemeint, und zwar in kollektivischem
Sinne. [§l, ]
In these two passages, occurring only few verses apart⁷⁷⁾, a form with irregular pointing appears:
instead of the usual “( ר ֶֹﬠהshepherd”) there is a form vocalized with ṣēre in its second syllable. is
may be explained (as BL suggest, see above) as denoting a pl. cs. form (normally spelled ) ר ֵֹﬠי, but
wrien with consonants of the singular form () רעה. As we can see, this word was understood in
the ancient versions in both senses: while the Peshiṭta and the Samaritan Pentateuch have plural
. ey even appear within the same parašiya (G ::). See BHS and the list of Maimonides, e.g. in Oesch ,
p. .
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[]ר ֶֹﬠה

in both occurrences, LXX, the Targum⁷⁸⁾ and Saʿadya translate G : as a singular (ποιμὴν,
יער,  ) ראעיwhile in G : they took it as a plural (ποιμένες, ןע ר, ) רעא.

In the ﬁrst verse (G :) both singular and plural forms ﬁt well into the context: it doesn't
maer for the meaning of the verse whether we understand  ָכּל־ר ֵֹﬠה צֹאןas “every (single) shepherd” or “all of the shepherds”). In the second case, however, only the plural form ﬁts the context,
since the subject of the clause is clearly in the plural. In any case, as we can see, the versions don't
contradict⁷⁹⁾ the context. e same is true for the masoretic vocalization; the only problematic
version found is that of the Hebrew consonantal text in G :. is can most probably be seen
as a scribal error.
us it stands to reason that an oral tradition is preserved in the masoretic vocalization,
which contradicts the consonantal text. It can, therefore, be seen as a “latent qerē ”⁸⁰⁾, not marked
by the masoretic notes only because the leer hē can also act as a mātres lectiōnis for the ṣērē
vowel.
More interesting is, however, the question as to why do we have such a “latent qerē ” in
G :. Here the consonants present a plausible variant not contradicting the context, so
there seems to be no reason for the masoretic vocalization to diﬀer from the consonantal text.
However, since these two verses occur in close proximity⁸¹⁾ we can assume that the former form
occurs due to an assimilation to the laer one.
Apart from these two cases of  ר ֵֹﬠה, we also ﬁnd another two in G : and P ::
G :

𝕸: י־ה ֶבל >ר ֵֹﬠה< צֹאן וְ ַקיִ ן ָהיָ ה ע ֵֹבד ֲא ָד ָמה
ֶ וַ יְ ִה
Ancient Versions
𝕬: אלארץ
̇
𝕾 || וכאן הבל >ראעי< גנם וקין כאן יפלח: . ܘ

݂ ܗܘ

 ܘ.

< ̇ >ܪ

𝕿 || ܘܗܘ ܗ:

תהוו

ארעאח בלה פון היקא וני< עעל >רבה
. Note, however, the plural variant  רעןin some manuscripts in G :.
. e only exception would be the minor variants of the Samaritanus which could perhaps be explained as standing under
the inﬂuence of the Jewish consonantal text.
. See chapter .., p. .
. As noted above the two occur in the same parašiya, i.e. a section which was most probably learned at the same time.
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P :

𝕸: הוֹפ ָיﬠה
ִ רוּבים
ִ יוֹסף י ֵֹשׁב ַה ְכּ
ֵ >ר ֵֹﬠה< יִ ְשׂ ָר ֵאל ַה ֲאזִ ינָ ה נ ֵֹהג ַכּצֹּאן
Ancient Versions
𝕾: .

ܐܬ

ܘ

ܒ
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דמדבר היך ענא ארונא דיוסף דשכינתיה שריא ביני כרוביא הופע

Both of the two occurrences of the above-mentioned form are no doubt in the singular, as witnessed in all the versions. In their context no plausible reinterpretation, that could take them
as plural forms is possible: in G : it is clearly Abel who is the subject of the sentence; in
P : the phrase „Shepherd of Israel“ (denoting God) comes with a verb (an imperative) which
also stands in the singular:  ַה ֲאזִ ינָ ה. Yet another explanation could be found here: in both places
the form in question stands parallel to a participle qal of a regular verb:  ע ֵֹבד ֲא ָד ָמהin Genesis
and  י ֵֹשׁבin the Psalm (here even beside yet another such form: ) נ ֵֹהג. Now, the participles qal of
regular verbs always have a ṣērē in the second syllable, while participles of the  ל״הirregular verbs
are vocalized (in any stem) with a segōl.
us, it seems that the pronunciation of our two irregular forms is a result of an phonetic
assimilation of the irregular participles to their regular counterparts to which they stand in a
parallelism. We can assume that this vocalization emerged at a time when Hebrew was no longer
vernacular (the rhetoric features override here the grammatical Systemzwang), and we should,
therefore, expect that the reason for this change lies in the domain of the oral performance of the
biblical text. Here I would like to point out the fact that both cases occur each in a biblical text
with a diﬀerent Sitz im Leben in the synagogal liturgical life: the ﬁrst one is part of the Tora, read
in the synagogal services from the scroll; the second one may perhaps have been used as a part
of the prayers ⁸²⁾. is would strengthen the assumption that both texts were primarily studied
and memorized orally as part of some institutionalized study outside the scope of the regular
synagogal liturgy.

. Ismar Elbogen, however, doesn't mention this Psalm as being used in the synagogal liturgy (see Elbogen ).
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. Conclusion
.. A Reinterpretation through Vocalization?
As we can see, in the vast majority of the above analysed cases it doesn't seem plausible that
the Masoretic vocalization resulted from any kind of reinterpretation of the consonantal text.
Actually, we found only one case which may be interpreted in this way,  ִכ ֵסּהin J : (above
p. ). e diferrence between the two forms is, however, very small, one of them having segōl
where the other has ṣērē. Note, that these vowels may have even been homophonic in some
dialects⁸³⁾. Moreover, the LXX seems to reﬂect the same reading as the Masoretic text does and
the Targum has a conﬂate reading of both variants. is shows that if a reinterpretation through
a re-vocalization occurred in this case it must have been relatively old.
Overall, it seems that the present “vocalization” of the Masoretic text doesn't reﬂect any sort
of intentional reinterpreting of the consonants in most cases⁸⁴⁾. In the remaining, exceptional
cases which can be suspected of having emerged through some sort of reinterpretation it seems
that these weren't a priori a result of an intention to change the text but were rather induced in
an ad hoc manner by some confusion or a diﬃculty in the text itself. Only in such a context we
may consider some interpretative process of “guessing” the “correct” form. Such a guessing was,
presumably, done primarily orally and it is not clear whether the wrien text was consulted as
part of this process.
Moreover, unlike the vocalization, it was demonstrated by several scholars⁸⁵⁾ that the division
of the Biblical verse as reﬂected by the masoretic accents shows sometimes a particular interpretation which doesn't correspond to the most simple understanding of the text, i.e. we can say that
the accents reinterpret the text of the Hebrew Bible. More speciﬁcally, it is the oral version which
may sometimes be reinterpreted by the accentuation and sometimes even the accents go against
the vocalization (see above chapter ., p. ). As I have suggested above, this “interpretive”
. Note also, that in the Babylonian Hebrew dialect (i.e. as reﬂected by the Babylonian masoretic punctuation) there was
even no distinctive segōl sound at all.
. Stefan Schorch comes to a similar conclusion concerning the Samaritan reading tradition, see Schorch , p. .
. For example see Kogut  or Cohen .
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character of the Hebrew accents (as opposed to the vocalization) can be best explained by the assumption that the accentuation actually served not only as a mnemonic device to ease the study
of the Hebrew Bible by heart but was also used as a sort of “synchronization device” between
the Masoretic text and its targūm (chapter ., p. ). If this is correct, it becomes obvious that
the accentuation may sometimes be inﬂuenced by the masoretic targūm and thus reﬂect its interpretation while the vocalization changes occurred only as a result of some textual problem.
Moreover, the very existence of a targūm, studied together with the orally transmied Hebrew
Bible explains why this oral tradition (and consequently the vocalization as found in the Masoretic
codices) was almost not changed to ﬁt some interpretation: there already was a parallel text intended to contain exactly such kinds of interpretative intervention into the text: the appropriate
masoretic targūm.
Interestingly, we can actually ﬁnd more cases in which rather the consonantal form can be
suspected of being a reinterpretation of an older tradition (see סוּרים
ִ  ָה, p.  and  ָה ַר ִמּים, p. ).
Although other explanations of these forms may also be suggested (e.g. a result of a scribal error),
the fact that both examples can be interpreted as pointing to a name of an ethnic group, which was
a popular method of exegetical actualisation in ancient Judaism, makes this explanation possible.
A scribe should, then, be responsible for such an interpretive orthography.

.. A “Latent Qerē ”.
We should, further, ask whether the “rare forms” can sometimes be explained by a sole diﬀerence
between the wrien biblical text and the oral tradition, or some kind of an interaction between
the two. e ﬁrst possibility, in which the two traditions simply diﬀer, indeed occurs in the above
analysed cases. Such cases would usually be marked as a qerē/ketīḇ variant in the masoretic
codices, sometimes, however, the diﬀerence was so small that the Masoretes didn't consider this
to be a distinct variant. ese include cases where a distinct mātres lectiōnis occurs in the wrien
text from the one that ﬁts the vocalization (see  ִכ ֵסּהin J :, above on p.  or  ר ֵֹﬠהin G :,
p. )⁸⁶⁾, cases where two mātres lectiōnis occur in the masoretic form when we can assume that
. Note, however, that a similar case in  K : (p. ) shows rather an unusual orthography in the wrien text than
two “ real ” variants.
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one of them was consonantal in the form intended by the wrien text (e.g. יאתי
ִ  וְ ֵה ֵבin N :
and similar, see p. ) or the wrien form may even have a superﬂuous mātres lectiōnis (אﬠ ִשׁר
ְ ַו
in Z :, p. ). I suggest to term such cases as a “latent” or “unmarked qerē ”⁸⁷⁾.

.. e Interplay between the Written Text and e Oral Tradition
In other cases, however, forms occur whose vocalization doesn't ﬁt the consonants but wouldn't
make sense on their own, either. In such a case the present vocalization can be explained basically
in two ways: a) the vocalization is based on an older oral form which was only slightly changed
to match the consonants. is can include cases where a consonant is missing in the wrien text
( וַ ֵתּ ַת ַצּבin E :, p. ) or, on the other hand, has one more consonant when compared to the
oral version (e.g.  ֻכּ ָלּ ַהםin  S :, p.  or  ְל ַד ְריוֹשׁin E :, p. )⁸⁸⁾.
b) In other cases, however, the vocalization in question is completely replaced with another
one (see  ַל ְח ָמםin I :, p.  or  ְל ֵד ָﬠהin E :, p. ). Interestingly, such a vocalized
form is actually possible and grammatically correct⁸⁹⁾, but doesn't ﬁt in the context and may even
have a completely diﬀerent origin and meaning (as with  ַל ְח ָמם, for example). Both cases can be
well explained if we assume that they emerged through some sort of “guessing”, based on both
the wrien text and the oral form (although the laer was not actually used in the second case,
it is clear that the very reason for such a “re-vocalization” lies in the disagreement between the
two traditions). If another form existed in the language (and the biblical corpus) for the same
consonants this form was taken, even if it doesn't make sense in the place in question. In the
other cases the vocalization was simply adapted to the consonants.
Actually, the term “guessing”, I'm referring to was ﬁrst introduced by James Barr in connection with the translation techniques of the Septuagint. Barr assumes that there were two basic
modes of how an ancient biblical translation may have been done with regard to the consonantal
text and the oral tradition⁹⁰⁾: either the translation was done on the basis of the oral tradition
. M. Breuer calls it קרי מדומה, a “ seeming/virtual qerē ”, see also Ofer , p. .
ִ  ְיַב ֶﬠin
. For an example of similar case where a consonant is interchanged with another one see Joosten  (ר־אישׁ

E :).
. But see the ( וְ ַה ְח ַתּ ִתּיJ :, above p. ) which apparently is the result of a re-vocalisation according to regular verbs.
. See e.g. Barr .
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(Barr's “Method B”) i.e. the translators knew the accepted pronunciation by heart and translated
accordingly or the translation was based on the wrien text solely (“Method A”). In the laer
case, Barr presumes that a process of “guessing” must be seen as part of the translational technique. Interestingly, however, we have shown that a comparable “guessing” occurred even in the
case of the diﬀerences between the wrien and oral component of the Masoretic text. It, however,
doesn't mean that the masoretic “vocalization” emerged by “guessing” as whole but this process
of a search for a more suitable “vocalization” of the form in question happened only when the
pronounced form was felt to be problematic. e thesis of J. Barr should thus be reexamined to
show whether it really proves that the Septuagint was translated only from a wrien Vorlage,
without any knowledge of traditional pronunciation.
In any case, the proposed explanation of some rare Biblical Hebrew forms which would see
them as a result of an adaptation of the oral biblical version to its wrien counterpart, if it is
correct, shows that contact between the two traditions must have existed and that the wrien
text was seen as more authoritative than the oral tradition (at least with regard to these cases)⁹¹⁾.
Several possibilities can be suggested as to where to locate a Sitz im Leben of such contact between
the wrien and oral Hebrew Bible: one can perhaps think about the synagogal liturgical reading
of the Torah and Hạ arōt. is cannot, however, explain forms occurring in passages not usually
read as part of the Jewish services (see e.g. E : above). We thus assume that either the
scribe knew the Bible by heart and was consequently able to aﬀect the further fate of the oral
tradition if he found some problematic forms. Alternatively, it is possible that in some contexts
the wrien biblical text was consulted as part of its oral study (presumably rather in some sort of
rabbinic academies rather than in regular, smaller Jewish communities).

.. e forma mixta
Given these observations, we may also ask whether the phenomenon of “forma mixta”⁹²⁾, i.e. a
form which seems to be conﬂated from two distinct grammatical forms, may not be explained also
. Note, that we have a limited possibility to locate the opposite examples in which a wrien form would be changed to
match the oral tradition, mainly because very few reliable sources for the biblical oral tradition exist. e only cases are
those whose orthography deviates from the etymological spelling, e.g.  וַ תּ ֶֹחזin  S :.
. See MurJ §g, p. .
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on the basis of the dual character of the Masoretic text, i.e. as mixed from the wrien text and
the oral tradition. While such cases occasionally occur (and they are basically to be categorized
as a “latent qerē ”, as well), see e.g.  וַ ֵיָּביאin E : (p. ), not all the assumed cases of a
forma mixta can be explained in this way. Sometimes, for example, a mixed form would happen
on the level of the consonantal text alone (see e.g.  וָ ֶא ְק ָר ֶאה⁹³⁾ in  S :, p. ); in other
cases only in vocalization (e.g.  יִ ַרדּ ֹףin P :). It seems that forms being traditionally categorized
as intentionally “mixed forms” should rather be analysed based on the internal criteria and by
observing the possible role of the oral and wrien component of the masoretic form. Sometimes
a form, traditionally assumed to be forma mixta, may be much beer explained considering the
interaction between the wrien text and the oral tradition, for example ( וַ ִתּ ֲה ַלE :) would
be beer interpreted as a form whose oral component emerged from the hit. wa-tithᵃllaḵ adapted
to the consonants  > ( ותהלךwa-tihᵃlaḵ).

.. Masoretic Hebrew as a Non-Vernacular Language
Some of the examples also show that the masoretic vocalization was inﬂuenced to some degree
by its oral performance in a way atypical for forms in a vernacular language. Most notably, some
forms may be assimilated to similarly sounding forms standing in the near context, see e.g. ר ֵֹﬠה
in G : and P : (p. ) or יּוֹשׁב
֣ ֵ ַ וin G : (p. ).

. Note, however, that the diﬀerences between those two forms are not signiﬁcant for the interpretation.
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Conclusion
As I have proposed, the reason for the existence of the text of Hebrew Bible as two parallel traditions, i.e. the wrien text as copied by the scribes and the oral tradition as memorized by
professional Bible “readers”, is to be sought within the socio-economic conditions concerning
the ability to write texts in the Rabbinic era (most notably the costs connected with writing and,
consequently, the literacy rate in the Jewish society). It seems that in this period the oral study of
traditional texts (be it the Bible or rabbinic traditions) was a means how to target a broader public
from all social strata. Access to wrien texts was in this time still restricted to a small literate
elite¹⁾. e reason why in the rabbinic period the Torah and other biblical books were still copied
is to be seen in their symbolic and artefactual character²⁾. Moreover, the wrien text seems to
still be copied relatively faithfully and, as our analysis shows, there seems to be occasional contact between the oral and the wrien biblical text³⁾. Sometimes the oral tradition was apparently
“corrected” according to the wrien version⁴⁾. On the other hand, both traditions still deviated
from each other, as shown by the relatively large number of the qerē/ketīḇ variants⁵⁾. It seems,
therefore, that contact between the two traditions was rather random and ad hoc, not systematic
or in any way methodical. Interestingly, the adaptation of the oral tradition to the consonantal
form happened through a process which can be described as “guessing”, similar to what J. Barr
proposes with regard to the translational process of the Septuagint⁶⁾.
e situation in which the Hebrew Bible was transmied dually as an oral and a wrien tradition, apparently changed only in a period when actual Hebrew manuscripts emerged that are
. It seems that such an elite existed before  C.E., mainly in the priestly circles or closed communities like in mrān and
indeed, evidence for a considerable literary activity from this time exists. is, however, doesn't necessarily mean that
before  C.E. there was no institutionalized oral study of bilical or other texts.
. See chapter .., p. .
. See chapter .., p. .
. Actually, there seem to be no indications as to when this contact between the two traditions happened and it cannot be
ruled out that it has its root before the rabbinic era.
. See chapter ., p. .
. See p. .
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known to us today. Moreover, the time of the Masoretes coincides with an important paradigm
change within the history of Jewish literature: a transition from a traditional literature (Mishna,
Talmud, midrašīm) towards individual works composed by authors known by their name and
having a clear structure, not composed of older pieces of tradition. It seems, therefore, that both
processes are a result of a more general shi from orality to literacy, at least among the Jewish
intellectual elites. Apparently, this change happened relatively late among the Jews, compared,
with, for example, the ancient Christianity or the Graeco-Roman world in general⁷⁾. is seems
to be an outcome of a strong anti-literary sentiment⁸⁾ within Rabbinic Judaism which we assume
to be the result of an eﬀort not to restrict the Jewish spiritual elites to a small circle of wealthy
individuals having access to the material resources needed to reach literacy⁹⁾. is tendency to
restrict literary activity only to scribes (whose role was to copy the biblical scrolls for their symbolic value) was formulated by the Rabbis as prohibitions and restrictions on the use of the wrien
texts. ese, in turn, were the reason why the oral activities remained the primary mean of Jewish intellectual activities long aer literacy became more available to a broader circle of scholars.
At the end, however, it seems that Jewish scholars became acquainted with scribal techniques in
their everyday lives (probably under Islamic inﬂuence) and were losing their ability to learn and
study the texts orally. is situation should be seen as Sitz in Leben of the emergence of the ﬁrst
masoretic codices.
is brings us to the second question, namely what the mutual relationship between the individual components and elements of the Masoretic text (as found in the masoretic codices) was.
As we have shown¹⁰⁾, the textual and meta-textual element of the Masoretic text can basically be
divided into two groups: the ﬁrst one containing, besides consonants, occasional other elements
(such as the suspended leers, puncta extraodrinaria and so forth), all having a scribal background.
All of these were allowed to be wrien in the liturgical (Torah-)scrolls. e second group of textual elements, on the other hand, restricted to masoretic codices only, can, as I have shown, all

. See chapter ., p. .
. See chapter ., p. .
. See chapter .., p. .
. See chapter , p. .
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be traced back to oral study of the Hebrew Bible: the vocalization¹¹⁾ reﬂecting the actual pronunciation of the biblical text, which was not possible to be marked using consonantal signs only;
the accentuation¹²⁾ representing primarily a mnemonic device and the masoretic notes¹³⁾ reﬂecting the oral shape of the biblical text as well. Actually, the last two elements provide us with
a picture about the methods and techniques of oral transmission, study and even “translation”
of biblical texts. e accents show how music was used to ease the memorization and collective
repeating of the memorized biblical text¹⁴⁾. Moreover, as I have shown¹⁵⁾, the accents served most
probably as an synchronization device between the original Hebrew text and its “targūm”, i.e.
the word-for-word (or beer: cluster-for-cluster¹⁶⁾) annotation of the biblical text, done mainly in
another language (besides Aramaic targumīm we can most probably apply this to certain Greek
versions and perhaps to the Peshia as well). e masoretic notes, on the other hand, emerged
presumably from some sort of a “word game” which started as entertainment or relaxation of the
professional bible “readers” but seems to develop into a didactic technique used to teach the biblical text accurately and avoid deviating readings¹⁷⁾. Only when literacy became more widespread
were the masoretic notes aempted to be used as a tool for the scribes to cope with the problem
of textual variants between individual manuscripts. e logic of the masoretic notes was thus
changed to ﬁt the need of the scribal context (i.e. adding notes about plēne/defectīve spellings and
reversing the logic of the qerē/ketīḇ variants¹⁸⁾).
Lastly, we tried to answer the question, to what degree the oral tradition as reﬂected by the
(Tiberian) masoretic vocalization represents a reinterpretation of the consonants (or of an older
tradition preserved by the consonants). As we have seen in both, the individual examples of
. See chapter , p. .
. See chapter , p. .
. See chapter , p. .
. See chapter ., p.  and following sections.
. See chapter ., p. .
. See p. .
. Actually, I am reluctant to speak about techniques aimed at “ ﬁxing ” the biblical text, as the diachronic aspect (i.e. the
question about textual variants found in various manuscripts wrien at diﬀerent places and times) doesn't seem to be as
important as the synchronic and social aspect (i.e. the need to agree upon the same text when reciting it collectively).
. See chapter ., p. , chapter .., p.  and chapter .., p. .
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rare grammatical forms¹⁹⁾ and in the qerē/ketīḇ variants²⁰⁾, cases of such reinterpretation are very
rare. Moreover, many of them can be seen as a response to some textual problem and only very
few examples are le which could possibly be aributed to a deliberate reinterpretation in the
midrashic style. e masoretic accentuation, on the other hand, can indeed be shown to mirror
in some cases a particular kind of midrashic/targumic interpretation²¹⁾ which occasionally even
contradicts the sense as reﬂected by the masoretic vocalization²²⁾. As I have shown in this work,
to a great degree the interpretive nature of the accents may be a result of the accents presumably
serving as a synchronization device between the oral Hebrew biblical text and its targūm. As we
have seen²³⁾, even if in most cases the prosodic structure of the Hebrew text determined the structure and content of the targūm, sometimes, however, the opposite was true and the accentuation
was inﬂuenced by the targūm²⁴⁾―reﬂecting sometimes a particular interpretation.

. estions and Proposals for Further Resear
Further, the present work opens several question for various ﬁelds of Hebrew Bible scholarship:
. For grammatical resear of Tiberian Hebrew and textual criticism we propose to consider analysing complicated, rare or grammatically unusual Tiberian Hebrew forms by regarding
their two constituents―the wrien text and the oral tradition―separately and to consider the
possible interaction(s) between the two traditions as I have shown above²⁵⁾ on a couple of examples. In my opinion the interplay between the oral tradition and the wrien text can plausibly
explain some more peculiar Hebrew forms.
. For textual criticism: I am suggesting²⁶⁾, given the ﬁndings we have shown concerning
the role of orality and mechanisms of oral techniques for the emergence of the Masoretic text, to
reconsider the possible use of the oral tradition in ancient Hebrew witnesses. In the ﬁrst place
. See chapter .., p. .
. See chapter ., p. .
. See e.g. Cohen ; Kogut .
. See chapter ., p. .
. See chapter ., p. .
. In a few exceptional cases even a targumic addition may have slipped into the Hebrew (oral) text, see chapter ., p. .
. See chapter , p. .
. See p. .
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we propose to take a new look at the “vulgar texts” of the Hebrew Bible from mrān and ask
to what degree oral techniques played a role in the emergence of these texts. A further question
would be whether these texts may have actually represented some kind of targūm or a similar
para-text or paraphrase of the Hebrew Bible. Also, it may be suggested to reconsider the role
of the oral tradition within the ancient biblical version in general, on a typology of individual
text-critical phenomena.
. For textual criticism and masoretic studies: I'm suggesting that the masoretic notes should
not be taken as a primarily scribal device aimed at “ﬁxing” the wrien text but rather as an oral
technique used to teach and ease the memorizing of the oral version of the Hebrew Bible. is
means that the masoretic notes, at least those that apparently show the primary, i.e. oral, stage²⁷⁾,
should be used to reconstruct the oral shape of the biblical text and not the wrien one. Care
should be given when analysing which masoretic note is still referring to the oral tradition and
which has already (to some extent) the wrien text in mind.
. For the targumic studies: we propose to see the Hebrew chant (i.e. the Hebrew accents) as
a constituent element of the targumic translation and transmission and not as only a late feature
of some targumic manuscripts. We, therefore, urge that further editions of the targumīm should
include accent signs (edited critically) where these exist in the manuscripts. e same should
be true also for the vocalization and the targumic Masora. Also, we have shown²⁸⁾ with high
probability that there was a “targūm” to the Aramaic parts of the Hebrew Bible, which means
that the phenomenon of a targūm should not be regarded primarily as a translation but rather a
kind of annotation or explication.
. For the Septuagint studies: we suggest the need to reconsider the role of orality in the
process of translation and transmission of the ancient Greek version of the Bible as well. Further,
as shown above (), it seems that the LXX share some important characteristics with the targumīm,
mostly the “word-by-word” character of this translation which may suggest that also some of the
Greek version may have emerged in the same way we are suggesting for the targumīm, i.e. as
an annotation of the original Hebrew, both texts synchronized using some sort of chant. is
. See chapter ., p. .
. See chapter ., p. .
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resembles closely what has been suggested by the proponents of an “interlinear paradigm” of
Greek translations, albeit not on an oral basis. Obviously, more work should be done on examining
the claims of James Barr who holds that the LXX must have emerged from the Hebrew consonantal
text by some kind of “guessing”.
. For textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible: Moreover, further ancient biblical versions
should be examined to see whether they show the characteristics of orally translated or orally
transmied texts and the mutual relationship between the wrien and oral element should be
studied accordingly. Further, a typology of “para-biblical” texts, emerged by distinct means
and using various (presumably oral) techniques―such as the targūm, midraš or more free paraphrases―should be systematized to allow for a more exact description of individual para-biblical
texts.
. For the Jewish studies: We suggest that the reason for illiteracy and a strong sentiment
against writing in the Judaism of the rabbinic era should be sought in the socio-economic conditions of writing in this period and in the possible impact of adopting either literacy or orality in
establishing the intellectual elites.



Appendix A
Doubly Accentuated Words in the Aramaic Portions
of the Hebrew Bible
verse

)⁾doubly accentuated words (in context¹
ם־מ ְל ָכּ ֙א
ֲﬠנוֹ ַכ ְשׂ ָדּ ֵ ֤אי ֳק ָד ַ

>וְ ָ ֣א ְמ ִ ֔רין<

יתי ֲאנָ ֙שׁ
א־א ַ ֤
ָ ֽל ִ

D :

ָל ֵ ֣הן ֱא ָל ִ֔הין ִ ֚דּי

>מ ָ ֣ד ְר ֔הוֹן<
ְ

וֹהי׃
ית ִ
ם־בּ ְשׂ ָ ֖רא ָ ֥לא ִא ֽ
ִﬠ ִ

D :

ימי ָב ֶ ֽבל׃
ְל ֖כֹל ַח ִכּ ֵ ֥

D :

הּ־היא׃
בוּר ָ ֖תא ִ ֥דּי ֵ ֽל ִ ֽ
ִ ֧דּי ָח ְכ ְמ ָ ֛תא וּגְ ְ

D :

כוּ
וּמ ְל ֙
ַ

יﬠ ָ֔אה<
>ר ִ ֣ב ָ
ְ

יפה ְכּ ַפ ְרזְ ָל֑א
ֶתּ ֱהֵו֥א ַת ִקּ ָ ֖

D :

וּמנְּ ֵ ֣הין
י־פ ָח ֙ר ִ
יְתה ַרגְ ַל ָיּ֣א וְ ֶא ְצ ְבּ ָﬠ ָ֗תא ִמנְּ ֵ֞הן ֲח ַ ֤סף ִ ֽדּ ֶ
י־ח ַ֜ז ָ
וְ ִ ֽד ֲ

>פּ ְרזְ ֔ ָלא<
ַ֨

ַמ ְל ֤כוּ ְפ ִליגָ ֙ה ֶתּ ֱה ֵ ֔וה

D :

ְל ַ ֥ﬠם ָא ֳח ָ ֖רן ָל֣א ִת ְשׁ ְתּ ִ ֑בק

D :

וֹב ָ ֔דה<
>ל ֣ה ָ
ְ

וַ ֲא ַמ ֙ר

֣ד־ﬠ ְל ָ ֑מא<
>וְ ַﬠ ָ

ן־ﬠ ְל ָ ֖מא
י־א ָל ָה ֙א ְמ ָב ַ ֔ר ִמ ָ
ֶל ֱהוֵ א ְשׁ ֵ ֤מהּ ִ ֽדּ ֱ

כוּתה<
>וּמ ְל ָ֔
ַ֨

כוּ ִ ֤דּי ְל ָﬠ ְל ִמ ֙ין ָל֣א ִת ְת ַח ַ֔בּל
ַמ ְל ֙

ֲא ַ ֖מר ְלנַ ָ ֥סּ ָכה ֵ ֽלהּ׃

D :

ב־להּ
יאן יְ ַה ֔ ֵ
וּמ ְתּנָ ן ַר ְב ְר ָ ֤בן ַשׂגִּ ָ ֙
ַ

>וְ ַ֨ה ְשׁ ְל ֵ֔טהּ<

ל־מ ִד ַינ֣ת ָבּ ֶב֑ל
ַ ֖ﬠל ָכּ ְ

D :

בוּכ ְדנֶ ַצּ֣ר ַמ ְל ָ֡כּא ְשׁ ֡ ַלח ְל ִמ ְכ ַנ֣שׁ׀ ַ ֽל ֲא ַח ְשׁ ַדּ ְר ְפּנַ ָ֡יּא ִסגְ נַ ָיּ֣א וּֽ ַפ ֲחוָ ָ֡תא ֲא ַד ְרגָּ זְ ַריָּ ֩א
וּנְ ַ

>גְ ָ ֨ד ְב ַר ָיּ֤א<

ְדּ ָת ְב ַריָּ ֙א ִתּ ְפ ָתּ ֵ֔יא וְ ֖כֹל ִשׁ ְלט ֵֹנ֣י ְמ ִ ֽדינָ ָ ֑תא

D :

אדיִ ן ִ ֽמ ְת ַכּנְּ ִ֡שׁין ֲא ַח ְשׁ ַדּ ְר ְפּנַ ָ֡יּא ִסגְ נַ ָיּ֣א וּֽ ַפ ֲחוָ ָ֡תא ֲא ַד ְרגָּ זְ ַר ָיּ֣א גְ ָד ְב ַריָּ ֩א
ֵבּ ַ ֡

>דּ ָ֙ת ְב ַר ָ֜יּא<
ְ

ִתּ ְפ ָתּ ֵ֗יא וְ כֹל֙ ִשׁ ְלט ֵֹנ֣י ְמ ִ ֽדינָ ָ֔תא

D :

יתא ַק ְתרוֹס ַס ְבּ ָ ֤כא ְפּ ַסנְ ֵתּ ִר ֙ין
רוֹק ָ
י־ת ְשׁ ְמ ֡עוּן ָ ֣קל ַק ְר ָנ֣א ֠ ַמ ְשׁ ִ
ְבּ ִﬠ ָדּ ָ֡נא ִ ֽדּ ִ

>סוּמ ֹ֣פּנְ ָ֔יה<
ְ

וְ ֖כֹל זְ ֵנ֣י זְ ָמ ָ ֑רא

D :

ַק ְת ֤רוֹס ַשׂ ְבּ ָכ ֙א ְפּ ַסנְ ֵט ִ ֔רין וְ ֖כֹל זְ ֵנ֣י זְ ָמ ָ ֑רא

D :

ֲﬠ ֙נוֹ

>וְ ָ ֣א ְמ ִ ֔רין<

בוּכ ְדנֶ ַ ֖צּר ַמ ְל ָ ֑כּא
ִלנְ ַ

D :

יתא ַק ְתרוֹס ַשׂ ְבּ ָ ֤כא ְפ ַסנְ ֵתּ ִר ֙ין
ל־א ָ֡נשׁ ִ ֽדּי־יִ ְשׁ ַ֡מע ָ ֣קל ַק ְר ָנ֣א ֠ ַמ ְשׁר ִֹק ָ
ָכ ֱ

>וְ סוּ ֹ֣פּנְ ָ֔יה<

וְ ֖כֹל זְ ֵנ֣י זְ ָמ ָ ֑רא

D :

א־שׂ ֽמוּ<
>ל ָ֨
ָ

ֲﬠ ָ ֤ל ַמ ְל ָכּ ֙א ְט ֔ ֵﬠם

D :

יתא ַק ְת ֣רוֹס ַשׂ ְבּ ָ֡כא ְפּ ַסנְ ֵתּ ִרין֩
רוֹק ָ ֣
ָ ֣קל ַק ְר ָנ֣א ַמ ְשׁ ִ

סוּמ ֨ ֹפּנְ ָ֜יה<
>וְ ְ

וְ ֣כֹל׀ זְ ֵנ֣י זְ ָמ ָ ֗רא

D :

תּוּנא
וְ ָא ַמ ֙ר ְל ֵמ ֵז֣א ְל ַא ָ֔

ד־שׁ ְב ֔ ָﬠה<
>ח ִ
ַ֨

ַ ֛ﬠל ִ ֥דּי ֲח ֵז֖ה ְל ֵמזְ ֵיֽהּ׃

D :

וְ גֻ ְב ַר ָיּ֤א ִא ֵלּ ֙

>תּ ָל ֵ֣תּ ֔הוֹן<
ְ

ישׁ וַ ֲﬠ ֵב֣ד נְ ג֑ וֹ
ַשׁ ְד ַ ֥ר ֵמ ַ ֖

D :

וְ ֶח ְל ָ֗מא ָא ַ ֤מר ֲאנָ ֙ה

יהוֹן<
>ק ָ ֣ד ֵמ ֔
ֳ

הוֹד ִ ֥ﬠין ִ ֽלי׃
א־מ ְ
וּפ ְשׁ ֵ ֖רהּ ָל ְ
ִ

D :

וּמזוֹן
יר וְ ִאנְ ֵבּ֣הּ ַשׂ ֔ ִגּיא ָ
ָﬠ ְפֵי֤הּ ַשׁ ִפּ ֙

א־בהּ<
>ל ֖כֹ ָלּ ֵ ֑
ְ

א־יָכ ִ ֤לין ִפּ ְשׁ ָר ֙א
כוּתי ָ ֽל ְ
ימי ַמ ְל ִ֗
ל־ח ִכּ ֵ ֣
ָכּ ַ

הוֹד ֻﬠ ַ֔תנִ י<
>ל ָ ֣
ְ

וְ ַ ֣אנְ ְתּ ָכּ ֵ֔הל

וּמזוֹן
יר וְ ִאנְ ֵבּ֣הּ ַשׂ ֔ ִגּיא ָ
וְ ָﬠ ְפֵי֤הּ ַשׁ ִפּ ֙

א־בהּ<
>ל ֖כֹ ָלּ ֵ ֑
ְ

וְ ִק ְט ֵ ֤רי ַח ְר ֵצ ֙הּ ִמ ְשׁ ָתּ ַ ֔ריִ ן

>וְ ַ֙א ְר ֻכ ָבּ ֵ֔תהּ<

ָ ֥דּא ְל ָ ֖דא ָ ֽנ ְק ָ ֽשׁן׃

D :

ָק ֵ ֤רא ַמ ְל ָכּ ֙א ְבּ ַ֔חיִ ל ְל ֶ ֽה ָﬠ ָל ֙ה

>ל ָ ֣א ְשׁ ַפ ָ֔יּא<
ְ

ַכּ ְשׂ ָדּ ֵ ֖אי וְ גָ זְ ַר ָיּ֑א

D :

ירה ִ ...ה ְשׁ ְתּ ַכ ַ֤חת ֵבּ ֙הּ
יַתּ ָ ֡
ל־ק ֵ֡בל ִ ֣דּי ֣רוּ ַ ׀ ִ
ָכּ ֳ

>בּ ָ ֣דנִ ֵ֔יּאל<
ְ

>וְ ִנ֣יח ִֹ֔חין<

וּמנְ ָח ֙ה
ִ

יתא<
וֹק ָ֜
>מ ְשׁ ֨ר ִ
ַ

ל־ﬠ ְמ ַמ ָ֡יּא ָ ֣קל ַק ְרנָ ֩א
ְכּ ִ ֣די ָ ֽשׁ ְמ ִ ֣ﬠין ָ ֽכּ ַ

גֻּ ְב ַר ָיּ֣א ִא ֗ ֵלּ

D :
D :
D :

אצּ֑ר
ם־שׁ ֵ ֖מהּ ֵבּ ְל ְט ַשׁ ַ
י־מ ְל ָ ֥כּא ָשׂ ְ
ִ ֽדּ ַ

D :

וּפ ְשׁ ֵר ֙הּ
ֵהן֩ ִתּ ֨כוּל ְכּ ָת ָ֜בא ְל ִמ ְק ֵ ֗רא ִ

הוֹד ֻﬠ ַ֔תנִ י<
>ל ָ ֣
ְ

ַא ְרגְּ וָ ָנ֣א ִת ְל ַ֗בּשׁ

D :

וְ ָא ַמ ֙ר ֳק ָ ֣דם ַמ ְל ָ֔כּא ַמ ְתּנָ ָת ֙ ָ ֣ל ֶ ֽל ֶהוְ ָ֔ין

יָת <
>וּנְ ָ ֥בזְ ְבּ ָ ֖

ְל ָא ֳח ָ ֣רן ַ ֑הב

D :

֣כֹּל ַ ֽﬠ ְמ ַמ ָ֗יּא ֻא ַמיָּ ֙א

>וְ ִל ָ ֣שּׁנַ ָ֔יּא<

וֹהי
ן־ק ָד ֑מ ִ
ֲהו֛ וֹ זָ יְ ִ ֥ﬠין וְ ָד ֲח ִ ֖לין ִמ ֳ

D :

תוֹר ֙ין
ִﬠ ְשׂ ָ ֤בּא ְכ ִ

מוּנּהּ<
>יְ ַ ֣ט ֲﬠ ֵ֔

וּמ ַ ֥טּל ְשׁ ַמ ָיּ֖א גִּ ְשׁ ֵ ֣מהּ יִ ְצ ַט ַ ֑בּע
ִ

D :

>וְ ַה ְכ ִ ֣רזֽ וּ<

כוּתא׃
י־ל ֱהֵו֥א ַשׁ ִ ֛לּיט ַתּ ְל ָ ֖תּא ְבּ ַמ ְל ָ ֽ
ִ ֽדּ ֶ

D :

ֵ ֚בּהּ

֣יל ָ֔יא<
>בּ ֵל ְ
ְ

אשׁ ַ ֖צּר ַמ ְל ָ ֥כּא ַכ ְשׂ ָדּ ָ ֽאה׃
ְק ִ֕טיל ֵבּ ְל ַ

D :

ָל ֵ֕הן

>ה ְשׁ ַ ֥כּ ְח ָנֽה<
ַ

יְת ֙יו
אדיִ ן ַמ ְל ָכּ֣א ֲא ַ֗מר וְ ַה ִ
ֵבּ ַ ֜



וֹהי ְבּ ָ ֥דת ֱא ָל ֵ ֽההּ׃
ֲﬠל֖ ִ

D :

>ל ָ ֣דנִ ֵ֔יּאל<
ְ

ְוּר ֕מוֹ ְלגֻ ָ ֖בּא ִ ֣דּי ַא ְריָ וָ ָ ֑תא

D :

>וּב ִ֨ה ְת ְבּ ָה ֔ ָלה<
ְ

י־א ְריָ וָ ָ ֖תא ֲא ַזֽל׃
ְלגֻ ָ ֥בּא ִ ֽד ַ

D :
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>ל ָ ֣דנִ ֵ֔יּאל<
ְ

וּכ ִמ ְק ְר ֵב֣הּ ְלגֻ ָ֔בּא
ְ

verse
ְבּ ָ ֥קל ֲﬠ ִ ֖ציב זְ ִ ֑ﬠק

D :

וֹהי
יא ְט ֵ ֣אב ֲﬠ ֔ל ִ
אדיִ ן ַמ ְל ָ֗כּא ַשׂגִּ ֙
ֵבּ ַ ֣

>וּל ָ ֣דנִ ֵ֔יּאל<
ְ

ֲא ַ ֖מר ְל ַהנְ ָס ָ ֣קה ִמן־גֻּ ָ ֑בּא

D :

א־מ ֞טוֹ ְל ַא ְר ִ ֣ﬠית גֻּ ָ֗בּא ַ֠ﬠד
וְ ָ ֽל ְ

י־שׁ ִ ֤ל ֽטוּ<
>דּ ְ
ִֽ

הוֹן ַא ְר ָי֣ וָ ָ֔תא
ְב ֙

D :

הוֹן
י־שׁ ִ ֤ל ֽטוּ ְב ֙
ַ֠ﬠד ִ ֽדּ ְ

>א ְר ָי֣ וָ ָ֔תא<
ַ

יהוֹן ַה ִ ֽדּקוּ׃
וְ ָכל־גַּ ְר ֵמ ֖

D :

כוּתי ֶל ֱהוֹ֤ ן זָ יְ ִﬠ ֙ין
ל־שׁ ְל ָ ֣טן ַמ ְל ִ֗
ְבּ ָכ ָ

>וְ ָ ֣ד ֲח ֔ ִלין<

י־דנִ ֵיּ֑אל
ן־ק ָ ֖דם ֱא ָל ֵ ֣ההּ ִדּ ָ ֽ
ִמ ֳ

D :

י־הוּא׀ ֱא ָל ָ ֣הא ַח ָ֗יּא וְ ַקיָּ ֙ם
ִדּ ֣

>ל ָﬠ ְ֣ל ִ֔מין<
ְ

י־ל֣א ִת ְת ַח ַ֔בּל
כוּת ֙הּ ִ ֽדּ ָ
וּמ ְל ֵ
ַ

D :

וּמי<
>ק ִ ֽ
֥

ֲא ֻכ ִ֖לי ְבּ ַ ֥שׂר ַשׂ ִ ֽגּיא׃

D :

אשׁ ֙ין
וְ ַא ְר ְבּ ָ ֤ﬠה ֵר ִ

>ל ֵ ֣חיוְ ָ֔תא<
ְ

וְ ָשׁ ְל ָ ֖טן יְ ִ ֥היב ַ ֽלהּ׃

D :

ן־ק ְרנַ יָּ ֙א
וּת ֗ ָלת ִמ ַ
ְ

>ק ְד ָ ֣מיָ ָ֔תא<
ַ

ן־ק ָד ַ ֑מהּ
ֶא ְת ֲﬠ ַ ֖ק ָרה ִמ ֳ

D :

וְ ֵ ֙כן ָא ְמ ִ ֣רין ֔ ַלהּ

ל־ח ֙ד
ִק ְר ֵ֗בת ַﬠ ַ

ן־ק ֲא ַמ ָ֔יּא<
>מ ָ ֣
ִ

ל־דּ ָנ֑ה
ל־כּ ְ
א־מ ֵנּ֖הּ ַ ֽﬠ ָ
יבא ֶא ְב ֵ ֽﬠ ִ
וְ יַ ִצּ ָ ֥

D :

כוּת ֙א
וְ יַ ְח ְסנ֤ וּן ַמ ְל ָ

ד־ﬠ ְ֣ל ָ֔מא<
>ﬠ ָ
ַֽ

וְ ַ ֖ﬠד ָﬠ ַ ֥לם ָﬠ ְל ַמ ָיּֽא׃

D :

ל־חיוְ ָת ֙א
ֱא ַ ֗דיִ ן ְצ ִב ֙ית ְליַ ָצּ ָ֔בא ַﬠ ֵ ֽ

֣יְתא<
>ר ִב ָיﬠ ָ֔
ְ

ן־כּ ְלּ ֵ ֑הין
י־הָו֥ת ָ ֽשׁנְ ָי֖ה ִמ ָ
ִ ֽדּ ֲ

D :

ֵכּ֮ן ֲא ַמר֒ ֵ ֽחיוְ ָת ֙א

֣יְתא<
>ר ִב ָיﬠ ָ֔
ְ

יﬠ ָא ֙ה ֶתּ ֱהֵו֣א ְב ַא ְר ֔ ָﬠא
ַמ ְל ֤כוּ ְר ִב ָ

D :

וְ כֹל֙

>שׁ ְל ָ ֣טנַ ָ֔יּא<
ָ

ֵ ֥להּ יִ ְפ ְל ֖חוּן וְ יִ ֽ ְשׁ ַתּ ְמּ ֽﬠוּן׃

D :

וְ ַﬠ ְרַו֣ת ַמ ְל ָ֔כּא ָ ֥לא

ְל ֶ ֽמ ֱח ֵז֑א

E :

הוֹד ְﬠנָ א ְל ַמ ְל ָ ֽכּא׃
ְשׁ ַל ְ֖חנָ א וְ ַ ֥

E :

ל־דּ ָ֔נה<
>ﬠ ְ
ַ֨

ִק ְריְ ָ ֥תא ָ ֖ד ָ ֽה ָח ְר ַ ֽבת׃

E :

>כּנָ ָו ְ֣ת ֔הוֹן<
ְ

ִ ֥דּי יָ ְת ִ ֖בין ְבּ ָ ֽשׁ ְמ ָ ֑ריִ ן

E :

יטין ְבּ ֖כֹל ֲﬠ ַ ֣בר נַ ֲה ָ ֑רה
וְ ַ֨שׁ ִלּ ִ֔

E :

־לנָ א<
>א ִ ֥רי ַ ֖
ֲֽ
ל־דּ ָ֔נה<
>ﬠ ְ
ַ֨

וּשׁ ָא ֙ר
ל־ט ֵﬠ ֙ם וְ ִשׁ ְמ ַ ֣שׁי ָ ֽס ְפ ָ ֔רא ְ
ל־ר ֤חוּם ְבּ ֵﬠ ְ
ַﬠ ְ

וּשׁ ֔ ֶלם<
>ﬠל־יְ ֣ר ְ
ַ

יפין ֲה ֙ווֹ
וּמ ְל ִ ֣כין ַתּ ִקּ ֗ ִ
ַ

ְבּ ֖כֹל ֲﬠ ַ ֣בר נַ ֲה ָ ֑רה

E :

וּשׁ ֶל ֙ם
ֲאזַ לוּ ִב ְב ִה ֤ילוּ ִל ֽיר ְ

>ﬠל־יְ ֣ה ָוּד ֵ֔יא<
ַ

וּב ִ ֥טּלוּ ִה ֖מּוֹ ְבּ ֶא ְד ָ ֥רע וְ ָ ֽחיִ ל׃
ַ

E :

דּוֹא נְ ִביַּ ָ֔יּא
ר־ﬠ ֙
וְ ִה ְתנַ ִ֞בּי ַח ַגּ֣י נְ ִב ָ֗יּא וּזְ ַכ ְר ָי֤ה ַב ִ

>ﬠל־יְ ֣ה ָוּד ֵ֔יא<
ַ

ירוּשׁ ֶל֑ם
וּב ְ
יהוּד ִ
ִ ֥דּי ִב ֖

E :

ֲא ֨ ַפ ְר ְס ָכ ֵ֔יא ִ ֖דּי ַבּ ֲﬠ ַ ֣בר נַ ֲה ָ ֑רה

E :

>א ֨ ַפ ְר ְס ָכ ֵ֔יא<
ֲ

ִ ֖דּי ַבּ ֲﬠ ַ ֣בר נַ ֲה ָ ֑רה

E :

>וּכנָ ָו ְ֣ת ֔הוֹן<
ְ

ן־בּית ַמ ְל ָ ֖כּא ִתּ ְתיְ ִ ֽהב׃
ִמ ֵ ֥

יטין<
>וְ ַ֨שׁ ִלּ ִ֔

>וּכ ָ ֣נ וָ ֵ֔תהּ<
ְ

וּשׁ ַ ֤תר בּוֹזְ נַ ֙י
ַתּ ְתּ ַנ֣י׀ ַפּ ַ ֣חת ֲﬠ ַ ֽבר־נַ ֲה ָ ֗רה ְ
וּכ ָ ֣נ וָ ֵ֔תהּ
ְ

E :

>וְ ִ֨נ ְפ ְק ָ֔תא<
וַ ֲה ִקימוּ ָכ ֲהנַ ָ֜יּא ִבּ ְפ ֻלגָּ ְת ֗הוֹן וְ ֵלוָ יֵ ֙א

E :
E :

>בּ ַמ ְח ְל ָ ֣ק ְת ֔הוֹן<
ְ

ירוּשׁ ֶל֑ם
ידת ֱא ָל ָ ֖הא ִ ֣דּי ִב ְ
ל־ﬠ ִב ַ ֥
ַﬠ ֲ

>א ְר ַתּ ְח ַ֔שׁ ְס ְתּא<
ַ֨

ֶ ֖מ ֶל ַמ ְל ַכ ָיּ֑א

E :

>זַ ָ֨מּ ַר ָיּ֤א<

וּפ ְל ֵ֔חי ֵ ֖בּית ֱא ָל ָ ֣הא ְד ָנ֑ה
ָת ָ ֽר ַﬠיָּ ֙א נְ ִ ֣תינַ ָ֔יּא ָ ֣

E :

ל־כּ ֲהנַ ָיּ֣א ְו ֵ֠לוָ יֵ א זַ ָמּ ַר ָיּ֤א ָת ָ ֽר ַﬠיָּ ֙א
ָכ ָ

>נְ ִ ֣תינַ ָ֔יּא<

וּפ ְל ֵ֔חי ֵ ֖בּית ֱא ָל ָ ֣הא ְד ָנ֑ה
ָ֣

E :

ל־כּ ֲהנַ ָיּ֣א ְו ֵ֠לוָ יֵ א זַ ָמּ ַר ָיּ֤א ָת ָ ֽר ַﬠיָּ ֙א נְ ִ ֣תינַ ָ֔יּא
ָכ ָ

>וּפ ְל ֵ֔חי<
ָ֣

ֵ ֖בּית ֱא ָל ָ ֣הא ְד ָנ֑ה

E :

ל־כּ ֲהנַ ָיּ֣א ְו ֵ֠לוָ יֵ א
הוֹד ֗ ִﬠין ִ ֣דּי ָכ ָ
וּל ֣כֹם ְמ ְ
ְ

. e text is quoted according to the qerē.



Appendix B
e masora parva of J 
)word(s

masoretic notes

verse

̇ד A L M:

וַ יְ ִהי ַא ֲח ֵרי מוֹת

J :

בסיפ A L:
̇
בספ  | M:י̇ ̇ד
̇
י̇ ̇ד

מ ֶֹשׁה ֶﬠ ֶבד יְ הוָ ה

J :

ְמ ָשׁ ֵרת מ ֶֹשׁה

J :

̇ב ̇ | L M:ב מבחריו A:
פס A [L] [C]:
רא ̇
ראש פסו̇ ̇ | M:ג ̇
̇
̇ג
̇ג A:
חס M:
ו̇ ̇
ו̇ L:
רא פסו̇ דכו̇ ̇ב ̇מ ̇ג A L:
דכ ̇ב ̇מ ̇ג  | C:נ̇ ̇א וכל ̇
פס ̇
רא ̇
נ̇ וכל ̇
̇ב M:
̇ל A:
)̇ (=I :ב יהיה ̇ (=I :) | C:ב אשר יהיה שם ̇ | A:ב L M:
וחס ̇ | M:ה A C:
̇ה ̇
̇ל A L C:
) (= S :שלח ̇ | C:ב A L M:
̇ה A L M:
ד־הנָּ ָהר ̇ (?, improbable, see belowל A:
) וְ ַﬠ ַ
מל ̇ | A:ג L M:
חס וחד ̇
מל ̇ | C:ג ̇ב ̇
̇ל ̇
י̇ ̇ד פסו̇ ועד ועד M:
)?( ̇ל ̇ | A:ל C:
? ̇ | C:ה A:

מ ֶֹשׁה

J :

וְ ַﬠ ָתּה קוּם

J :

ֲﬠבֹר

J :

ת־היַּ ְר ֵדּן ַהזֶּ ה
ֶא ַ

J :

ל־ה ָﬠם
וְ ָכ ָ

J :

ֲא ֶשׁר ָאנ ִֹכי נ ֵֹתן

J :

ָאנ ִֹכי נ ֵֹתן ָל ֶהם ִל ְבנֵ י יִ ְשׂ ָר ֵאל

J :

ל־מקוֹם
ָכּ ָ

J :

ִתּ ְדר ֹ

J :

ָל ֶכם נְ ַת ִתּיו

J :

ֵמ ַה ִמּ ְד ָבּר

J :

וְ ַה ְלּ ָבנוֹן

J :

ֵמ ַה ִמּ ְד ָבּר וְ ַה ְלּ ָבנוֹן

J :

בוּל ֶכם
גְּ ְ

J :

וְ ַﬠד

J :

ד־הנָּ ָהר
וְ ַﬠ ַ

J :

ַה ִח ִתּים

J :

ד־היָּ ם
וְ ַﬠ ַ

J :

לֹא־יִ ְתיַ ֵצּב

J :

בסיפ L:
̇
פס
רא ̇
בספ  | M:ז̇ ̇
̇
פסוק
̇
ז̇ ראש

st

)  (לֹא

J :

ו̇ פסוק לא לא לא M:

) ( ndלֹא

J :

ַא ְר ְפּ

J :

בוֹתם ָל ֵתת ָל ֶהם
ֲא ֶשׁר־נִ ְשׁ ַבּ ְﬠ ִתּי ַל ֲא ָ

J :

בוֹתם
נִ ְשׁ ַבּ ְﬠ ִתּי ַל ֲא ָ

J :

ַרק ֲחזַ ק וֶ ֱא ַמץ

J :

? ̇ | C:ב A L M:
̇ג C:

̇ל A L M:
̇ב L:
̇ב A M:
לשלמה A:
̇
)̇ ? (= C :ב
̇ב בענינ̇ M:
)̇ (=J :;  C :ב רק לשלשה ̇ | C:ב L:
̇ל L:
סביר A:
̇
סבר ממנה  | L:ו̇
̇
כת  | M:ו̇
) (see Mmו̇ סברין ממנה וקריין ממנו וסימנ̇ ̇



ֲחזַ ק וֶ ֱא ַמץ

J :

וֶ ֱא ַמץ

J :

ִצוְּ מ ֶֹשׁה ַﬠ ְב ִדּי

J :

ִמ ֶמּנּוּ

J :

Appendix B: e masora parva of Josh 
verse

word(s)

masoretic notes
st

J :

( לֹא )

A: בסיפ
̇
פס
̇ רא
̇ ̇( זsee above J :)

J :

לֹא־יָמוּשׁ

L:  | ̇ב: =( ̇ב מאתךI :) | C: =( ̇ב וחסדיI :) | M: ז̇ ראש פסוק

J :

יָמוּשׁ

M: ̇ב

J :

ית
ָ ִוְ ָהג

A L M:  | ̇לC: וחס
̇ ̇ל

J :

ְדּ ָר ֶכ

J :

וְ ָאז

J :

ל־תּ ֲﬠר ֹץ
ַ ַא

J :

ְבּכֹל ֲא ֶשׁר ֵתּ ֵל

J :

ְבּכֹל ֲא ֶשׁר

J :

שׁ ְֹט ֵרי

J :

וְ ַצוּוּ

J :

ָה ִכינוּ

J :

ת־ה ָﬠם ֵלאמֹר
ָ ֶא

J :

ָלבוֹא ָל ֶר ֶשׁת

J :

ראוּבנִ י
ֵ
וְ ָל

J :

ראוּבנִ י וְ ַלגָּ ִדי
ֵ
וְ ָל

J :

מ ֶֹשׁה ֶﬠ ֶבד־יְ הוָ ה

J :

ַ ֵמנִ י

J :

יכם
ֶ ֵוּמ ְקנ
ִ יכם ַט ְפּ ֶכם
ֶ נְ ֵשׁ

J :

יכם ַט ְפּ ֶכם
ֶ נְ ֵשׁ

J :

יכם
ֶ נְ ֵשׁ

A L M:  | ̇ג חסC: חס
̇ ֒ג
A L C M: ̇ד
A L M: ̇ל
A L: ̇ג
M: ― ̇גincorrect (×)
C: חס ו ̇ב ̇מ ̇א
̇ ̇ | כל לשנM: חס בר מן ̇א
̇ ליש
̇ כל
A L M:  | ̇בC: illegible
A: ָז
L:  | ̇גC: illegible
M: בספ
̇
̇ב
A: =( ̇ב נתתי מן הגלעדD :) | L: ̇ב
C: =( ̇ב נתתי מן הגלעדD :) | M: =( ̇ב אמר יהושעJ :, sic!)
M: י̇ ̇ד
A L C M: ̇ל
A: ̇ל
L C: ̇ל
M: ראש פסוק
̇
̇ל

J :

יֵ ְשׁבוּ

J :

ֲח ֻמ ִשׁים

A C M: ̇כ

J :

בּוֹרי ַה ַחיִ ל
ֵ ִגּ

J :

ַה ַחיִ ל

L: ַ̇ה

J :

וַ ֲﬠזַ ְר ֶתּם

A: ̇ל

J :

C=הו֣ה׀
ָ ְי

C: ָֹ ֵ ֥יי

J :

ָל ֶהם

A M:  | ̇ד וחסC: ̇ב
A:  | ַ̇הM: ̇ה

C: דמט
̇
̇ה

J :

יְ ֻר ַשּׁ ְת ֶכם

J :

מ ֶֹשׁה ֶﬠ ֶבד יְ הוָ ה

A L: ̇ל

J :

יתנוּ
ָ ִִצוּ

A L M:  | ̇לC: illegible

J :

ִתּ ְשׁ ָל ֵחנוּ

A L M:  | ̇לC: illegible

J :

ל־אישׁ
ִ ָכּ

A: בסיפ
̇
פס
̇ רא
̇  | ̇טL: בסיפ
̇
̇ראש פסו
̇
̇ט

J :

יַמ ֶרה
ְ

J :

וְ לֹא־יִ ְשׁ ַמע

J :

ְתּ ַצוֶּ נּוּ

L: בסיפ
̇
 | י̇ ̇דM: בפס
̇
י̇ ̇ד

A: ̇ל
A C M: ̇ד
A L: ̇ל
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