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PREFACE 

The term ‘Biblical Hebrew’ is generally used to refer to the form 
of the language that appears in the printed editions of the Hebrew 

Bible and it is this form that it is presented to students in 

grammatical textbooks and reference grammars. The form of Bib-

lical Hebrew that is presented in printed editions, with vocaliza-

tion and accent signs, has its origin in medieval manuscripts of 

the Bible. The vocalization and accent signs are notation systems 

that were created in Tiberias in the early Islamic period by schol-

ars known as the Tiberian Masoretes. The text of the Bible that 

appears in the medieval Tiberian manuscripts and has been re-

produced in modern printed editions is known as the Tiberian 

Masoretic Text or simply the Masoretic Text.  

The opening sections of modern textbooks and grammars 

describe the pronunciation of the consonants and the vocal-

ization signs in a matter-of-fact way. The grammatical textbooks 

and reference grammars in use today are heirs to centuries of 

tradition of grammatical works on Biblical Hebrew in Europe, 

which can be traced back to the Middle Ages. The paradox is that 

this European tradition of Biblical Hebrew grammar, even in its 

earliest stages in eleventh-century Spain, did not have direct 

access to the way the Tiberian Masoretes were pronouncing 

Biblical Hebrew. The descriptions of the pronunciation that we 

find in textbooks and grammars, therefore, do not correspond to 

the pronunciation of the Tiberian Masoretes, neither their 

pronunciation of the consonants nor their pronunciation of the 
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vowels, which the vocalization sign system originally 

represented. Rather, they are descriptions of other traditions of 

pronouncing Hebrew, which originate in traditions existing in 

Jewish communities, academic traditions of Christian Hebraists, 

or a combination of the two. 

In the last few decades, research of a variety of manuscript 

sources from the medieval Middle East, some of them only re-

cently discovered, has made it possible to reconstruct with con-

siderable accuracy the pronunciation of the Tiberian Masoretes, 

which has come to be known as the ‘Tiberian pronunciation tra-
dition’ or the ‘Tiberian reading tradition’. It has emerged from 
this research that the pronunciation of the Tiberian Masoretes 

differed in numerous ways from the pronunciation of Biblical He-

brew that is described in modern textbooks and reference gram-

mars.  

In this book, my intention is to present the current state of 

knowledge of the Tiberian pronunciation tradition of Biblical He-

brew based on the extant medieval sources. It is hoped that this 

will help to break the mould of current grammatical descriptions 

of Biblical Hebrew and form a bridge between modern traditions 

of grammar and the school of the Masoretes of Tiberias. The main 

focus of the book is on the synchronic state of the Tiberian pro-

nunciation when it was a living tradition in the early Islamic pe-

riod. Some comparisons with other traditions of Hebrew from 

different periods are, nevertheless, made where this is thought to 

be appropriate.  

The book is divided into two volumes. The introductory 

section of the first volume discusses the background of the 

Tiberian pronunciation tradition, with particular attention to its 
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historical depth, its prestigious status and its relationship with 

other medieval reading traditions. It also describes the various 

extant medieval sources that are used in the book to reconstruct 

the pronunciation. Chapter 1 describes the pronunciation of the 

consonants. Chapter 2 presents a description of the pronunciation 

of the vowels and shewa, as well as an analysis of the syllabifica-

tion and metrical structure of words. Chapter 3 describes the 

function of the diacritical signs known as dagesh and rafe. Chapter 

4 examines various hybrid types of pronunciation, which arose 

due to imperfect learning of the Tiberian pronunciation tradition 

in the Middle Ages. Chapter 5 presents a summary of the recon-

structed pronunciation and sample transcriptions of some Bibli-

cal passages. It is recommended that readers who would like a 

quick overview of the Tiberian pronunciation should look at 

chapter 5 first. It contains links to oral performances of the sam-

ple transcriptions by Alex Foreman. 

The second volume presents a critical edition and English 

translation of the sections on consonants and vowels in the Ju-

daeo-Arabic Masoretic treatise Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ (‘Guide for the 
Reader’) by the Karaite grammarian ʾAbū al-Faraj Hārūn (elev-

enth century C.E.). Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ is one of the key medieval 

sources for our knowledge of the Tiberian pronunciation tradi-

tion and constant reference is made to it in the various chapters 

of this book. Since no complete edition and English translation of 

the sections on the consonants and vowels so far exists, it was 

decided to prepare such an edition and translation as a comple-

ment to the descriptive and analytical chapters of volume one.  

This book is a spinoff from a larger project on Biblical He-

brew to revise Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar. I am working on this 

project in collaboration with various other scholars, including 
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Aaron Hornkohl, Shai Heijmans and Ben Kantor, who are co-au-

thors. I cite some of their contributions to the Gesenius grammar 

project in this book with due acknowledgement. I am grateful to 

Aaron, Shai and Ben for their help with the preparation of the 

book in various ways. Shai created the attractive Arabic font with 

Hebrew vowels and accents, which I use for the Karaite transcrip-

tions of Hebrew. Ben skilfully laid out my edition of Hidāyat al-
Qāriʾ in the Classical Text Editor programme, which aligned text 

and translation, and carefully proofread the text and translation. 

Many thanks also to my graduate student Estara Arrant, who 

drew my attention to a variety of examples of Non-Standard Ti-

berian vocalization in Genizah manuscripts from the database 

she has created for her Ph.D. research project. I am very grateful 

to my graduate student Joseph Habib for his help with the proof-

reading of the book. I also greatly appreciate the comments and 

corrections sent to me by Aaron Rubin and Ben Outhwaite, who 

read an earlier version of the book. Finally, I am very grateful to 

Alex Foreman, who made an impressive oral performance of the 

sample transcriptions. 

Some aspects of the work that forms the basis of this book 

were funded by research grants. A British Academy small re-

search grant supported my investigation of manuscripts of 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ. A grant from the Leverhulme Trust (2013–2016) 

supported the posts of Aaron Hornkohl and Shai Heijmans when 

they were gathering material for the revision of Gesenius’ Hebrew 

Grammar. I acknowledge here with gratitude the support of these 

institutions. 



I.0. INTRODUCTION

I.0.1. PRONUNCIATION TRADITIONS OF BIBLICAL

HEBREW 

Hebrew is generally thought to have ceased to be a spoken ver-

nacular around the beginning of the third century C.E., after the 

destruction of the final remaining Hebrew-speaking settlements 

in Judaea by the Romans following the Bar-Kochba revolt. This 

coincides with the end of the Tannaitic period in Rabbinic tradi-

tion.1 The surviving Hebrew texts that are datable to before this 

date would, therefore, have been written when Hebrew was still 

spoken. This includes the books of the Hebrew Bible, Qumran 

literature, Tannaitic Rabbinic literature, documents and epigra-

phy. There are references to the use of Hebrew as a vernacular in 

the second century C.E., for example the anecdote of the maid-

servant of Rabbi Yehudah ha-Nasi, who is said to have known the 

meanings of some Hebrew words with which the scholars of the 

time were not familiar (Babylonian Talmud, Megilla 18a, Pales-

tinian Talmud, Megilla 2.2, 73a). The Bar Kochba documents in 

the first half of the second century C.E. contain a number of fea-

tures that appear to reflect the spoken language (Mor 2013a; 

2015).  

Although Hebrew is thought to have ceased to be a vernac-

ular language by the third century C.E., it remained alive in later 

1 Kutscher (1982, 115–16), Saenz-Badillos (1996, 171–72), Schnie-

dewind (2013, 191), Y. Breuer (2013). 

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.14
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periods in oral as well as written form. The oral recitation of the 

Hebrew Bible continued in a variety of traditions down to mod-

ern times. The Hebrew Rabbinic material of not only the Tanna-

itic period but also of the Amoraic period (220-500 C.E.) was 

composed orally. Furthermore, after Rabbinic literature was 

committed to writing, the oral dimension continued in reading 

traditions that have survived down to the present. There is a 

reference also to the use of Hebrew for ‘spoken discourse’ (לדיבור) 
in a saying attributed to Rabbi Yonatan of Bet-Guvrin (Palestine, 

third century C.E.): 

Rabbi Yonatan from Bet-Guvrin said there are four 

languages that are pleasant for use: Greek for singing, Latin 

for combat, Syriac for lamentation, and Hebrew for spoken 

discourse.2 

Even as late as the tenth century one finds in a Masoretic 

treatise attributed to ʿ Eli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir (ed. Allony 1973) 

a description of how the author undertook fieldwork in the 

streets of Tiberias to verify his analysis of the resh in the Tiberian 

biblical reading, on the grounds that the Hebrew resh could still 

be heard in the local speech of the (Jewish) inhabitants of 

Tiberias. These references are unlikely to refer to vernacular 

speech. Hebrew continued to be used as a form of learned 

discourse among scholars in the Rabbinic period after it had 

ceased to be a vernacular (Smelik 2013, 109–16). It was, 

moreover, promoted as a language of everyday speech by the 

                                                 
2  Palestinian Talmud, Megilla 1.11(8), 71b:  אמ' ר' יונתן דבית-גוברין ארבעה
לשונות נאים שישתמש בהן העולם ואילו הן לעז לזמר רומי לקרב סורסי לאילייא עברי 
 .לדיבור
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Karaite scholar Benjamin al-Nahāwendī (mid-ninth century C.E.) 

on ideological grounds (al-Qirqisānī 1939, VI 25.3; Khan 1992b, 

157). Hebrew words and phrases, as well as Biblical Hebrew 

quotations, continued in the so-called ‘Hebrew component’ of the 
vernacular languages spoken by the Jews down to modern times, 

which, it seems, is what ʿEli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir was listening 

to on the streets of medieval Tiberias. A particularly large 

Hebrew component existed in Jewish secret languages, used 

mainly by merchants.3 

When Hebrew was a spoken vernacular language before the 

third century C.E., it existed in a diversity of dialects, which 

differed on various linguistic levels (Rendsburg 2013a). This 

dialectal diversity existed synchronically at particular periods 

and there was also diachronic change in the various spoken forms 

of the language. Both of the synchronic and the diachronic 

differences in the spoken language were disguised to a large 

extent by the written form of the language, which was 

considerably standardized in its orthography and linguistic form 

(Rendsburg 1990; 2013b). Several differences are, nevertheless, 

identifiable from the surviving written evidence, some of which 

relate to pronunciation. We know from epigraphic evidence from 

the biblical period that diphthongs tended to be contracted in the 

northern (Israelian) dialects whereas they tended to be preserved 

uncontracted in the southern (Judahite) form of Hebrew, which 

is the basis of the standardized Biblical Hebrew language. In the 

Samaria ostraca, for example, one finds the orthography ין ‘wine’, 
                                                 
3 See the entries on the Hebrew component of secret languages in the 

Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics (vol. 3, 511-520). 
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reflecting the pronunciation yēn, whereas the Arad ostraca from 

the south have the orthography יין corresponding to Masoretic 

Hebrew form יַיִן (Bruck 2013). The shibboleth incident described 

in Jud. 12.1-6 is clear evidence of differences in pronunciation 

between the dialects of Transjordan and Cisjordan (Rendsburg 

2013c). In the Second Temple Period, there were differences in 

dialects of Hebrew regarding the pronunciation of the guttural 

consonants (laryngeals and pharyngeals). In many of the Dead 

Sea Scrolls from Qumran datable to this period, including those 

containing biblical texts, and Judaean inscriptions there is evi-

dence of the weakening of the gutturals. This is shown by the fact 

that they are often either omitted or interchanged in the orthog-

raphy. Such weakening was presumably due to Greek influence, 

which was spoken in Palestine during this period, especially in 

the educated or urban classes, since Greek did not contain phar-

yngeals in its sound inventory. The Bar Kochba documents, on 

the other hand, exhibit remarkably little weakening of the gut-

turals, despite the fact that they otherwise deviate quite radically 

from the standard language and orthography and appear to be 

close reflections of the spoken language. These documents are 

likely, therefore, to reflect a spoken dialect that had preserved 

the gutturals to a large extent.4 The biblical scrolls from Qumran 

which exhibit weakening of the gutturals, such as the Isaiah 

Scroll 1QIsaa, therefore, reflect a particular dialectal variety of 

pronunciation, which was not general throughout Palestine. 

                                                 
4 See Mor (2013b; 2013a), Fassberg (2013), Morgenstern (2013, 505–
6). 
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Some of the biblical scrolls from Qumran have an 

orthography close to that of the Tiberian Masoretic Text without 

omission or interchange of gutturals. This may be due to 

conservatism of orthography, but it is necessary to assume that 

some traditions of Biblical Hebrew at this period did preserve the 

gutturals and were the source of later traditions that preserved 

them. In the Second Temple Period there is further evidence of 

variation in the pronunciation of the gutturals in the Greek 

transcriptions of Hebrew words in the Septuagint (late first 

millennium B.C.E.), which reflect the preservation of the Proto-

Semitic velar fricatives *ḵ and *ġ, e.g. Αχαζ ‘Ahaz’ (cf. Arabic 

ʾakhadha ‘he took’ = אָחָז), Γαζα ‘Gaza’ (cf. Arabic Ghɑzzɑ, = עַזָה). 

The Hebrew orthography represents the merger of the original 

velar fricatives with the pharyngeal fricatives ח and ע. This 

orthography, which was derived from Phoenician, may have 

concealed a distinction that was preserved in some Hebrew 

dialects, but it is clear that there must have been a merger in 

some dialects by the Second Temple Period. This is due to the 

fact that some sources from Qumran that are roughly 

contemporary with the Septuagint exhibit weakening of the 

pharyngeals irrespective of their historical origin.5 

There were a number of differences in morphology across 

the various dialects of Hebrew when it was a spoken language. 

Of particular significance for the later reading traditions of 

Biblical Hebrew are the differences in pronouns and pronominal 

suffixes. In the Second Temple Period there is evidence from the 

                                                 
5 For a discussion of the chronology of merger of velar fricatives with 

pharyngeals see Steiner (2005a). 
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Dead Sea Scrolls for variation between vocalic and consonantal 

endings of pronominal forms, e.g. in the second person forms: 

2ms suffixes: -ך / כה- ת- , / תה-   

2mpl forms: תם- ,אתמה/אתם / תמה- /כם , כמה-  

Another case of variation is found in the 3ms pronominal 

suffix on plural nouns, which has the forms -יו ו- ,  or -והי  (Qimron 

1986, 58–59; 2018, 269-78; Reymond 2014, 153–64). 

I.0.2. THE BIBLE IN THE SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD 

The text of the Hebrew Bible that is reflected by the Qumran 

manuscripts and other sources from the Second Temple Period 

was pluriform and dynamically growing (Ulrich 2015, 18). There 

were variant literary editions of many of the biblical books, these 

being particularly numerous in the Pentateuch (Tov 2016). A 

sizeable proportion of the Qumran biblical manuscripts, how-

ever, exhibit a text that is close to that of the medieval Masoretic 

Text. These have been termed by Emanuel Tov ‘proto-Masoretic’ 
or, in his more recent work (Tov 2012, 107–9) as ‘Masoretic-like’ 
texts. These show us that great efforts were made in some circles, 

apparently the Temple authorities, to preserve a stable text. In 

Talmudic literature, there are reports of three scrolls of the 

Pentateuch that were found in the Temple court. These differed 

from one another in small details. They were carefully collated 

and differences were corrected towards the majority reading.6 

These activities were motivated, it seems, by a desire to preserve 

                                                 
6 The sources are discussed in detail by Talmon (1962). See also Ofer 

(2019, 88). 
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and level variants in one particular type of text, but not neces-

sarily to standardize and eliminate rival texts (Tov 2014; van der 

Kooij 2014). This is clearly shown by the fact that such Masoretic-

like texts exist alongside other types of biblical texts in the Qum-

ran corpus that exhibit a variety of substantial differences from 

the Masoretic Text. Furthermore, the Masoretic-like texts from 

Qumran themselves exhibit some degree of diversity, since minor 

textual differences are found from one manuscript to another. 

Some hold the view that the Masoretic-like texts did not repre-

sent a central authoritative type of a text but rather one of several 

forms of text that were of equal status. Doubts are cast on the 

existence of sufficient cohesion in Judaism in the late Second 

Temple Period or of a sufficiently acknowledged leadership to 

make it conceivable that a majority of Jews recognized a single 

authoritative text (Ulrich 2015, 19). Lim (2013, 126) draws at-

tention to the fact that different types of text are sometimes cited 

side-by-side, which he presents as evidence that there was no 

preference for one particular type of text. A further issue is the 

selection of the text of the Masoretic-like manuscripts. It is now 

generally agreed that this text was selected largely by chance ra-

ther than due to the archaic nature of the text or its perceived 

accuracy. 

Despite the pluriformity of the biblical text that is reflected 

by the Qumran manuscripts, after the destruction of the Temple 

in 70 C.E. the Masoretic type of text was the only text tradition 

that continued to be transmitted in Jewish communities. 

Fragments of biblical scrolls discovered in sites outside Qumran 

datable to the first two centuries C.E. contain a consonantal text 
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that is identical with that of the medieval Masoretic manuscripts, 

even in the smallest details of orthography and cancellation dots 

above letters. These include fragments found in Masada (first 

century C.E.) and the somewhat later sites of Wadi Sdeir (Naḥal 

David), Naḥal Ḥever, Wādī Murabbaʿāt and Naḥal Ṣeʾelim (early 

second century C.E.). The same applies to the recently published 

charred fragments of a scroll of Leviticus from En Gedi, which 

have been dated to roughly the same period (M. Segal et al. 

2016). According to Tov (2008, 150), these texts from com-

munities outside Qumran constitute an ‘inner circle’ of proto-
Masoretic texts that derive directly from Temple circles and were 

copied from the master copy in the Temple court. The proto-

Masoretic texts of Qumran, on the other hand, formed a second 

transmission circle copied from the inner circle, and so exhibits 

small differences. 

The exclusive transmission of the proto-Masoretic tradition 

in Judaism is nowadays generally thought to be the consequence 

of historical events. Power and influence were gradually trans-

ferred from the priestly Sadducees to the Pharisees (Schiffman 

1991, 112). The Pharisees, who as part of this process espoused 

the proto-Masoretic text from the priestly authorities, constituted 

the only organized Jewish group that survived the destruction of 

the Temple (Albrektson 1978; Tov 2012). 

Several scholars have drawn attention to the interaction 

and interdependence of oral and written tradition in the 

formation and transmission of the Hebrew Bible through the first 

millennium B.C.E. down to the destruction of the Second Temple, 

for example Nyberg (1934), Niditch (1996), Person (1998; 2010) 
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and Carr (2005). Carr, in particular, stresses the fact that even 

after the textualization of Scripture in written form in the first 

millennium B.C.E., the written text remained combined with a 

tradition of oral reading. The oral tradition of reading was mem-

orized and the texts were learnt as part of an educational process, 

which has parallels in other ancient Near Eastern cultures. Such 

a tradition of transmission relied not only on written texts but 

also on teachers to pass on the oral traditions to pupils. Such was 

the importance and self-sufficiency of the oral tradition of the 

text, claims Carr, that at times of crisis, such as the Babylonian 

exile, it may have been used to regenerate lost written forms of 

the text. Raymond Person argues that the oral mind-set of ancient 

Hebrew scribes influenced the way they copied texts, in that they 

did not feel obliged to replicate the texts word by word, but pre-

served the texts’ meaning as a dynamic tradition like performers 
of oral epics, with numerous small adaptations. This resulted in 

a pluriformity of texts, which were nevertheless understood as 

faithful representations of the tradition.  

I.0.3. THE BIBLE IN THE MIDDLE AGES 

After the destruction of the Second Temple, the Hebrew Bible 

continued to be transmitted in a process similar to that attributed 

by Carr to the earlier period, i.e. there was an intertwining of 

written text and oral reading tradition. The written text was 

copied by scribes and the memory of the oral reading tradition 

was passed on from generation to generation by teachers. The 

fact that the Hebrew Bible lost its pluriformity in its surviving 

written consonantal text after the Second Temple Period does not 
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mean it lost pluriformity also in its oral transmission. The 

aforementioned fragments of biblical scrolls from the period after 

the destruction of the Temple must have been recited with an 

oral reading tradition. Just as the consonantal text (ketiv) of the 

medieval Masoretic manuscripts corresponded to the written 

consonantal text of these early scrolls, it is likely that the 

medieval oral reading of the Middle Ages, which is represented 

by the Masoretic vocalization signs, also had a close 

correspondence to what was being recited orally at the beginning 

of the first millennium C.E. There is, indeed, evidence that the 

medieval reading tradition had its roots in the Second Temple 

Period (§I.0.8.). 

The reading traditions of Biblical Hebrew that were 

transmitted after Hebrew ceased to be a spoken vernacular 

language exhibit diversity in phonology and morphology, some 

of which is likely to have had its roots in the dialectal diversity 

of spoken Hebrew at earlier periods.  

We can distinguish broadly three stages of attestation of the 

later reading traditions:  

(i) The pre-Masoretic Greek and Latin transcriptions dat-

able to the first half of the first millennium C.E. The most 

important sources from this period are the Greek transcriptions 

found in the second column of the Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 

C.E.) and the Latin transcriptions in the Vulgate and writings of 

Jerome (346–420 C.E.). In addition to these, transcriptions are 

sporadically found in late Greek translations, such as Aquila, 

Symmachus and Theodotion, and in the writings of the Church 

fathers.  
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(ii) The medieval traditions reflected by vocalized manu-

scripts and other sources. In addition to the Tiberian vocalization 

system, medieval manuscripts are extant that contain other 

vocalization sign systems, which reflect different reading 

traditions.  

(iii) The reading traditions that have survived in Jewish 

communities in modern times. 

The reading traditions of the Bible in Palestine reflected by 

the Greek transcriptions of Origen and the Latin works of Jerome 

exhibit a number of features that can be correlated with some of 

the dialectal features mention in §I.0.1. They appear to have 

preserved the gutturals, although they are not directly 

represented by the Greek and Latin script, and so have their roots 

in dialectal pronunciations in which these consonants were not 

weakened. The 2ms pronominal suffixes are generally trans-

cribed without a following vowel and so correspond to the 

variants ending in consonants reflected by the orthographies -ך  

and -ת  in Qumran sources, e.g., σεδκαχ (Tiberian: ָך ֶ֑ ְק   your‘ (צִד 

righteousness’ (Origen, Psa. 35.28), φαρασθ (Tiberian:  ָת צ   you‘ (פָרַַ֥

have breached’ (Origen, Psa. 89.41); phalach vs.   ָך עָל   ’your work‘ ,פָָּֽ
(Jerome, Hab. 3.2), calloth (Tiberian:  ָוֹת  ,you are vile’ (Jerome‘ (קַלָּֽ

Nah. 1.14).7 

The reading traditions of the Hebrew Bible that are 

reflected by the medieval systems of vocalization signs were 

transmitted orally for many generations during the first 

millennium C.E. Their commitment to written form by means of 

                                                 
7 See Sperber (1937), Brønno (1943; 1970), Sutcliffe (1948), Janssens 

(1982), Yuditsky (2013; 2017), Kantor (2017). 
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vocalization sign systems was a textualization of oral traditions. 

This was no doubt stimulated by the general increasing shift from 

oral to written transmission of knowledge in the early Islamic 

period.8 This is a phenomenon that affected the whole of society 

in the Middle East at this period. It is likely to have been brought 

about, in part at least, by the archival documentary culture of the 

Abbasid bureaucracy, which developed in the eighth century 

C.E., and the spread in the production of paper at that period.9  

The systems of vocalization signs that were developed in 

the Middle Ages reflect three major traditions of pronunciation, 

which are normally referred to as the Tiberian, Babylonian and 

Palestinian traditions. The Palestinian pronunciation is reflected 

also by some manuscripts vocalized with Tiberian vowel signs. 

This latter type of vocalization will be referred to as Non-

Standard Tiberian vocalization (§I.0.13.6.). Although the sign 

systems were a creation of the Middle Ages, the pronunciation 

traditions that they reflect had their roots in an earlier period and 

had been transmitted orally for many generations. There is some 

                                                 
8 For a detailed discussion see Schoeler (2006) and Bloom (2010). 

9 For the documentary culture of the Abbasid administration see Sijpes-

teijn (2007), van Berkel (2014), Khan (2007, 13–65) and for the spread 

of paper at this period see Bloom (2001). An analogy can be identified 

in the increase of written culture in the kingdom of the Judean king 

Hezekiah in the eighth century B.C.E. According to Schniedewind 

(2004; 2013) this was stimulated by the increase in administrative bu-

reaucracy and urbanization. The role of bureaucracy and documentary 

culture appears to have been a catalyst to written culture also in 

medieval Europe; cf. Clanchy (2013). 
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evidence that they originated in the Second Temple Period 

(§I.0.8.). They share more features among themselves than they 

do with the Samaritan pronunciation tradition, which was 

transmitted orally by the Samaritan community through the 

Middle Ages down to modern times. This suggests that they were 

more closely related, due to a common origin and/or due to 

convergence through communal contact. They nevertheless 

diverged from one another in a number of ways in phonology 

and morphology. The distinctness of the Samaritan tradition of 

reading reflects the fact that it split from the Jewish traditions 

with the separation of the Samaritan community from Judaism 

at an early period. 

The various Jewish reading traditions had distinctive vowel 

systems. The Tiberian pronunciation tradition distinguished the 

vowel qualities [a] (pataḥ), [ɔ] (qameṣ), [e] (ṣere) and [ɛ] (segol). 

The Babylonian vocalization system lacked a sign for segol and 

generally used a pataḥ sign where Tiberian had segol, suggesting 

that Babylonian pronunciation did not distinguish between the 

qualities [a] and [ɛ], but only had the quality [a].10 The Pales-

tinian pronunciation tradition did not distinguish between pataḥ 

and qameṣ, on the one hand, and between ṣere and segol, on the 

                                                 
10 The Babylonian tradition has been exhaustively described by Yeivin 

(1985), which is the most authoritative scholarly source. Important 

earlier studies of manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization were made 

by Kahle (1902; 1913; 1928). For an overview of the distinctive features 

of Babylonian vocalization and the reading traditions it reflects see 

Khan (2013f) and Heijmans (2016). 
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other, but rather had only one ‘a’ vowel and one ‘e’ vowel.11 

There was, however, internal diversity within these traditions of 

pronunciation. This applied in particular to the Babylonian and 

the Palestinian traditions, which exhibit a considerable amount 

of variation both in the sign systems and the pronunciation these 

systems reflect in the medieval manuscripts. The Tiberian 

vocalization system and the pronunciation it reflects are more 

uniform and standardized than the other traditions, but, 

nevertheless, there is some internal diversity (§I.0.10).  

I.0.4. THE TIBERIAN MASORETIC TRADITION 

The textualization of the orally transmitted Tiberian reading 

tradition was carried out by a circle of scholars in Tiberias known 

as Masoretes. The Masoretes (known in Hebrew as בַעֲלֵי מָסֹרָה) 

were scholars who devoted themselves to preserving the 

traditions of writing and reading the Bible. Their name derives 

from the Hebrew term masora or masoret, the meaning of which 

is generally thought to be ‘transmission of traditions’.12 The 

                                                 
11 The most important scholarly studies of the Palestinian vocalization 

include Kahle (1930), Dietrich (1968), Revell (1970a; 1970b; 1977), 

Chiesa (1978) and Yahalom (1997). For overviews of the system see 

Heijmans (2013b) and Yahalom (2016). 

12 There is no complete consensus concerning the original meaning or 

etymology of the term. It seems to be connected with the Rabbinic 

Hebrew verb מָסַר ‘to hand over’, though this may be a denominal form. 

The noun ת  occurs in Ezek. 20.37, which is generally understood מָסֹר 

today as ‘bond’ (< אסר). One of its ancient interpretations, however, 

was ‘number’ (cf. Septuagint ἀριθμῷ). As we shall see, counting letters 
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Tiberian Masoretes were active over a period of several centuries 

in the second half of the first millennium C.E. The medieval 

sources refer to several generations of Masoretes, some of them 

belonging to the same family. The most famous of these families 

is that of Aharon ben Asher (tenth century), whose forebears 

were engaged in Masoretic activities over five generations.13 The 

Masoretes continued the work of the soferim (‘scribes’) of the 
Talmudic and Second Temple periods, who were also occupied 

with the correct transmission of the biblical text.14 

                                                 

and words to ensure the correct preservation of the text was one of the 

activities of the Masoretes. The word occurs also in Mishnah Avot 3.14 

in a statement attributed to Rabbi Aqiva (c. 50-135 C.E.)  לתורהמסרת סיג  

‘The masoret is a fence for the Torah’, where it may have been originally 
used with the same sense (i.e. ‘counting’ of letters/words). Ben-Ḥayyim 

(1957b) has suggested that the verb מסר in Hebrew actually had the 

meaning of ‘to count’, as did its cognate in Samaritan Aramaic. The form 

ת is a variant feminine pattern of the noun. The form מָסֹרָה  ,מַסֹרָה or מַסֹר 

which is reflected in the English spelling ‘Massorah’, has no textual basis 
but is a modern reconstruction on the analogy of the pattern found in 

nouns such as ת ת mercy seat’ and‘ כַפֹר   .’dearth‘ בַצרֹ 
13 Asher ‘the elder’, the great-great-grandfather of Aharon, probably 

lived in the second half of the eighth century C.E.; cf. Kahle (1959, 75–
82; 1927, vol. 1, 39). 

14 According to the Babylonian Talmud (Qiddushin 30a) the soferim 

acquired their name from the fact that they counted (Hebrew ספר) all 

the letters of the Pentateuch. As we have seen above the term ת  was מָסֹר 

probably originally understood in the sense of ‘counting’. This 
connection with the Talmudic interpretation of the term soferim may be 

more than coincidental, in that ת  may have been intended originally מָסֹר 
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The Tiberian Masoretes developed what can be termed the 

Tiberian Masoretic tradition. This was a body of tradition that 

gradually took shape over two or three centuries and continued 

to grow until it was finally fixed, and the activities of the 

Masoretes ceased, at the beginning of the second millennium. 

During the same period, circles of Masoretes are known to have 

existed also in Iraq. It is the tradition of the Tiberian Masoretes, 

however, that had become virtually the exclusive Masoretic 

tradition in Judaism by the late Middle Ages and has been 

followed by all printed editions of the Hebrew Bible.  

The Tiberian Masoretic tradition is recorded in numerous 

medieval manuscripts. The majority of these were written after 

1100 C.E. and are copies of older manuscripts that were made in 

various Jewish communities. The early printed editions are based 

on these late medieval manuscripts. The most authoritative of 

these early editions was the so-called second Rabbinic Bible (i.e. 

the Bible text combined with commentaries and translations, 

known as Miqraʾot Gedolot) edited by Jacob ben Ḥayyim ben 

Adoniyahu and printed at the press of Daniel Bomberg in Venice 

between 1524 and 1525. These early Rabbinic Bibles appear to 

have been based on more than one manuscript (Penkower 1983). 

This came to be regarded as a textus receptus and was used as 

the basis for many subsequent editions of the Hebrew Bible. 

                                                 

to refer to the activity of the soferim. In the Middle Ages the term sofer 

acquired the narrower sense of ‘copyist’. According to a medieval list of 

Masoretes published by Mann (1935, 2:44) the chain of Masoretes 

began with Ezra the scribe. 
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A small number of surviving manuscripts are first-hand 

records of the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. These were written 

in the Middle East before 1100 C.E., when the Masoretes were 

still active in the tenth century or in the period immediately after 

the cessation of their activities in the eleventh century. They are, 

therefore, the most reliable witnesses of the Tiberian Masoretic 

tradition. They all come from the end, or near the end, of the 

Masoretic period, when the Masoretic tradition had become fixed 

in most of its details. After 1100 C.E. the fixed tradition was 

transmitted by generations of scribes. Some of the modern 

editions of the Bible are based on these early manuscripts, e.g. 

the Biblia Hebraica from the third edition (1929–1937) onwards 

(the latest edition of which is the Biblia Hebraica Quinta, 2004–), 
The Hebrew University Bible (1975–), the editions by Aron Dotan 

(1973; revised 2001) and Mordechai Breuer (1977–1982) and the 

modern edition of the Rabbinic Bible by Menachem Cohen 

(known as Ha-Keter, Ramat-Gan, 1992–). 
The Tiberian Masoretic tradition can be divided into the 

following components: 

1.  The consonantal text of the Hebrew Bible.  

2.  The layout of the text and codicological form of the 

manuscripts. 

3.  The indications of divisions of paragraphs (known in 

Hebrew as pisqaʾot or parashiyyot).  

4.  The accent signs, which indicated the musical cantillation 

of the text and also the position of the main stress in a word.  
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5.  The vocalization, which indicated the pronunciation of the 

vowels and some details of the pronunciation of the 

consonants in the reading of the text.  

6.  Notes on the text, written in the margins of the manuscript.  

7.  Masoretic treatises. Some manuscripts have appendices at 

the end of the biblical text containing various treatises on 

aspects of the teachings of the Masoretes.  

8.  Orally transmitted reading tradition. 

The first seven of these components are written, whereas 

the eighth existed only orally. The orally transmitted Tiberian 

reading tradition was passed on from one generation to the next. 

The reading tradition is only partially represented in graphic 

form by the vocalization and accent signs. These written compo-

nents were created during the Masoretic period in the last third 

of the first millennium C.E. The most famous Masorete, Aharon 

ben Asher, who lived in the tenth century, represented the last 

generation. At the close of the Masoretic period at the beginning 

of the second millennium, the written components of the Tiberian 

Masoretic tradition had become fixed and were transmitted in 

this fixed form by later scribes. By contrast, the oral component, 

i.e. the Tiberian reading tradition, was soon forgotten and 

appears not to have been transmitted much beyond the twelfth 

century. As a result, the Tiberian vocalization signs came to be 

read according to the various local traditions of Hebrew 

pronunciation, most of them influenced by the vernacular 

languages of the communities concerned. The vocalization and 

accents were no longer direct representations of the way in which 
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the biblical text was recited and they became fossilized written 

components of the text. Since the Tiberian oral tradition of read-

ing did not survive down to modern times, the letters, vocaliza-

tion and accent signs are symbols that require interpretation. This 

interpretation is little more than speculation unless we examine 

extant sources that were written by medieval scholars and scribes 

who had direct access to the Tiberian pronunciation when it was 

still a living oral tradition. The description of the Tiberian pro-

nunciation that is presented in this book is based on such medie-

val sources. Our main concern will be with the pronunciation of 

the vowels and consonants.  

The Tiberian Masoretic manuscripts are codices, i.e. books 

consisting of collections of double-leaves that were stitched 

together. A Bible codex was referred to in medieval Hebrew 

sources as a מחזור maḥzor, as opposed to a scroll, which was re-

ferred to as a ספר sefer. The term maḥzor later came to designate 

specifically a codex containing a prayer-book for festivals. An-

other term that was used for a Bible codex in the Middle Ages 

was מצחף miṣḥaf, which is an Arabic loanword (< Arabic 

muṣḥaf).15 The Hebrew Bible began to be produced in codex form 

during the Islamic period. The earliest surviving codices with 

explicitly dated colophons were written in the tenth century C.E. 

All of these originate from the Jewish communities in the Middle 

East. There is indirect evidence from some Rabbinic sources that 

                                                 
15 The Arabic word muṣḥaf is itself a loanword from Ethiopic maṣḥaf, 

which means ‘book’, or specifically ‘Scripture’, see Leslau (1987, s.v. 

ṣaḥafa). 
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the codex had been adopted for Hebrew Bibles already in the 

eighth century C.E.16 

Previously, the Hebrew Bible was always written in a scroll. 

After the introduction of the codex, scrolls continued to be used 

for writing the Hebrew Bible. Each type of manuscript, however, 

had a different function. The scrolls were used for public 

liturgical reading in the synagogues, whereas the codices were 

used for study purposes and non-liturgical reading. The scroll was 

the ancient form of manuscript that was hallowed by liturgical 

tradition and it was regarded as unacceptable by the Masoretes 

to change the custom of writing the scroll by adding the various 

written components of the Masoretic tradition that they dev-

eloped, such as vocalization, accents and marginal notes. The 

codex had no such tradition behind it in Judaism and so the 

Masoretes felt free to introduce into this type of manuscripts the 

newly developed written Masoretic components.17 The desire to 

commit to writing in the Middle Ages many components of the 

Masoretic tradition that had been previously transmitted orally 

was, no doubt, one of the main motivations for the adoption of 

the codex at this period. It had been available as a format of book 

production since the Roman period. It started to be used for the 

writing of Christian Bibles as early as the second century C.E. The 

earliest extant datable codices of the Qurʾān pre-date the dated 

codices of the Hebrew Bible by about two centuries. The fact that 

                                                 
16 See Beit-Arié et al. (1997), Glatzer (1989, 260–63), Outhwaite (2018, 

323). 

17 For the association of the scribal innovations with changes in the 

physical form of manuscripts see Khan (1990b). 
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one of the medieval Hebrew terms for Bible codex, miṣḥaf, is a 

loanword from Arabic (muṣḥaf) suggests, indeed, that the Jews 

borrowed the format from the Muslims. We may say that the 

liturgical scroll remained the core of the biblical tradition, 

whereas the Masoretic codex was conceived as auxiliary to this. 

This distinction of function between liturgical scrolls with no 

vocalization, accents or Masoretic notes, on the one hand, and 

Masoretic codices, on the other, has continued in Jewish 

communities down to the present day. Occasionally in the Middle 

Ages, Masoretic additions were made to scrolls if they had, for 

some reason, become unfit for liturgical use. The fact that the 

leaves of a codex were written on both sides, unlike biblical 

scrolls, and its overall practical format meant that the entire 

twenty-four books of the Bible could be bound together in a 

single volume. The less practical scroll format meant that the 

books of the Bible had to be divided up into a series of separate 

scrolls. In many cases, however, codices consisted of only 

sections of the Bible, such as the major divisions of Pentateuch 

(Torah), Prophets (Neviʾim) and Writings (Ketuvim), or smaller 

units.  

The scrolls generally differed from Masoretic codices not 

only in the lack of vocalization, accents and Masoretic notes, but 

also in the addition of ornamental strokes called tagin (‘crowns’) 
to the Hebrew letters shin, ʿayin, ṭet, nun, zayin, gimel and ṣade. 

In the Masoretic period, the task of writing codices was 

generally divided between two specialist scribes. The copying of 

the consonantal text was entrusted to a scribe known as a sofer, 

who also wrote scrolls. The vocalization, accents and Masoretic 
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notes, on the other hand, were generally added by a scribe known 

as a naqdan (‘pointer’, i.e. vocalizer) or by a Masorete. This 

reflects the fact that the tradition of transmitting the consonantal 

text and the tradition of transmitting the Masoretic components 

were not completely integrated. According to the colophon of the 

Aleppo Codex, for example, the text was copied by the scribe 

Shlomo ben Buyāʿā and its vocalization and Masora were sup-

plied by Aharon ben Asher.18 For the scribe who wrote the con-

sonantal text the base of authority was constituted by an existing 

authoritative exemplar manuscript.19 For the naqdan the base of 

authority was a master teacher of the oral reading tradition. In 

the case of the Aleppo Codex, the naqdan and the master teacher 

were one and the same person. By contrast, the Codex Lenin-

gradensis, which was produced in the early eleventh century af-

ter the close of Masoretic period and the death of the last author-

ities of the Tiberian oral tradition, was written and vocalized by 

the same scribe, Samuel ben Jacob.20  

                                                 
18 The original inscriptions are now lost and survive only in copies 

(Kahle 1930, 7–12; Ofer 1989). The scribe Shlomo ben Buyāʿā also 

wrote the manuscript I Firkovitch II.17 (L1 according to the abbrev-

iation of Yeivin 1980, 22-23), but the naqdan was different from that of 

A and so the vocalization and accentuation. 

19 In one extant Judaeo-Arabic document from the Genizah the Persian 

loanword namūdhaj ‘model, exemplar’ is used to refer to such a model 
manuscript (Outhwaite 2018, 331). 

20 There is evidence from colophons that other Masoretic codices, also 

apparently from the post-Masoretic period, were produced entirely by 

a single scribe (Outhwaite 2018, 329). 
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So far we have made a distinction between manuscripts of 

the Hebrew Bible written in scrolls and those written in Masoretic 

codices and also between the early Tiberian codices datable to 

before 1100 and later ones. In the early period, coinciding with 

or close to the time when the Masoretes were active, we can 

distinguish between various types of Hebrew Bible codices. The 

type of codex that has been referred to in the preceding dis-

cussion is what can be termed a ‘model’ codex, which was 

carefully written and accurately preserved the written 

components of the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. Such manu-

scripts were generally in the possession of a community, as is 

shown by their colophons, and were kept in a public place of 

study and worship for consultation and copying (to produce both 

codices and scrolls). References to various model codices and 

their readings are found in the Masoretic notes, e.g. Codex 

Muggah, Codex Hilleli, Codex Zambuqi and Codex Yerushalmi 

(Ginsburg 1897, 429–33). Sometimes accurately written manu-

scripts also contain the text of an Aramaic Targum. 

In addition to these model Masoretic codices, there existed 

numerous so-called ‘popular’ Bible codices, which were generally 
in the possession of private individuals. These were not written 

with such precision as the model codices and usually did not 

include all the written components of the Tiberian Masoretic 

tradition. Often they contain no accents or Masoretic notes but 

only vocalization, and this may deviate from the standard 

Tiberian system of vocalization in a number of details. Some 



24 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

popular Bible manuscripts were accompanied by an Aramaic 

Targum or an Arabic translation and commentary.21 

All popular manuscripts were not necessarily written 

carelessly. The crucial feature of their production was that the 

scribes felt less bound by tradition than in the copying of the 

model manuscripts. Many of them are distinguished from the 

model manuscripts also in their smaller dimensions and their dif-

ferent page-layout (Arrant 2020).  

There were, therefore, three classes of Hebrew Bible 

manuscript in the early Middle Ages: (i) scrolls used for public 

reading in the liturgy; (ii) model Masoretic codices, the purpose 

of which was to preserve the full biblical tradition, both the 

written tradition and the reading tradition; (iii) popular 

manuscripts that aided individuals in the reading of the text. 

We describe here briefly some of the surviving model 

Tiberian Masoretic codices that have come to be regarded as 

among the most important and are referred to in various places 

in this book. All of these manuscripts originate from the Middle 

East, as do the vast majority of the early codices. The early 

eastern manuscripts began to come to the attention of scholars in 

the nineteenth century, mainly due to the collection of eastern 

manuscripts assembled by Abraham Firkovitch (1787–1874), the 

majority of which were donated to what is now the National 

                                                 
21 For this type of medieval manuscript see Goshen-Gottstein (1962, 36–
44), Díez Macho (1971, 22), Sirat (2002, 42–50), Stern (2017, 88–90), 

Arrant (2020) and Outhwaite (2020). These scholars use different terms 

to refer to such Bible manuscripts. Sirat, for example, refers to them as 

‘common Bibles’, a term that is adopted by Outhwaite (2020). 
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Library of Russia in St. Petersburg. An important breakthrough 

was also the discovery of the Cairo Genizah in the late nineteenth 

century, which contained many fragments of early eastern Bible 

manuscripts, the majority of which are now in the possession of 

Cambridge University Library. The earliest surviving codices that 

were written in Europe are datable to the twelfth century (Beit-

Arié et al. 1997). The early medieval model codices with stand-

ard Tiberian vocalization all reflect a basically uniform Masoretic 

tradition, though no two manuscripts are completely identical. 

The differences are sometimes the result of scribal errors and 

other times due to a slightly different reading tradition or system 

of marking vocalization and accents that is followed by the 

naqdan. 

 

1. The Aleppo Codex (referred to henceforth as A) 

In the colophon of this manuscript, it is stated that it was written 

by Shlomo ben Buyāʿā and the Masorete Aharon ben Asher (tenth 

century C.E.) added the vocalization, accents and Masoretic 

notes. This is confirmed by comparison with the statements 

concerning the traditions of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali in the 

Masoretic treatise known as ‘The Book of Differences’ (Kitāb al-
Khilaf) of Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel (§I.0.13.1.). The Aleppo Codex 

agrees with Ben Asher against Ben Naftali in 94% of the cases of 

differences between the two Masoretes recorded in this work. It 

is indeed thought to be the manuscript that Maimonides 

examined when he pronounced that Ben Asher’s tradition was 
superior to that of other Masoretes. It should be regarded, 

therefore, as the authorized edition in Jewish tradition after the 
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time of Maimonides (Penkower 1981). When Maimonides saw 

the manuscript, it was kept in Egypt, possibly in the Ben-Ezra 

synagogue in Fusṭāṭ, which later became famous for its ‘Genizah’. 
From the later Middle Ages, however, it was kept in Aleppo. In 

1948 the synagogue in which it was kept in Aleppo was set on 

fire and only about three-quarters of the original manuscript 

were preserved. The surviving portions are now kept in 

Jerusalem in the library of the Ben-Zvi Institute (Shamosh 1987; 

Friedman 2012; Goshen-Gottstein 1960; Yeivin 1968). It has 

been published in a facsimile edition by Moshe Goshen-Gottstein 

(1976) and images are available online.22 This manuscript forms 

the basis of a number of Israeli editions of the Hebrew Bible, 

including the Hebrew University Bible (Goshen-Gottstein 1975), 

the edition of Mordechai Breuer (Jerusalem 1977–1982, re-

edited in 1996–1998 with inclusion of new information on the 

parasha divisions) and the modern Rabbinic Bible (ha-Keter) 

edited by Menachem Cohen (1992–). 
 

2. Codex Leningradensis, St. Petersburg (Leningrad), National Li-

brary of Russia, I Firkovitch Evr. I B 19a (referred to henceforth 

as L). 

This codex is still widely known as Codex Leningradensis. One of 

the colophons of the manuscript states that it was written in 

Fusṭāṭ, Egypt, and subsequently checked and corrected 

‘according to the most exact texts of Ben Asher’.23 Its date is given 

in the colophon according to five different systems of reckoning, 

                                                 
22 http://www.aleppocodex.org. 
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which do not completely coincide, but a date in the region of 

1008-1009 C.E. seems to be intended. It was, therefore, written 

after the close of the Masoretic period and was not the original 

work of a Masoretic authority, unlike the Aleppo Codex, which 

was vocalized by the Masorete Aharon ben Asher. It is, neverthe-

less, very similar to A and agrees with Ben Asher against Ben 

Naftali in 90% of the cases of differences between them that are 

recorded in the ‘The Book of Differences’. The commissioner and 

first owner of the manuscript was a wealthy Karaite merchant 

known as Joseph ibn Yazdād.24 The Codex Leningradensis differs 

slightly from the Aleppo Codex in a few minor details. There is a 

lesser degree of marking of ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural conso-

nants than in A (§I.2.5.3.) and a slightly greater degree of mark-

ing of gaʿya on open syllables. Some of the original vocalization 

and accentuation has clearly been changed during the correction 

process referred to in the colophon and the corrections, in gen-

eral, correspond to what is found in A. These consist of erasures, 

mainly of gaʿya signs, and additions, mainly of ḥaṭef signs under 

non-guttural consonants. The manuscript has been preserved in 

its entirety and it contains the complete text of the Bible. Paul 

Kahle made this the basis of the third edition of Biblia Hebraica 

(Stuttgart 1929–1937) and it has been used for all subsequent 

editions. For practical reasons, unless otherwise indicated, man-

uscript L is cited according to the edition in the fourth edition of 

Biblia Hebraica (Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, abbreviated as 

                                                 
24 For the background of the manuscript and the interpretation of its 

colophon see Outhwaite (2018). 
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BHS). In places where there are problems with the reading re-

flected by BHS (see, e.g. §I.3.1.14.) the manuscript is cited di-

rectly. Manuscript L is also the basis of the edition of the Hebrew 

Bible by Aron Dotan (Tel-Aviv 1973, revised 2001).25  

 

3. British Library, London, Or. 4445 (referred to henceforth as B) 

This manuscript contains leaves from different periods. The ones 

of greatest interest for the study of the Tiberian Masoretic tradi-

tion are the oldest leaves, which constitute most of the Penta-

teuch. These are generally thought to have been written at the 

same period as A in the first half of the tenth century, or possibly 

slightly earlier. This older section agrees with Ben Asher against 

Ben Naftali in 80% of the recorded cases of differences. It marks 

ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural consonants slightly more frequently 

than in the corresponding portions of L, in accordance the prin-

ciples found in A. The marking of gaʿya in open syllables is, how-

ever, less frequent than in A. The rafe sign, furthermore, is used 

on non-בגדכפת consonants less often than in A (§I.3.2.). It ap-

pears, therefore, to represent a slightly less developed tradition 

than A.26 

 

                                                 
25 A facsimile edition of the manuscript was published by Loewinger 

(1970). 

26 Yeivin (1968, 359–60), Ginsburg (1897, 469–74), Lyons (1983), Do-

tan (1993). 
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4. The Cairo Codex of the Prophets (referred to henceforth as C) 

This manuscript, which contains all of the books of the Prophets, 

was preserved down to modern times in the Karaite synagogue 

in Cairo. It has a colophon attributing it to the Masorete Moshe 

ben Asher, the father of Aharon ben Asher, with the date 895 C.E. 

There is now a consensus that the manuscript was written later, 

most likely in the eleventh century, and this is a later copy of an 

earlier colophon.27 The manuscript reflects a tradition that is 

closer to that of Ben Naftali than to that of Ben Asher. In places 

where a difference is recorded between Ben Asher and Ben 

Naftali, it agrees with Ben Asher in 33% of cases and with Ben 

Naftali in 64% of cases. C also reflects some features of vocaliza-

tion that are attributed to Ben Naftali in the Masoretic sources. 

These include forms such as רָאֵל רָאֵל instead of לִיש  יִש   the latter ,ל 

being the tradition of Ben Asher, which is found in A and L 

(§I.2.5.1.). Another case is the marking of dagesh in the qof of the 

verb   ֹק ביַע   ‘he supplants’ (Jer. 9.3) (§I.3.1.11.2.). It does not, how-

ever, correspond to the tradition attributed to Ben Naftali in all 

features. In general, it exhibits a more developed tradition than 

A and L. It marks, for example, gaʿya in open syllables (§I.2.8.2.1) 

and dagesh in consonantal ʾalef (§I.1.1.) more frequently than is 

the case in A and L.28 A facsimile of C was published by Loew-

inger (1971). A Spanish team directed by Pérez Castro (1979–
                                                 
27 For the arguments regarding its dating, see Menachem Cohen 

(1982b), Glatzer (1989, 250–59), Lipschütz (1964, 6–7). 

28 Yeivin (1968, 360–61). 
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1992) produced an edition of the manuscript together with its 

Masora. 

 

5. Jerusalem National and University Library, Heb. 24, 5702 (for-

merly MS Sassoon 507) (henceforth referred to as S) 

This is likely to have been written in the tenth century. The sur-

viving sections contain most of the Pentateuch. It does not exhibit 

a predominant correspondence to either Ben Asher or Ben 

Naftali, in that it agrees with Ben Asher against Ben Naftali in 

52% of the recorded cases of differences. The vocalization exhib-

its some features that are attributed to Ben Naftali, e.g.   רָאֵלבִיש  

(§I.2.5.1.). In some features it is more developed than A and L, 

such as the greater marking of rafe and the greater marking of 

gaʿya in open syllables. Unlike A and L, however, it does not mark 

ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural consonants.29 

 

Towards the end of the Masoretic period in the second half of the 

tenth century and the eleventh century, many Karaite scholars 

became involved with the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. Some 

studies have shown that the Masoretic notes in some Tiberian 

Bible codices, including the Aleppo Codex, contain some 

elements that appear to reflect Karaite rather than Rabbanite 

theology.30 Does this mean that the whole circle of Tiberian 

Masoretes were Karaites? There are several problems with such 

a simple assessment. The medieval sources refer to several 

                                                 
29 Yeivin (1968, 361-362), Shashar (1983). 

30 For example, the gradual revelation of miṣvot to generations before 

Moses; cf. Zer (2003). 
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generations of Masoretes, some of them belonging to the same 

family. They indicate that the family of the famous Masorete 

Aharon Ben Asher had been involved in Masoretic activities over 

five generations. Aharon Ben Asher lived in the tenth century, 

and so Asher ‘the elder’, who is stated to be the great-great-

grandfather of Aharon, is likely to have lived in the second half 

of the eighth century C.E., before the emergence of Karaism on 

the historical scene. There is no evidence of a Karaite community 

in Tiberias during the Masoretic period. The immigration of 

Karaites to Palestine evidently began in the second half of the 

ninth century and was directed towards Jerusalem (Gil 1992, 

182). Some of the Masoretes, furthermore, were closely 

associated with the Rabbanite Jewish authorities, e.g. Pinḥas 

Rosh ha-Yeshiva (‘head of the Academy’), who lived in the ninth 
century. The ‘Academy’ (Yeshiva) was the central body of 

Rabbanite Jewish communal authority in Palestine. Some close 

parallels to the format and phraseology of the Masoretic notes 

can, in fact, be found in Midrashic literature composed before the 

Islamic period (Martín Contreras 1999; 2002; 2003). It is likely 

that these Midrashim were redacted by Jewish sages in Tiberias, 

which was a thriving centre of Rabbinic scholarship in the 

Byzantine period (Rozenfeld 2010, 120–26). All this suggests that 

Karaite scholars joined forces with an existing stream of tradition 

of ‘Bible scholarship’ in Rabbanite Judaism, enhancing it and 
developing it.  

The Karaites contributed to the Tiberian Masoretic 

tradition in various ways. They sponsored the safekeeping of the 

model Masoretic codices produced by the Masoretes. This is 
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shown by the fact that colophons of many of the surviving 

codices indicate that they had come into the possession of Karaite 

public institutions, such as study houses and synagogues. The 

Karaites also become involved in the production of accurate 

copies of Masoretic biblical codices, particularly in the eleventh 

century, after the cessation of the activities of the Tiberian 

Masoretes. In the late tenth and early eleventh century, they 

produced several Masoretic treatises (§I.0.13.1.) and developed 

the para-Masoretic philological activity of grammar (§I.0.13.4.). 

Several of the colophons of the model Tiberian also indicate 

that the codices were used for liturgical reading by the Karaite 

communities on Sabbaths and festivals, e.g. 

The Aleppo Codex (A): 

‘in order that they bring it [the codex] out to the settle-

ments and communities in the holy city on the three pil-

grimage festivals, the festival of Passover, the festival of 

Weeks and the festival Tabernacles to read in it’.31  

The Cairo Codex of the Prophets (C): 

‘This is the codex, the Eight Prophets, which Yaʿbeṣ ben 

Shlomo consecrated in Jerusalem … for the Karaites who 

celebrate the feasts at seeing the moon, for them all to read 

on Sabbath days, at new moons and at the feasts’.32  

                                                 
31 Kahle (1930, 3):  כדי שיוציאוהו אל המושבות והקהלות שבעיר הקודש בשלשה
  .רגלים חג המצות חג השבועות וחג הסוכות לקרות בו
32 Kahle (1959, 93):  זה הדפתר שמנה נביאים שהקדיש אותו יעבץ בן שלמה

העושים המועדים על ראות הירח יקראו בו כלם בשבתות ובחדשים לקראין … בירושלים 
 .ובמועדים
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II Firkovitch Evr. II B 34: 

‘This Bible should be taken to one of the settlements in 

which there are Karaite communities on Sabbaths and fes-

tivals in the city of Cairo so that the congregation can read 

it each Sabbath and blessed festival’.33  

The use of Masoretic codices for liturgical reading distin-

guished the Karaites from the Rabbanites, who continued to use 

scrolls for this purpose (Allony 1979). 

I.0.5. QERE AND KETIV 

The medieval Tiberian Bible codices record the reading tradition 

not only in the vocalization sign system but also in marginal 

notes. These are known as qere notes. The term qere is the Ara-

maic passive participle רֵי  read’. The notes were marked when‘ ק 

there was a conflict between the orthography of the text, known 

as the ketiv (from the Aramaic passive participle תִיב  ,(’written‘ כ 
and the oral reading. The usual practice in the manuscripts was 

to write the vocalization of the qere on the orthography of the 

ketiv and then write in the margin the appropriate orthography 

of the qere without vocalization. The qere note in the margin is 

generally flagged by the word קרי (qere) under it or the abbrevi-

ation   ק, e.g.  

2 Kings 20.4 

L: הָעֵי֖ר  Margin: חצר i.e. read the ketiv העיר as  ֵ֖רחָצ  

  ק       

                                                 
33 Kahle (1930, 74–77):  יאסף זה המקרא אל אחת המושבות שיהיה בה קהלות
 .הקראיין בשבתות ובמועדים במדינת מצרים לקראת הקהל בו בכל שבת ומועד ברוך



34 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

In some places in the manuscripts, the qere note is accom-

panied by a sign that resembles a final nun ן. This was evidently 

a device to draw the attention of the reader (Ofer 2019, 89–91). 

Qere notes are unevenly distributed across the Hebrew Bi-

ble. They are less frequent in the Pentateuch than in the Prophets 

and Writings.34 

When there is a regular conflict between the orthography 

of the reading in frequently occurring words and forms, as is the 

case, for example, with the Tetragrammaton (ketiv יהוה, qere אֲדנָֹי 

or אֱלֹהִים), the place name ‘Jerusalem’ (ketiv ירושלם, qere רוּשָלַיִם  (י 
and some morphological suffixes (see below), the vocalization of 

the word reflects the qere but there are no qere notes in the mar-

gins with the appropriate orthography. 

It is important to distinguish between the qere notes and 

the qere. The term qere should properly refer to the entire reading 

tradition, reflected by the vocalization, whereas the qere notes 

concern selected cases where the reading tradition differs suffi-

ciently from the orthography to lead to errors in reading. Errors 

in reading included not only errors in pronunciation but also er-

rors in the understanding and parsing of a word.  

As remarked, the transmission of the Hebrew Bible in-

volved the intertwining of written text and oral reading tradition. 

The written text was copied by scribes and the memory of the 

oral reading tradition was passed on from generation to 

generation by teachers. The scribes and the teachers constituted 

two distinct groups and their activities were distinct. This is one 

of the reasons why discrepancies arose between the two channels 

                                                 
34 Barr (1981), Tov (2015, 157). 
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of transmission. To understand further the phenomenon of a 

reading tradition (qere) of the Hebrew Bible that does not always 

correspond to the orthography of the written text (ketiv), it is 

helpful to compare the qere to the oral reading traditions of the 

Qurʾān, known as qirāʾāt. 
According to early Islamic sources, immediately after the 

death of the prophet Muḥammad, Qurʾānic verses were preserved 

in both written and oral form. They were recorded in writing on 

small fragmentary objects, such as palm stalks and thin stones, 

and were transmitted in human memory ‘in the hearts of men’ 
(ṣudūr al-rijāl).35 The implication is that oral traditions accompa-

nied written traditions from the very beginning of the process of 

transmission. After the written text of the Qurʾān had been offi-

cially stabilized and had undergone a process of standardization 

in the form of the edition of the caliph ʿUthmān (seventh century 

C.E.), considerable diversity still remained in the various tradi-

tions of orally reciting the text, despite the fact that ʿUthmān had 

commanded the written texts that did not conform to the new 

ʿUthmānic recension to be destroyed. These oral reading tradi-

tions exhibited different linguistic features, reflecting differences 

between the spoken Arabic dialects of the period, and also textual 

differences. Some of the differences were also due to grammatical 

errors by reciters. For approximately two centuries after the in-

troduction of the ʿUthmānic standard written text, some textual 

differences in the reading traditions still deviated from the or-

                                                 
35 See ḥadīth 4986 in the collection of al-Bukhārī (Ṣaḥiḥ al-Bukhārī) ed. 

Muḥammad M. Khan (1997). 
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thography of this standard text. The textual differences, there-

fore, were not only different interpretations of the written or-

thography but also, it seems, different readings that arose in oral 

transmission. By the third century A.H./ninth century C.E., how-

ever, the permitted forms of reading were strictly brought into 

line with the orthography of the text and with standardized rules 

of Arabic grammar. This was largely due to the activities of Ibn 

Mujāhid (d. 324 A.H./936 C.E.), who had the official backing of 

the government authorities. Ibn Mujāhid also reduced the num-
ber of authorized reading traditions to seven canonical ones, 

which were transmitted from a recognized authority and had a 

large number of tradents. The principle of conformity with the 

orthography of the ʿUthmānic text did not necessarily require 

correspondence to the reading originally intended by the orthog-

raphy, but rather it was required that the reading could be ac-

commodated by the orthography. The potential for variation was 

increased by the fact that what was fixed was the orthography 

without diacritical dots on the Arabic letters (known as the rasm). 

This is likely to have been intentional in order to accommodate 

a diversity of reading traditions. The text, therefore, could not 

serve as a stand-alone document but rather functioned as an aide-

mémoire for the oral reading (Graham and Kermani 2007, 116; 

Roxburgh 2008, 8). Various different dialectal forms of Arabic 

were permitted in the reading traditions, so long as they could be 

supported by the rasm. The orthography originally represented 

the western Arabian dialect of the Ḥijāz in which a glottal stop 

was elided. The word for ‘well, spring’, for example, was 
pronounced as bīr in the dialect of Ḥijāz (i.e. بير) and this is what 
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was originally intended by the orthography رىى . This was how it 

was pronounced also in some of the canonical reading traditions. 

Other canonical reading traditions, however, read the rasm with 

a glottal stop, viz. biʾr, in accordance with the phonology of the 

eastern Arabian dialect (i.e. رٸب ). Some of the most widely 

followed canonical readings in later centuries, in fact, followed 

the eastern type of pronunciation, which deviated from what the 

orthography was originally intended to represent.36 

The qere of the Hebrew Bible was most likely analogous to 

the Qurʾānic reading traditions, especially those of the early 

Islamic period, which sometimes differed textually from the 

orthography.37 As with the Qurʾānic reading traditions, the qere 

reflects an orally transmitted reading tradition of the written text, 

i.e. a memorized tradition of oral recitation. It need not be as-

sumed that it is derived from a variant written tradition that had 

its origin in written manuscripts.38 Indeed allusions to Jewish ed-

ucation in the Second Temple Period refer to learning the Torah 

                                                 
36 For a good overview of Qurʾānic reading traditions see Leemhuis 

(2017). See also Nasser (2013) and Graham and Kermani (2007). 

37 Cf. Crowther (2018), who draws analogies between the diversity of 

Qurʾānic oral reading traditions with the pluriformity of biblical texts 

from Qumran. 

38 We take the view here of scholars who have stressed the oral dimen-

sion of the text reflected by the vocalization; cf. especially Barr (1968, 

194–222; 1981), Morag (1974), M. Breuer (1997) and Ofer (2019, 87–
89). A discrepancy between a reading tradition and the written text 

similar to the one found in the transmission of the Hebrew Bible is found 
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by hearing the recitation of texts, which would be memorized 

and repeated orally. This acquired knowledge of the text would 

stand independently of the written text. Josephus (d. 100 C.E.) 

describes such a process of education as follows: 

Let the high priest stand upon a high desk, whence he may 

be heard, and let him read the laws to all the people; and 

let neither the women nor the children be hindered from 

hearing.39  

Such memorized oral traditions could potentially survive 

punctuations such as the physical destruction of written texts, as 

is likely to have happened after the destruction of the First 

Temple in the sixth century B.C.E.40 and as is reported to have 

happened during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, who, 

according to 1 Macc. 1.56-57, ordered the destruction of books 

in the Temple in 168–167 B.C.E. In a similar manner oral 

traditions of the Qurʾān maintained textual traditions that were 

eliminated by the physical destruction of written non-ʿUthmānic 

versions (Zbrzezny 2019). 

The qere notes in the medieval Masoretic codices are 

unlikely to have originated as written marginal corrections of 

specific words in the written text, as advocated, for example, by 

scholars such as Ginsburg (1897, 183–87) and Gordis (1971). 

                                                 

also in the tradition of reciting the Talmud in the Yemenite Jewish 

community; Morag (1988).  

39 Antiquities (4.214). The passage is discussed by Schniedewind (2013, 

196). Josephus refers elsewhere also to the memorization of Psalms by 

the Levites (Antiquities 20.218). 

40 Cf. Carr (2005, 161–73). 
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Rather they constitute a system that was developed before the 

vocalization signs were created to alert the reader to places 

where the oral reading deviates from what is represented by the 

written orthography.  

In the early Islamic tradition, the Qurʾān was typically 

recited only from memory during congregational prayers. In an 

attempt to bring the oral traditions more into line with the 

written text, Ḥajjāj ibn Yūsuf (d. 95 A.H./714 C.E.), the governor 

of Iraq, ordered the recitation to be made from a book rather 

from memory alone (Hamdan 2006, 172). Such an attempt to 

bring the recitation of oral tradition more closely together with 

the text is likely to have occurred also in Judaism in the process 

of fixing the text after the destruction of the Temple. The oral 

and written traditions of both the Hebrew Bible and the Qurʾān, 
nevertheless, continued to be separate levels of transmission. The 

oral reading was the oral performance of the written text, 

whereby the two levels were intertwined. 

As is the case with Qurʾānic reading traditions, the qere 

reflected linguistic differences from the ketiv, textual differences 

and sporadic errors in reading.  

The linguistic differences often appear to reflect dialectal 

divergences. The qere of the pronominal suffixes ָך- [-χɔː],  ָת- 

[-tʰɔː] and ָיו- [-ɔːɔv], for instance, reflect different morphological 

forms from those reflected by the ketiv. The ketiv of the second 

person suffixes ת ,-ך- reflect forms without a final vowel and the 

3ms suffix -יו  appears to reflect a suffix containing a front vowel, 

such as -ēw or the like. The forms of the qere are reflected in 

Qumran manuscripts and Hebrew epigraphic texts from the first 
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millennium B.C.E. by spellings such as תה ,-כה- and ו- (Cross and 

Freedman 1952, 53, 66–67; Qimron 1986, 58–60). The spelling 

of these suffixes with the normal Masoretic type of orthography 

is also found in Qumran and epigraphic texts.41 The qere of the 

suffixes ָתָ  ,-ך- and ָיו-, moreover, is reflected by the orthography 

of the consonantal text in a few sporadic cases, e.g.   היָ ָ֣ד כָ   ‘your 

hand’ (Exod. 13.16), תָה ָ֣ר  ו ,you have sojourned’ (Gen. 21.23)‘ גַַ֥ צָָּ֗  חִִ֝

‘his arrows’ (Psa. 58.8). It is not necessarily the case, therefore, 

that the linguistic differences between the qere and the ketiv al-

ways reflect later stages of development of the Hebrew language, 

but rather in many cases these may have been contemporary di-

alectal differences. Exceptional pronominal forms that appear in 

the ketiv but not in the qere and have been considered archaic are 

often attested in the orthography of Qumran manuscripts. This 

applies, for example, to 2fs pronominal forms with final yod:  

 ketiv אתי, qere    ת אַ֖  1 Kings 14.2 ‘you (fs)’ 
 ketiv הלכתי, qere   ת כ   ’Jer. 31.21 ‘you (fs) went הָלֶָ֑
 ketiv לכי, qere ְך  ’Kings 4.2 ‘to you 2 לָ֖

The yod occurs on these pronominal forms in Qumran man-

uscripts where they do not occur in the ketiv of the Masoretic 

Text, suggesting that it was still a living linguistic feature in the 

late Second Temple period. Examples are particularly numerous 

in the scroll 1QIsaa, e.g.42 

                                                 
41 For a detailed discusssion of the attested forms of the suffix see 

Hornkohl (2020). 

42 Material incorporated from the Gesenius grammar project contrib-

uted by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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יא 1QIsaa 42.24 | BHS) אתי היאה  ־הִִ֛  Isa. 51.9 ‘[are] you אַת 

[not] she’) 
ךְ 1QIsaa 39.26 | BHS) לבכי   (’Isa. 47.7 ‘your [fs] heart לִבֵ 
ית 1QIsaa 17.4 | BHS) עליתי   Isa. 22.1 ‘you [fs] have gone עָלִַ֥

up’) 
In fact, the forms with yod occasionally occur in the qere of 

the Masoretic text, e.g. כִי  .your (fs) life’ (Psa. 103.4)‘ חַיֶָָ֑֣י 

There are other less frequently occurring instances where 

there appear to be differences in morphology between the form 

represented by the orthography of the ketiv and the qere without 

it being felt necessary to write a qere note, e.g.  

 Cant. 3.4.   הֲבֵיאתִיו ֶׁ֤  ’until I had brought him‘ עַד־ש 
 Gen. 24.47. ם  ’and I placed‘ וָאָשִֶׁ֤
 Lev. 20.26. ל דִַ֥  ’and I have separated‘ וָאַב 

Here the ketiv orthography is likely to reflect the forms 

דֵל and וָאָשֵם ,הֲבִיאֹתִיו  respectively. Evidently, the orthography וָאַב 

of the ketiv was considered to be acceptable as a representation 

of the qere due to analogy with orthography in other contexts, 

e.g. יא  bring!’ (1 Sam. 20.40), and defective spellings such as‘ הָבֵַ֥

ם שָלִשִ֖  officers’ (Exod. 14.7).43‘ ו 

With regard to textual differences between the qere and the 

ketiv, sometimes there is a difference in the whole word, e.g. 2 

Kings 20.4, written העיר ‘the town’, read ר  the court’ or the‘ חָצֵ֖

                                                 
43 The linguistic differences between the qere and the ketiv are particu-

larly prominent in Biblical Aramaic, where in many cases each of these 

layers clearly reflects different dialects of Aramaic. 
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division of words, e.g. Ezek. 42.9, written האלה ומתחתה לשכות , 

read וֹת שָכ  חַת הַל  ה מִתַ֖ ל  הָאֵֶ֑  ‘below these chambers’. In some isolated 

cases the discrepancy amounts to omissions or additions of words 

or phrases, e.g. Jer. 31.38, written הנה ימים, read  ים יםהִנִֵ֛ה יָמִַ֥ בָאִ֖  

‘behold the days are coming’.  
In a few cases, a textual difference in the qere does not 

differ in its phonetic form from the reading offered by the ketiv. 

This applies, for example, to several instances where the ketiv is 

 .not’ and vice versa, e.g‘ לאֹ to him’ and the qere is‘ לו 

ת   ִ֛ מִית  ה לַצ  א חֹמָָּ֗  ֹ ר־ל יר אֲש  ר־בָעִִ֜ יִת אֲש  קָם הַבַַּ֨ ְ֠ ַ֥הו  אֹת֖וֹ לַקנֹ    

 qere: ה וֹ חֹמָָּ֗ ר־ל    אֲש 

‘The house that is in a city with a wall (ketiv: a city that is 

not a wall) shall be made sure in perpetuity to him who 

bought it’ (Lev. 25.30). 

ר ׀ ל  אָמַַ֥ ן וֹ  ו  ה תִתֵ  י עַתָ  כִִּ֚   

 qere:   ֹר ׀ לא אָמַַ֥   ו 

 ‘He would say “No, you must give it now”’ (ketiv: ‘He would 
say to him “You must give it now”’ (1 Sam. 2.16). 

In such cases, the conflict between the oral qere and the 

orthography of the ketiv is only a difference in its interpretation, 

which shows that the oral reading was transmitted together with 

an associated semantic content. So the note in the margins of 

medieval Masoretic manuscripts stating that the qere is ול  where 

the ketiv has לא indicates that in the reading tradition this word 

lō has the meaning ‘to it’ and offers an orthography that is more 

appropriate for this than the orthography of the ketiv (לא), which 
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reflects a different meaning of lō, namely the meaning of the 

negative particle. In late antiquity, this semantic content was 

expressed by the Targums (Onqelos and Jonathan), which 

frequently reflect an interpretation of the qere and not the ketiv 

(e.g. Onqelos to Lev. 25.30:  ביתא דבקרתא דליה שורא ‘a house that 

is in town that has a wall’). In a number of cases, however, the 

Targums reflect the semantic content reflected by the 

orthography of the ketiv. This applies, for example, to the Targum 

to 1 Sam. 2.16, which reflects the ketiv לו ‘to him’: ואמר ליה ‘and 

he said to him’. This reflects a diversity of interpretative 
traditions. 

Another case where the ketiv and qere have the same 

phonetic form is 2 Sam 5.2: ketiv והמבי את, qere note המביא את ‘the 

one bringing in + object marker’ (ת־ יא א  הַמֵבִ֖  The ketiv seems to .(ו 

have arisen by haplography of an ʾalef. The qere note need not be 

taken as evidence that it has its origin in a written manuscript 

with the correct orthography, but rather indicates that in the 

reading tradition the ketiv המבי is interpreted as meaning המביא. 

The purpose of the note was to ensure that readers parsed the 

anomalous orthography המבי correctly. Similar cases of qere notes 

that do not reflect a different pronunciation but rather offer help 

in parsing words with an unusual orthography include Jer. 18.3 

ketiv והנהו, qere note הנה הואו  ‘and behold he’ (וּא הִנֵה־הִ֛  .and Exod (ו 

4.2 ketiv מזה, qere note מה זה ‘what is that?’ (מַה־ז  ה). In these last 

two cases, the orthography of the ketiv has the purpose of 

reflecting the prosodic bonding of the words. Although this 

prosodic bonding indeed exists also in the qere, the qere note was 
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considered necessary since such combinations of words are 

normally not represented in this way in the orthography. 

Another case of the qere note apparently differing only in 

orthography from the ketiv is  

 1 Chron. 11.17. L:  ַָ֥א ווַיִת   ‘and he desired’, qere note: ויתאיו, 
i.e. the qere is יו אַָ֥   .וַיִת 

Here the spelling of the qere note with final יו (imitating the 

orthography of the 3ms pronominal suffix on plural nouns - ָָיו ) 

is likely to be a device to ensure that the ending of the word is 

read as a final diphthong. Similar qere notes for this verb are 

found in Prov. 23.6 and Prov. 24.1. An analogous type of note is 

found in Jer. 17.11: ketiv ימו, qere ימיו ‘his days’ (  יָמָיו). The orthog-

raphies ויתאו and ימו would, in principle, be possible for the rep-

resentation of a final diphthong consisting of qameṣ and conso-

nantal vav [ɔːɔv]. The point is that the vav in orthographic se-

quences such as -או  and -מו  at the ends of words would normally 

be read in the biblical corpus as a vowel. The qere note warns 

against following the normal practice, which would result in an 

error of reading. 

In a few cases, the qere has a qameṣ ḥaṭuf or ḥaṭef qameṣ 
where the ketiv has a vowel letter vav, e.g. 

 Neh. 4.9. L:  ָבווַנֶָׁ֤ש  ‘and we returned’, qere note: בונש , i.e. the 

qere is וַנֶָׁ֤שָב. 

The purpose of the qere note is to supply a more appropriate 

orthography for the short vowel of the reading tradition since the 

orthography of the ketiv with vav could cause an error in reading.  
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In some cases falling into the category of those just 

discussed, in which the qere note presents a more frequent 

variation of orthography rather than the orthography of a 

completely different word, there is a Masoretic note relating to 

orthography rather than a qere note, which serves the same 

purpose, e.g. 

 Neh. 13.23. L:   ד וֹתואַש   Ashdodite, Ammonite‘  נִי֖וֹתועַמ   דִי 

women’, note יתיר ו (‘the vav is redundant’), i.e. the qere is 

וֹת דִי  ד  נִי֖וֹת אַש  עַמ  . 

In these types of cases the manuscripts occasionally differ, 

some having a qere note and others a Masoretic note relating to 

orthography (Ofer 2019, 92), e.g. 

2 Sam. 16.8. ו תָ   :תַח 

L:   תחתיו ק ‘the qere is יו תָ   ’תַח 
A:   ד  חס ‘one of four cases in which the orthography (of this 

suffix) lacks (yod)’ 
Notes such as those just described, in which the qere is 

pronounced the same or similarly to the ketiv, suggest that the 

qere notes were originally compiled before the creation of the 

vocalization signs, since the vocalization would have ensured 

that such an error of reading was not made. References to 

differences between qere and ketiv are, in fact, already mentioned 

in Rabbinic literature (Yeivin 1980, §105; Ofer 2008; 2009). 

In a large proportion of cases where the qere differs from 

the ketiv, the qere represents an easier reading than the ketiv. The 

reading may be textually easier. The qere, for example, 
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sometimes has a vav where the ketiv has a yod that is textually 

difficult and has evidently arisen through scribal error, as in: 

 Jer. 13.20. L:  ֶׁ֤א ם  י ש  עֵינֵיכ   ‘lift up your (pl) eyes’ (where the 

ketiv reflects אִי  i.e. the qere is ,שאו lift up (fs)’), qere note‘ ש 

אֶׁ֤  וּש    

In some places, the qere inverts the letters of a ketiv of an 

obscure form to produce a familiar form, e.g.  

 2 Sam. 20:14. L:   וּוַיִקָלֲה  ‘and they assembled’, qere note 

וּ i.e. the qere is ,ויקהלו הֲל    .וַיִקָ 

In such cases in the Aleppo Codex the vocalization signs are 

not marked in the order required by the qere but rather are 

marked on the letters of the ketiv in a different order from the 

form of the qere that they are intended to represent, i.e.   הֲוּוַיִקָל  

(Yeivin 1962). Here each individual letter has the vocalization 

required by the qere but the sequence of vowels is still according 

to the order of the letters in the ketiv. This may reflect the notion 

that the qere here is correcting a mistaken orthography, which is 

scrambled in the ketiv.  

The qere may be socially easier, in that it supplies a euphe-

mism in place of a less socially polite ketiv, e.g.  

 Deut. 28.30. L: נָה גָל    ,ישכבנה he will ravish her’, qere note‘ יִש 
i.e. the qere is   נָה כָב   יִש  ‘he will lie with her’. 
It may be theologically easier by, for example, supplying a 

substitution for the sacred Tetragrammaton or avoiding an an-

thropomorphism, as in  
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 Deut. 16.16. L: הוָ ה נֵ י ׀ י  ת־פ  ךִָ֜ א  כוּר  ה כָל־ז  ה יֵרָא ַּ֨ ים ׀ בַשָנָָ֡ עָמִ  וֹש פ   שָל 
יךָ  Three times a year all your males shall appear before‘ אֱלֹה ָּ֗

the Lord, your God’. 
Here the verb ה -ap יראה is read as a nifʿal, but the ketiv יֵרָא ַּ֨

pears to have originally represented a transitive qal verb ‘he will 
see (the face of the Lord)’. The reading tradition was less anthro-

pomorphic and so theologically more acceptable. 

In a few cases, however, the qere contains textual 

differences that appear to be more difficult than that of the ketiv 

and have arisen by an error, e.g.  

 2 Sam. 16.12. L:  ֵע יוב  נִֶ֑ , qere note בעיני, i.e. the qere is י עֵינִֶ֑  ב 

‘upon my eye’.  
The ketiv reflects the word עֲוֹנִי ‘my punishment’, and this 

would seem from the context to be the original reading here (C. 

McCarthy 1981, 81–83) and the reading ‘my eye’ has arisen by 
an erroneous reading of the word:   הוָ֖ה ה י  ַ֥ א  י יִר  יאוּלִַ֛ עֵונִֶ֑ )קרי בעיני(  ב 

ה  הוַָ֥ יב י  הֵשִַּ֨ ה׃ו  ָּֽ וֹם הַז  לָת֖וֹ הַיַ֥ חַת קִל  ה תַַ֥ לִי  טוֹבָ   ‘It may be that the Lord will 

look upon my punishment (qere my eye) and that the Lord will 

repay me with good for this cursing of me today.’ The Septuagint 

translates ἐν τῇ ταπεινώσει μου ‘in my humiliation’, which is clearly 
a rendering of the ketiv. The interpretation of Targum Jonathan, 

however, reflects the reading of the qere:  מא אם גליא קדם יי דמעת
 .’?what if the tear of my eye is revealed before the Lord‘ עיני
Another example is  

 Gen. 8.17. L:  ַאו  ה צֵ   ‘bring out’, qere note היצא, i.e. the qere is 

אי  הַ  צֵ  . 
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The qere here is the morphologically difficult form צֵא  ,הַי 

whereas the ketiv reflects the expected form הוֹצֵא. Here again, the 

qere seems to have arisen by an erroneous reading of a yod 

instead of a vav. The letters vav and yod were often difficult to 

distinguish in the Hebrew square script used in the Second 

Temple Period (Tov 2012, 228–32). 

Difficult qere readings such as  ִעֵינ יב   and  ַאי  ה צֵ  , which appar-

ently arose from a confusion of written letters, do not necessarily 

originate in scribal errors in written texts but rather could have 

been due to misreadings of a written text in the oral recitation. 

This would imply that the oral reading tradition, although mem-

orized and potentially independent of the written text, in practice 

had some degree of dependence on it. As remarked, it is best 

characterized as an oral performance of the visible written text. 

The tradition of this oral performance was evidently less fixed in 

antiquity and could adjust to the visible written text, even when 

this was misread. At a later period, the Tiberian reading tradition 

was fixed in its textual form, but it nevertheless continued to 

have the status of an oral performance of the written text and so 

have some degree of dependence on it. This is reflected, in par-

ticular, in the phenomenon of orthoepy in the Tiberian reading 

tradition, i.e. the effort to ensure that the distinct elements of the 

written text are given their optimal realization (§I.0.11.). 

The intertwined nature of the oral reading tradition and the 

written text is reflected also in the interpretation exhibited by the 

early versions and by the interpretation traditions that existed 

during the first millennium C.E. when the Tiberian reading was 

still a living oral tradition. In the ancient versions, such as the 
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Septuagint, the Peshitta and the Vulgate, the renderings of pas-

sages with qere and ketiv differences in the Masoretic tradition in 

some cases reflect the Tiberian qere and in other cases reflect the 

ketiv.44 Even Greek transcriptions of Hebrew proper names in the 

Septuagint in some cases reflect the ketiv rather than the qere.45 

It is possible that in the source text and source reading tradition 

of the Septuagint in the Second Temple Period the qere and ketiv 

variations were distributed differently from what came to be 

fixed in the Masoretic tradition. This is less likely, however, in 

later versions such as the Peshitta and Vulgate, and it appears 

that the translators were basing themselves on either the qere or 

the ketiv. In the Talmudic period, indeed, the Rabbis based their 

interpretations of Scripture on both the qere and the ketiv, and 

traces of this practice continued into the Middle Ages.46 

I.0.6. THE ACCENTS  

The qere became canonical and fixed. After the canonization of 

the qere, another level of oral reading was superimposed on the 

qere in the form of the divisions of the qere text expressed by 

cantillation. These divisions, which came to be represented 

graphically by the medieval accent signs, expressed a particular 

                                                 
44 According to Gordis (1971, 66) the Peshitta and Vulgate versions 

reflect approximately 70% qere readings and the Septuagint approxi-

mately 60%. 
45 Myers (2019, 285–86). 
46 Goldberg (1990), Naeh (1992; 1993). 
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interpretation of the text.47 Occasionally the accent divisions do 

not correspond to the tradition of the written text. This applies 

to some cases where there is a conflict between the accents and 

the paragraph divisions, known as parashiyyot, in the Tiberian 

Masoretic text. These paragraph divisions in the layout of the 

written text are found in the manuscripts from Qumran, both 

biblical and non-biblical. There is a large degree of agreement 

between the paragraphing of the Qumran biblical scrolls and that 

of the medieval manuscripts, which indicates that the tradition 

can be traced back to the Second Temple period. In a number of 

places, however, the paragraph divisions in the medieval manu-

scripts do not coincide with the end of a verse according to the 

accents. This is known as  פסוקפסקה באמצע  ‘a paragraph division 

within a verse’, e.g. Gen. 35.22, 1 Sam. 16.2. The reason for this 

appears to be that the paragraph division of the written text and 

the division expressed by the cantillation are two different layers 

of exegetical tradition, which occasionally do not correspond 

with one another. In a number of cases, the cantillation divisions 

conflicted with the qere, as is seen by the fact that in a number 

of verses a division in the qere represented by a pausal form in 

the vocalization has a conjunctive accent in the cantillation.48  

                                                 
47 There is evidence that the written accent signs were introduced before 

the vocalization signs in the various traditions of notation of reading 

traditions (Dotan 1981). 
48 For this phenomenon see Revell (1980; 2015), I. Ben-David (1995) 

and Khan (2013a, 59–60). According to Dresher (1994) and DeCaen 

and Dresher (2020) this phenomenon is motivated by the system of pro-

sodic division, which obliges conjunctives to be used in long verses in 
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The cantillation is a layer of reading that has roots in late 

antiquity. There are references to the teaching of biblical 

cantillation in Talmudic literature. One passage (Babylonian 

Talmud, Berakhot 62a) mentions the use of the right hand by the 

teacher or leader of the congregation to indicate the accents of 

the reading. The term פסקי טעמים ‘stops of the accents’, which is 

found in Talmudic literature, reflects the function of the accents 

to mark syntactic division. The association of the chant with the 

interpretation of the meaning of the text was recognized, as is 

shown by the Talmudic interpretation of Neh. 8.8 ‘[And they read 
from the book, from the law of God, clearly;] they gave the sense 

and (the people) understood the reading’ ( ל וַיָ  כ  וֹם ש   ש  או  רָָּֽ ינוּ בַמִק  בִ֖ ), 

which is said to refer to the reading with accents.  

Evidence for the division of the biblical text by accents in 

the Second Temple period is found in a Septuagint manuscript 

from the second century B.C.E. that has spaces corresponding to 

the major pausal accents of the Tiberian tradition (Revell 1971). 

In addition to the Tiberian accent signs, there was also a tradition 

of marking cantillation divisions by accents in manuscripts with 

Babylonian vocalization. Divisions of the Babylonian cantillation 

in most cases coincide with those of the Tiberian tradition 

(Shoshany 2003; 2013). This can be interpreted as reflecting that 

they had a common origin in antiquity. 

There is evidence that in the Second Temple period the 

exegesis of the syntax of the biblical text did not always 

                                                 

some places where they are not expected. This would imply that the 

prosodic accent system was imposed on an earlier inherited reading tra-

dition. 
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correspond to that of the Tiberian accents. This is seen in the 

Septuagint translation, which often reflects a different syntactic 

division of the verse. From the Pesher commentaries found in 

Qumran, moreover, it appears that the delimitation of biblical 

verses did not always correspond to the placement of the final 

pausal accent (silluq) in the Tiberian tradition. It should be taken 

into account, however, that, just as there was a large range of 

consonantal textual traditions at this period, it is likely that there 

were a variety of exegetical traditions regarding the syntax of the 

text.  

This is seen in the case of Isa. 40.3. In the New Testament, 

‘the voice of one crying in the wilderness’ of Matt. 3.3 reflects an 

interpretation that is different from the one reflected by the 

Tiberian accents. In the Manual of Discipline from Qumran (1QS 

8.13-14), however, the introit ‘a voice calls’ is omitted and the 
teacher uses the verse to exhort the sectarians ‘to prepare a way 
in the wilderness’, i.e. establish a community there. This shows 
that the Masoretic interpretation of the syntax was also current 

at that period. The version found in Matt. 3.3 is apparently an 

exegetical reworking to support the call of John from the wilder-

ness (Fishbane 1988, 367–68). Another case is Deut. 26.5. The 

interpretation in conformity with the accents ‘An Aramaean was 
seeking to destroy my father’ can be traced to the Second Temple 
period. Midrashic literature, however, indicates that there was 

also an ancient tradition of interpreting it ‘My father is an 
Aramaean about to perish’ (Goldschmidt 1960, 34ff.).49 It is likely 

                                                 
49 The Septuagint translation (συρίαν ἀπέβαλεν ὁ πατήρ μου ‘my father 
abandoned Syria’) seems to reflect a slightly different consonantal text. 
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that the exegetical tradition of the Masoretic accents has its 

origin in the teachings of mainstream Pharisaic Judaism. Within 

the accent system itself one can sometimes identify different 

layers of tradition. One example of this is the decalogue in Exod. 

20.13-16. The accentuation of this passage is unusual in that most 

words have two different accents. The explanation of this double 

accentuation is apparently that it reflects two layers of tradition. 

According to one layer of tradition, the four commandments are 

presented in four separate verses, whereas in another they form 

together one accentual unit.50 

The Targums frequently reflect an interpretation of the text 

that corresponds to the divisions of the cantillation. In Deut. 26.5, 

for instance, the disjunctive accent on the first word of the clause 

י ד אָבִ   indicates that it is syntactically separated from the אֲרַמִי  אֹבֵ 

following word and so the two should be interpreted as subject 

and predicate rather than a noun and attributive adjective. The 

sense reflected by the accents, therefore, is ‘An Aramaean (i.e. 
Laban) was seeking to destroy my father’. This is a Midrashic 

interpretation, which is reflected by Targum Onqelos ( לבן ארמאה
  .(בעא לאובדא ית אבא

We may say, therefore, that three layers of textual tradition 

became fixed and canonized, one written, i.e. the ketiv, and two 

oral, i.e. the qere and the cantillation tradition. It is not known 

whether there was a difference in the historical depth of the two 

oral layers of tradition. The accents, however, clearly relate more 

closely to the qere than the ketiv. When, for example, the qere 

                                                 
50 For the existence of different layers of accent systems see Menahem 

Cohen (1987). 
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contains words that are not written in the ketiv, these words have 

accents and, vice versa, words that are written but not read have 

no accents. When a word that occurs in the qere is omitted in the 

ketiv, some manuscripts write the accents, e.g. in Jer. 31.38, 

where the ketiv is הנה ימים and the qere is  ים יםהִנִֵ֛ה יָמִַ֥ בָאִ֖  ‘behold the 

days are coming’, L writes the accents of the qere ים  on a filler בָאִ֖

sign: 

 

L:  

 
 

This phenomenon of two oral traditions may be compared 

to the toleration of pluriformity in the oral reading traditions 

(qirāʾāt) of the Qurʾān. As we have seen above, attempts were 

made to restrain this pluriformity, but it was not eliminated 

altogether and a limited diversity of reading traditions were 

legitimated. The most direct analogy to the different Qurʾānic 

qirāʾāt is the existence of reading traditions that were distinct 

from the Tiberian one, namely the Babylonian, Palestinian and 

various non-standard Tiberian traditions. One could, however, 

also regard the existence of distinct oral layers within the 

Tiberian tradition as a manifestation of the legitimation of a 

pluriformity of reading traditions. 
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I.0.7. THE REPRESENTATION OF THE QERE IN WRITTEN 

FORM 

As is well known, the Targums sometimes go beyond the oral 

reading reflected by the medieval Masoretic tradition and make 

further adjustments for purposes of exegesis or the resolution of 

perceived textual difficulties. One may regard them, therefore, as 

a further layer of tradition, refining the oral cantillated qere. It is 

of interest that some features of the oral qere and the adjustments 

of the Targums actually appear in the written text of some 

Qumran Hebrew Bible manuscripts.51 This may be compared to 

the situation in the early years of the transmission of the Qurʾān. 

There are references to the existence of early codices of the 

Qurʾān that deviated from the ʿUthmānic text. Some of the 

readings attributed to these codices that differed from the 

ʿUthmānic text survived as oral reading traditions after the 

ʿUthmānic recension had become the standard written form of 

the text.52 Even in some medieval manuscripts of the Hebrew 

Bible, the reading of the qere was written in the text in place of 

the reading of the ketiv. These were predominantly manuscripts 

written for private use. Such manuscripts, which are mainly 

preserved in the Genizah in fragmentary form, often deviate from 

the traditional Masoretic tradition in other respects. Many, for 

                                                 
51 For the reflection of the qere in the ketiv of 1QIsaa from Qumran see 

Kutscher (1979, 519–21). The correspondences between the adjust-

ments of the Targum and the ketiv of Qumran manuscripts have been 

discussed by Gottlieb (2016). 

52 See Leemhuis (2017). 
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example, exhibit features of Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization 

or lack accents. An extreme case of such private medieval 

manuscripts is a corpus of Hebrew Bible manuscripts written by 

Karaite scribes in Arabic transcription (§I.0.13.3.). These regu-

larly represent the qere in the transcription rather than the ketiv. 

By contrast, monumental manuscripts, which were typically 

deposited in public institutions, preserved the traditional dis-

tinction between the ketiv and the qere.  

Biblical manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization, which 

in general should be considered to be private texts, frequently 

have the qere form written in place of the ketiv (Revell 1977, 164–
65). Manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, most of which 

can be assumed to have been written in Iraq, correspond to the 

Tiberian consonantal text very closely and differ only in a few 

details. These differences are generally related to orthography 

and include, in some cases, the harmonization of the ketiv with 

the qere. Such small divergences between the ‘Easterners’ (Madin-

ḥaʾe) and the ‘Westerners’ (Maʿarbaʾe) are mentioned in the 

Tiberian Masoretic notes and also in lists appended to Tiberian 

manuscripts. 

I.0.8. THE HISTORICAL DEPTH OF THE TIBERIAN READING 

TRADITION 

There are a number of indications that the Tiberian reading tra-

dition, i.e. the qere of the Tiberian Masoretic Text, which came 

to be represented by the Tiberian vocalization sign system, had 

its roots in the Second Temple Period.  
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As has been remarked, the textual differences between the 

reading and the written text are referred to in Rabbinic literature. 

Furthermore, some of the Qumran scrolls from the Second 

Temple period have in a number of places the text of the Tiberian 

qere.53 One may trace back the text of qere forms even further, 

into the period of literary growth of the biblical books. There is 

internal evidence for this in the distribution of qere and ketiv 

within the Masoretic text. This is found, for example, in the fact 

that the ketiv of the text of Chronicles often corresponds to the 

qere of its earlier biblical source. An example of this is the word 

יהָ  רָש   surrounding pasture-lands’, which is used in association‘ מִג 

with the lists of Levitical cities in Josh. 21 and 1 Chron. 6. The 

Chronicler is clearly using the text of Josh. 21 as his literary 

source. In the original text in Joshua, the word is always written 

as a singular form but it is read in the reading tradition as a 

plural:  ָה רָש   This reflects a later interpretation of an originally .מִג 

singular form as a plural (Barr 1984). This ‘later’ interpretation, 
however, is no later than the consonantal text of Chronicles, 

where it is written as a plural. Even if we do not attribute this 

interpretation to the author of the Chronicles passage, there are 

good grounds for arguing that the text of the reading tradition of 

Josh. 21 is as old as the consonantal text of 1 Chron. 6.54  

                                                 
53 This is found particularly in ‘popular’ texts such as 1QIsaa; cf. Kutscher 

(1979, 519–21). 
54 For the antiquity of the reading tradition see the discussion in Barr 

(1968, 207–22) and Grabbe (1977, 179–97). Maimon Cohen (2007) 

argues that the qere variants listed in the Masoretic notes are linguistic 
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In Late Biblical Hebrew, certain verbs with a reflexive or 

non-agentive meaning appear as nifʿal in the past suffix 

conjugation form (perfect) whereas they appear as qal in Classical 

Biblical Hebrew. The intransitive form of the verb ‘to stumble’ 
שַל for example, appears in the nifʿal ,(כשל)  in the book of Daniel נִכ 

ל) שַַ֥ נִכ   כָשַל and he will stumble’ Dan. 11.19) but in the qal form‘ ו 

elsewhere. In the prefix conjugation (imperfect), however, the 

verb is vocalized as a nifʿal throughout the Bible. This is because 

the ketiv of the prefix conjugation (יכשל) is ambiguous as to the 

verbal conjugation and could, in principle, be read as qal or nifʿal. 
The Tiberian reading tradition treats the verbal forms as nifʿal 
where this would be compatible with the consonantal text, but 

the occurrence of the qal form in the suffix conjugation in 

Classical Biblical Hebrew suggests that the verb was originally 

read as qal in all forms. This is clearly the case in the infinitive 

form of this verb ֹו לָּ֗  where the consonant text ,(Prov. 24.17) וִּ֝בִכָש 

lacks the initial he of the nifʿal (הִכָשֵל) and so must have repre-

sented the qal, but it is nevertheless read as a nifʿal. The crucial 

point is that the replacement of the qal by the nifʿal is reflected 

by the consonantal text itself in Late Biblical Hebrew in the book 

of Daniel. In some cases, the evidence for the development of an 

original qal verb into a nifʿal form that is independent of the vo-

calization is found in the Qumran manuscripts from the Second 

Temple period many centuries before the creation of the vocali-

zation sign system. This applies, for example, to the verb נגש ‘to 

approach’. On account of the assimilation of the initial nun in this 

                                                 

variants that date back to the time of the composition of the biblical 

books. 
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verb when in contact with the following consonant, the orthog-

raphy of the prefix conjugation can only be read as qal (יִגַש), since 

a nifʿal reading would require the insertion of a nun in the conso-

nantal text (יִנָגֵש). The orthography of the suffix conjugation form 

 however, could be read as either qal or nifʿal, and it is the ,(נגש)

nifʿal reading that was adopted in the reading tradition (נִגַש). In 

the Qumran text 4Q512 (40–41, 2) the infinitive of this verb ap-

pears in the form בהנגשו, which is unambiguously a nifʿal (ֹשו הִנָג   (ב 

(Ariel 2013, 947). Similar distinctions between the suffix conju-

gation and prefix conjugation of passive forms are found, 

whereby the former is vocalized as puʿal whereas the latter is vo-

calized as nifʿal (e.g. טרַֹף ‘was torn apart’ vs. יִטָרֵף). Furthermore, 

the vocalization interprets certain verbs as piʿel, which are likely 

to have been originally qal. The verb גרש ‘to drive out’, for exam-

ple, is normally vocalized as piʿel in the prefix and suffix conju-

gations (שָה גָרֵש ,גֵר  -in which the orthography is ambiguous be ,(ת 

tween a qal or piʿel reading. In the participles, however, where 

the orthography of qal and piʿel would be distinct, the original 

qal is preserved (רוּשָה ,גֹרֵש  The shifts of puʿal to nifʿal and qal .(ג 

to piʿel are developments that are attested in Post-biblical Hebrew 

already in Second Temple sources.55 

Another case of correspondence of the ketiv of late books 

with that of the qere of earlier books is the word ‘Jerusalem’. The 
                                                 
55 For these issues relating to the vocalization of verbal forms see 

Ginsberg (1934), Ben-Ḥayyim (1958, 237), Qimron (1986) and Fass-

berg (2001). For further re-interpretations of the Masoretic orthography 

in the Samaritan reading tradition see Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 338–339) 

and Schorch (2004).  
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regular ketiv or this word in the earlier books is ירושלם, whereas 

the qere is רוּשָלַם  with the final syllable broken [jaʀu̟ːʃɔːˈlaːjim] י 
by a glide. In some of the late books, there are a few examples of 

the ketiv of this work spelt with a yod before the final mem, e.g. 

יִם וּשָלַ   .(Esther 2.6)  מִיר 

External evidence for the antiquity of the qere includes the 

fact that in many cases where there is a semantic difference be-

tween the qere and the ketiv, the meaning of the qere is reflected 

by the Greek Septuagint. A clear example of this is the exegetical 

alteration in the reading tradition whereby an original expression 

of ‘seeing the face of God’ is changed into the theologically more 
acceptable ‘appearing before God’ by reading the verb as a nifʿal 
rather than as a qal, e.g. Deut. 16.16 ה כָל־ ה יֵרָא ַּ֨ ים ׀ בַשָנָָ֡ עָמִ  וֹש פ  שָל 

הוָ ה נֵ י ׀ י  ת־פ  ךִָ֜ א  כוּר  יךָ ז  אֱלֹה ָּ֗  ‘Three times a year all your males shall 

appear before the Lord, your God’. This change is clear where the 
verb is an infinitive and it lacks the expected initial he of the nifʿal 

form in the consonantal text, e.g. Exod. 34.24   נֵי ת־פ  ךָָּ֗ לֵרָאוֹת  א  ת  בַעֲלָֹּֽ
יךָ הוָ ה אֱלֹה    .’When you go up to appear before the Lord, your God‘ י 
This change in the reading tradition is reflected not only in the 

Targums but also already in the Septuagint (C. McCarthy 1981, 

197–202), the Pentateuch section of which is normally dated to 

the third century B.C.E. 

One example that demonstrates the conservative nature of 

the phonology of the Tiberian reading is the pronunciation of the 

pe in the word ֹו נ   his palace’ (Dan. 11.45). According to‘ אַפַד 

medieval sources, this was pronounced as an emphatic 

unaspirated stop, whereas the letter pe with dagesh in all other 

places in the reading tradition was pronounced as an aspirated 
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stop, i.e. a stop followed by a short flow of air before the onset 

of the voicing for the ensuing vowel (§I.1.17.). The hard 

pronunciation of the pe is also mentioned by Jerome, who states 

that it is the only ‘Latin’ p in the entire Bible (p in Latin was 

regularly pronounced as an unaspirated stop).56 The hard 

pronunciation is also reflected by the Greek transcription Απαδανω 

by the Church father Theodoretus (fifth century CE). Here the 

Hebrew letter is with Greek pi, which, like Latin p, was pronounced 

as unaspirated [p].57 The word is in origin a loan from Old Persian. 

The unaspirated pronunciation of the pe, which is 

uncharacteristic of Hebrew, evidently preserves a feature that 

existed in the pronunciation of the source language.58 The fact 

that this feature, which conflicted with normal Hebrew 

pronunciation, should have been preserved from the original 

                                                 
56 Notandum autem quod cum pe littera hebraeus sermo non habeat, 

sed pro ipsa utatur phe cuius uim graecum φ sonat—in isto tantum loco 

apud Hebraeos scribatur quidem phe sed legatur pe. ‘But it should be 
noted that while Hebrew speech does not have the letter pe (i.e., Latin 

p [p]), but instead of it uses phe, the force of which is approximated by 

the sound of Greek φ (i.e., [ph])—in that particular place (i.e., Dan. 

11.45) among the Hebrews phe (i.e., פ [ph]) indeed is written but it is 

read as pe (i.e., Latin p [p])’. Translation by Ben Kantor. Cf. Sutcliffe 

(1948, 124–25). 

57 Some Greek transcriptions represent the Hebrew pe with Greek phi 

(i.e. aspirated [pʰ]), e.g. εφαδανω (Theodotion, second century C.E.), 

εφαδανω / αφαδανω (Polychronios, fifth century C.E.). These could be 

interpreted as reflecting variant reading traditions. The Greek data were 

supplied by Ben Kantor. 

58 Steiner (1993). 
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period of composition right down to the period of the Masoretes, 

centuries after contact of the transmitters of the tradition with 

the source language had ceased, demonstrates great conservatism 

in the Tiberian reading tradition.  

Another relevant issue in this context is the pronunciation 

of the letter ש, which is read in the Tiberian reading tradition in 

two ways, distinguished in the vocalization by points, namely 

either as [ʃ] (shin) or as [s] (sin), the latter being equivalent to 

the sound of the letter ס (samekh). It is clear that the reading 

tradition of ש differed from the original pronunciation of the 

letter in the pre-exilic period when Hebrew was first committed 

to writing, otherwise the letter ס would regularly appear in the 

orthography where the reading tradition pronounces the sound 

[s].59 It is noteworthy, however, that roots and words that were 

                                                 
59 This orthographic phenomenon can be interpreted in two ways. The 

pre-exilic ש may have been pronounced as a single sound, presumably 

[ʃ], in all contexts. Possible evidence for this is the fact that in the 

Samaritan reading tradition the letter is always pronounced [ʃ], 
including where the Tiberian tradition has sin. This feature of the 

Samaritan reading tradition may have its roots in a type of 

pronunciation that existed side by side with the Tiberian type in the 

Second Temple Period. Alternatively, the letter ש in the pre-exilic 

orthography may have been intended to represent two sounds, which, 

according to this interpretation, are normally thought to have been [ʃ] 
and a lateral sibilant resembling the lateral s [ɬ] of Modern South 

Arabian languages. In the Second Temple Period the lateral sibilant 

would have shifted to [s]. It should be taken into account, furthermore, 

that both of these alternative types of pronunciation of ש may have 

existed in the pre-exilic period. The necessity to use a single letter to 
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regularly spelt with sin in pre-exilic books are occasionally spelt 

interchangeably with sin and samekh in later books, e.g. 

 Ezra 4.5: ים רִִ֧ סכֹ  רִים   and they hire’ vs. 2 Chron. 24.12‘ ו    שכֹ 

The letters sin and samekh occasionally interchange in 

proper names in the late books, e.g. 

 Ezra 4.11: א ת  ש  שַ֖ תַח  א Artaxerxes’ vs. Ezra 7.1‘ אַר  ת  ס  שַ  תַח   אַר 

Such cases of interchange between the written letters sin 

and samekh are sporadic and most likely unintentional deviations 

from the standard orthography that reflect the interference of 

contemporary pronunciation. 

In Rabbinic literature, the qere of sin is sometimes referred 

to as samekh and its ketiv as shin.60 In these sources, the reading 

(qere) of the letter sin is identified with that of samekh. Inter-

changes of orthography such as ים רִִ֧ סכֹ  רִים   and ו  -therefore, con ,שכֹ 

stitute another case of the qere being datable to the Second 

Temple Period by orthographic variations internal to the 

consonantal text. 

In some manuscripts with Palestinian and Babylonian vo-

calization, the letter sin is distinguished from shin by writing over 

sin a miniature ס (samekh) and over shin a miniature ש (shin) 

(Revell 1970a, 87; Kahle 1902, 11). In some manuscripts with 

Palestinian vocalization written in abbreviated form (known as 

                                                 

represent two sounds arose from the fact the alphabet used to write 

Hebrew was in origin the one that was developed to represent 

Phoenician, in which the two sibilant sounds in question were not 

distinguished.  
60 Steiner (1996). 
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serugin) a letter samekh is written in place of sin (Revell 1977, 

66). 

There is some evidence that the placement of samekh over 

the letter ש as a diacritical sign for sin was an ancient practice 

with roots in the period in which the ketiv was being stabilized, 

i.e. the Second Temple period. One persuasive case is the variant 

spellings of the following proper name in the books of Nehemiah 

and Ezra: 

 Neh. 7.52. L:  ִָּֽפ יםונ  סִָּֽ ש  , qere note: נפישסים, i.e. the qere is 

פִָּֽ  יםינ  סִָּֽ ש  . 

 Ezra 2.50. L: פ יםינ  סִָּֽ , qere note נפוסים, i.e. the qere is פ יםוּנ  סִָּֽ . 

If we leave aside the difference between the ketiv and the 

qere regarding the medial vowel in this name, the spelling with 

the added shin in Neh. 7.52  ִָּֽפ יםונ  סִָּֽ ש   could be explained as the 

result of the fact that the spelling was originally ֯נפו יםש   with a 

superscribed samekh over the ש to indicate that it should be read 

as sin. The samekh was subsequently incorporated into the line of 

the text by scribal error.61 The reading of the first letter of the 

sequence שס as shin is likely to have been a later orthoepic 

measure to ensure that the two letters were read distinctly 

(§I.0.11.). The form פ יםינ  סִָּֽ  in Ezra 2.50 with samekh is presumably 

an orthographic variant of the original form נפישים with sin. If 

this is the correct explanation, then this is further evidence for 

the equivalence of samekh and sin at an early period. 

It should be pointed out that in qere notes in the medieval 

manuscripts a sin of the ketiv is spelt ש and not ס, e.g. 

                                                 
61 Cf. Honeyman (1944). 
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 Ezra 4.23. L:   ת ש  שַ  תַח  אאַר  , qere note: ששת, i.e. the qere is 

ת   ש  שַ  תַח   .אַר 

 Ezra 10.37: L:  ָיַעֲש יַעֲשָ  i.e. the qere is ,ויעשי :qere note , וו  יו  . 

 Ezra 10.44. L: א֖  i.e. the qere is ,נשאו :qere note , ינָש  א֖וּ  . נָש 

In such cases, the focus of the qere note is not on the sin but 

rather on other letters in the ketiv. It may be for this reason that 

it has not been replaced by samekh in the note. Moreover, the 

purpose of the qere notes was to supply an appropriate 

orthography of the qere. Within the norms of the biblical 

orthography, ש was an appropriate orthography of [s] and so 

there was no need to alter it. 

Another indicator that the roots of the Tiberian reading 

tradition were in the Second Temple period is its close 

relationship with the Babylonian reading tradition, which is 

reflected by manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization. This close 

relationship between two branches of tradition transmitted in 

different geographical locations is most easily explained through 

the comparative method of historical linguistics as the result of a 

common genetic connection in a single location at an earlier 

period. The most obvious place of origin would be Second 

Temple Palestine. Just as the written text of both the Babylonian 

tradition and the Tiberian tradition has its origins in a proto-

Masoretic text of the Second Temple Period,62 it is likely that 

there was a proto-Masoretic reading tradition, which likewise 

split into an eastern and western branch. This proto-Masoretic 

                                                 
62 For the phenomenon of the proto-Masoretic text-type in the Second 

Temple sources see Tov (2012). 
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reading tradition was clearly distinct from the Samaritan reading 

tradition, which itself exhibits some features that can be 

correlated with Second Temple sources, such as the long 

pronominal forms (attimma, -kimma).63 

As remarked, there is evidence of great conservatism in 

some elements of the Tiberian reading tradition, such as the pe 

of ֹנו -but a comparison of the Tiberian and Bab ,(Dan. 11.45) אַפַד 

ylonian branches of the biblical reading tradition shows that in 

some features the Babylonian reading appears to be more linguis-

tically conservative. This is shown by the fact the Babylonian 

tradition sometimes has parallels with earlier sources that are 

lacking in the Tiberian tradition. For example, the preservation 

of an /a/ vowel in unstressed closed syllables that is found in the 

transcriptions of the Septuagint, Origen and Jerome is a feature 

of Babylonian pronunciation, whereas this vowel is more widely 

attenuated to /i/ in the Tiberian tradition, e.g. Septuagint 

Μαβσαρ ‘Mabsar’ (Tiberian: ר צָָּֽ -Chron. 1.53),64 Origen’s Hex 1 ,מִב 
apla λαμαλαμα ‘for the battle’ (Tiberian: חָמֶָ֑ ה  Psa. 18.40),65 לַמִל 

Jerome: macne ‘cattle’ (Tiberian: ה נ   מ בצ ַר Babylonian 66,(מִק 

[mavˈsˁɑːr].67 Babylonian corresponds to Origen and Jerome and 

also to some Qumran texts in preserving the unstressed /o/ vowel 

                                                 
63 Morag (1971), Ben-Ḥayyim (2000). 

64 Sperber (1937, 191). 

65 Brønno (1943, 387). 

66 Siegfried (1884, 50), Sperber (1937, 192). 

67 Yeivin (1985, para. 41.46). 
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in prefix conjugation verbs where it is reduced to shewa in Tibe-

rian, e.g. ִִַל ַטבֹת ינ  [tiṭboˈleːniː] (Job 9.31, Tiberian: נִי לֵֶ֑ ב   you will‘ תִט 

plunge me’);68 cf. Origen ιεφφολου (= ּו לָּ֗ פ   Psa. 18.39),69 Jerome יִִ֝

iezbuleni ‘he will honour me’ (Tiberian: נִי לֵ  ב   Gen. 30.20),70 and יִז 

the frequent occurrence of vav in the Qumran manuscripts after 

the second radical of prefix conjugation verbs where Tiberian has 

shewa, e.g. 71.יקטולהו ,אקטולה ,יקטולו  

Some features of the Tiberian reading that differ from Bab-

ylonian may have developed under the influence of the vernacu-

lar Aramaic of the Jews of Palestine. It is not clear whether this 

applies to the aforementioned features, but we can identify a pos-

sible case of influence in the pronunciation of consonantal vav. 

We know from medieval sources that in the Tiberian reading tra-

dition of Biblical Hebrew the default pronunciation of this letter 

was a labio-dental [v] (§I.1.6.(. In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, 

vav appears to have had the same labio-dental pronunciation. 

This is shown by the interchange of vav and fricative bet in Jewish 

Palestinian Aramaic texts and Rabbinic Hebrew of sources of Pal-

estinian provenance. The fact that fricative bet in these texts also 

sometimes shifts to pe due to devoicing shows that it must have 

                                                 
68 Yeivin (1985, para. 16.36). 

69 Janssens (1982, 92). 

70 Siegfried (1884, 48), Sperber (1937, 158). 

71 Qimron (1986, 50; 2018, 195-196), Reymond (2014, 209–21). For 

the parallels between these Qumran forms and the medieval Babylonian 

tradition see Yeivin (1972). 
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been labio-dental and this implies that vav also was labio-den-

tal.72 There is also evidence of the pronunciation of vav as a labio-

dental in Mishnaic Hebrew, in that vav in some words corre-

sponds to bet in Biblical Hebrew and vav and bet interchange in 

the orthography of some manuscripts, e.g. 

לָהּוּ  נִ    ‘he has disfigured her’ (Soṭah 1.7); cf. Biblical Hebrew 

ל׳׳נב  (M. H. Segal 1927, 34–35) 

 geese’ (Bar-Asher 2015, 61-62)‘ אֲבָזִים ~ אֲוָוזִים 

The shift in the pronunciation of vav to a labio-dental in 

Aramaic and Hebrew in late antique Palestine is likely to be due 

to convergence with a shift of [w] to [v] in Greek at this period 

(Kantor and Khan forthcoming).73 

The Babylonian tradition itself appears to have undergone 

some change due to the influence of the local vernacular, which 

resulted in a number of features that differed from Tiberian due 

to their being innovative rather than conservative. One such fea-

ture that is characteristic of the Babylonian pronunciation tradi-

tion is the shift of ḥolem to ṣere, which is reflected in the vocalized 

                                                 
72 A. Ben-David (1960, 255), Kutscher (1976, 16–17), Sokoloff (1968, 

30), Epstein (1964, 1223–26). This pronunciation of vav can also be 

reconstructed in the Samaritan tradition of Hebrew (Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 

33). 

73 Possible evidence for the embryonic merging of vav and fricative bet 

in Palestine is found already in some Qumran manuscripts, see Qimron 

(2018, 122) (I am grateful to Noam Mizrahi for drawing my attention 

to this). 
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manuscripts by an interchange of these two vowels.74 The Karaite 

scholar al-Qirqisānī writing in the tenth century C.E. attributes 

this feature to influence from the language of the ‘Nabaṭ’, i.e. the 

Aramaic speaking population of Iraq.75 The fronting of back vow-

els is still a feature of modern vernacular Iranian dialects in west-

ern Iran, including those spoken by Jews (Borjian 2012, 9, §D14). 

One aspect of Tiberian vocalization that several scholars 

have identified as an indicator of the antiquity of the reading tra-

dition is the apparent historical layering of variant types of vo-

calization of words with the same orthography across different 

Biblical books. These are differences in vocalization between 

words in late biblical books and corresponding words in earlier 

biblical books. In such cases, the vocalization found in the later 

books often corresponds to a type of vocalization that is charac-

teristic of Rabbinic Hebrew or Aramaic, i.e. languages associated 

with the language situation in the Second Temple Period rather 

than the pre-exilic period. In two cases in Chronicles, for 

example, the nifʿal of the verb ילד is vocalized in an unusual way, 

with shureq rather than ḥolem and dagesh in the middle radical: 

דוּ  they were born’ (1 Chron. 3.5, 20.8). This morphological‘ נוּל 

feature is not found in the vocalization of the earlier books but is 

found in some traditions of Rabbinic Hebrew.76 The vocalization 

of these forms apparently reflects a dialectal form of morphology 

                                                 
74 Yeivin (1985, para. 11.6). 

75 Cf. al-Qirqisānī (Kitāb al-ʾAnwār w-al-Marāqib, ed. Nemoy 1939, vol. 

2: 140). 

76 Cf. Yalon (1964, 152–57) and the references cited in Morag (1974, 

310). 
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that was current in the time of the Chronicler. By implication, 

the vocalization of the earlier books must reflect a different, 

presumably slightly earlier tradition (Morag 1974). A further 

example is the difference in vocalization between ל לַַ֫ מ   ’feeble‘ א 
(Psa. 6.3) and ים  the feeble’ (Neh. 3.34). The vocalization‘ הָאֲמֵלָלִ֖

ים  in the late biblical book reflects the one that is used in הָאֲמֵלָלִ֖

Rabbinic sources (Boyarin 1988, 63–64). The dual of the noun 

ן ר  ָ֣יִם is vocalized ק  נַַ֥  in Hab. 3.4, with the normal pattern of the קַר 

dual, but רָנַיִם  in Dan. 8 (verses 3, 6, 20), with the pattern of the ק 

stem of plural nouns, as is found in early vocalized manuscripts 

of the Mishnah (Kister 1992, 47, n.9; 1998, 246, n.9). The form 

 Arab(ian)’ occurs in pre-exilic sources, whereas the word‘ עֲרָבִי

has the vocalization בִי  corresponding to that of Aramaic, in ,עַר 

post-exilic sources (Nehemiah and Chronicles) (Steiner 2016, 

313). There is a difference in vocalization between ים לוּדִ   1) הַי 

Chron. 14.4) and ים  in the parallel passage in 2 Sam 5.14. The הַיִלֹּדִַ֥

word חבל in the phrase ּנו ל  ל חָבַ   .we have acted corruptly’ (Neh‘ חֲבֹ֖

1.7) is vocalized with the vocalic pattern of an infinitive con-

struct in a context where the vocalic pattern of an infinitive ab-

solute may have been expected in earlier books. In Dan. 11.20 

the construct of the noun הָדָר ‘glory’ is vocalized ר ד   rather than ,ה  

 which is the vocalic pattern of the construct in earlier ,הֲדַר

books.77  

Such differences in vocalization across pre-exilic and post-

exilic books constitute strong evidence for the argument that 

                                                 
77 These last three cases are noted by Jan Joosten, paper delivered at 

the conference The exegetical value of the Masora: Pointing and accen-

tuation in historical perspective (Oxford, 7-8 November, 2016).  
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there is historical layering in the reading tradition reflected by 

the medieval vocalization. The variant types of morphophonol-

ogy in the late books, which often correspond in form to Rabbinic 

Hebrew or Aramaic, would have become incorporated into the 

reading tradition of the late books at some point in the Second 

Temple Period, whereas the variants found in the earlier books 

must reflect an earlier stage in the development of the biblical 

reading tradition. Crucially the later types of morphophonology 

were not extended to the reading tradition of the earlier books. 

I would like to explore in greater detail the last point, i.e. 

the fact that the late morphophonology in the forms in question 

was not applied uniformly across the reading of all books. We 

have, in fact, already seen some counterexamples to this phenom-

enon. Attention was drawn above to the phenomenon whereby 

innovations in verbal patterns that are characteristic of the Sec-

ond Temple Period (i.e. shifts of intransitive qal to nifʿal and tran-

sitive qal to piʿel) were extended to the vocalism of the earlier 

books. There are also cases of exegetical harmonization whereby 

the vocalism of words in late books is extended to parallel 

phrases in earlier books that have an orthography reflecting a 

different meaning. An example of this is the word  ָיה רָש   מִג 

‘surrounding pasture-lands’ in 1 Chron. 6. As remarked, the 

Chronicler is clearly using as his literary source the text of Josh. 

21, in which the word is written as a singular form but it is read 

in the reading tradition as a plural:  ָה רָש   This reflects a later .מִג 

interpretation of an originally singular form as a plural. This 

‘later’ interpretation is reflected also by the consonantal text of 
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Chronicles, where it is written as a plural. The later interpretation 

has been extended to the reading tradition of the earlier book. 

It should be taken into account that there are a number of 

other variations in Tiberian vocalization within the biblical cor-

pus that cannot easily be correlated with chronological layer-

ing.78 These include, for example:  

(1) Variations in the use of dagesh in the same lexeme such as 

ב ב .let it go round’ (1 Sam 5.8) vs‘ יִסֹ   it goes round’ (1‘ יָסֹ֖
Kings 7.15); ֹרָת֖ו י .his wound’ (Isa. 53.5) vs‘ חֲב  רָתִָּֽ  my‘ חַב 

wound’ (Gen. 4.23) 

(2) Variations in ḥaṭef vowels in the same lexeme, such as ּבו שֹ   יַח 
‘they consider’ (Isa. 13:17) vs.  וּן יַחֲשבָֹּֽ ‘they conceive’ (Psa. 

35:20) 

(3) Variation between ḥireq and segol in the same lexeme, as in 

לָ ה הִג  ה .and he carried into exile’ (2 Kings 24.14) vs‘ ו  לָ֖ ג   he‘ ה 

carried into exile’ (Jer. 52.28), or at least in the same mor-

pheme, as in   כָבֵד א   .and I will be honoured’ (Isa. 49.5) vs‘ ו 

ש  .I will be asked’ (Ezek. 36.37)‘ אִדָרֵַ֥

(4) Variations between qibbuṣ and short qameṣ as the reflex of 

a historical short *u in the same lexeme or in similar 

contexts, e.g. ֹו לָּֽ ד  ל֕וֹ .vs (Psa. 150.2) ג   .his greatness’ (Deut‘ גָד 

11.2). 

(5) Occasionally a ḥaṭef qameṣ occurs in a prefix conjugation 

verb (imperfect) before a pronominal suffix or a cohor-

tative suffix rather than the normal vocalization with shewa 

                                                 
78 Several of these were noted by Nöldeke (1912). 
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in such contexts. This reflects the lack of complete 

reduction of the vowel that occurs after the second radical 

in forms without suffixes, e.g. ּנו ל   ת  ש   ’I will plant it (m)‘ א 
(Ezek. 17.23), ולָ ה ק  ש  טָה־ ,and I weighed’ (Ezra 8.25)‘ וָא  אֲלַק 
 .let me glean’ (Ruth 2.7)‘ נָא  

(6) Variations between ṣere and pataḥ in the stem of piʿel verbal 

forms, e.g. ל ל .has brought up?’ (Isa. 49.21) vs [who]‘ גִדֵ   גִדֶַׁ֤
‘he made great’ (Josh. 4.14). 

(7) Variations between ḥireq and ṣere before gutturals in piʿel 
verbs, e.g. ר ן .vs (’Lam. 2.7, ‘he has spurned) נִאֵ   he has‘ מֵאֵ 

refused’ (Num. 22.13). 

The key question is whether the types of variation in 

Tiberian vocalization discussed above, diachronic and syn-

chronic, have any semantic or exegetical significance.  

Some morphophonemic variations are exploited to express 

distinctions in meaning in various reading traditions of the 

Hebrew Bible. There are many examples of this in the Samaritan 

tradition of reading. Typically the pairs of variant patterns of a 

word in the Samaritan tradition consist of one member that is 

conservative and another member that is innovative by a process 

of analogy or assimilation to an Aramaic form, or two members 

that are originally morphophonemic alternants that have now 

become distinct in meaning.79 Many of these distinctions are 

between different grammatical categories of lexical items. 

                                                 
79 See in particular Florentin (1996) for examples of this phenomenon. 
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Internal differences in vocalism have developed, for example, 

between wayyiqṭol past forms and yiqṭol non-past forms, e.g.80 

wtå ̄́råd ‘and she went down’ (Tiberian ד ר   by analogy ,(וַתֵַ֫

with the pattern qå ̄́ṭål vs. téråd ‘she goes down’ (non-past, 

Tiberian ד ד ,תֵרֵַ֫  (תֵרַַ֫

A morphophonemic distinction is made in the Samaritan 

tradition between verbal and nominal participles, e.g. 

 q-w-m ‘to rise’: qāʾəm (verbal, based on Aramaic) vs. qam 

(nominal) 

 nifʿal form: niqqå ṭål (past verbal, by analogy with imperfect 

yiqqåṭ̄əl) vs. niqṭål (nominal) 

There are a number of cases of variants of a single lexeme 

with and without gemination of one of the consonants to express 

distinctions in meaning, e.g. 

 å då ni ‘Lord’ (divine) vs. å danni ‘master’ (human)81 

 å :sīdå ‘the stork’ (animal) (Tiberian ה  .Lev. 11.19) vs הַחֲסִידָ 

assidåk ‘your pious one’ (human) (Tiberian ָך ֶ֑  .Deut חֲסִיד 

33.8)82 

 yamən ‘Yamin’ (proper name) (Tiberian ין  .Gen. 46.10) vs יָמִִ֛

yammən ‘right hand’ (Tiberian יָמִין).83 

                                                 
80 The transcription system of Ben-Ḥayyim and Florentin is adopted 

here. 
81 Ben-Ḥayyim (1957a-77, vol. 4, 8-9, vol. 5, 194; 2000, 260). 

82 Florentin (1996, 231). 

83 Florentin (1996, 234). 
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 wyå båd ‘and he perished (past)’ (< *yaʾabad, Tiberian 

 vs. yå bbåd ‘he perishes (non-past)’ (< *yaʾbad with (וַיאֹבַד

assimilation of the /ʾ/ to the /b/, Tiberian יאֹבַד), i.e. a pair 

of alternants such as Tiberian ּבו שֹ  וּן .vs (Isa. 13:17) יַח   יַחֲשבָֹּֽ
(Psa. 35:20) has come to express a difference in meaning.84 

 ʿā:rəm ‘the cities’ (Tiberian עָרִים  ’vs. ʿarrəm ‘cities (ה 
(Tiberian עָרִים)85 

 wå må ‘and the cubit’ (Tiberian הָאַמָה  vs. wåmmå ‘and a (ו 

cubit’ (Tiberian ואַמָה)86 

Most of the cases of synchronic variation listed in (1)–(7) 

above do not appear to have semantic or exegetical significance. 

Many of these types of variation in the Tiberian vocalization are 

not found, or only very marginally found, in the Babylonian 

tradition of vocalization, i.e. the other descendant of what I 

propose to identify as the proto-Masoretic reading tradition. This 

is either because the Babylonian tradition is more conservative 

of the proto-Masoretic reading of the particular feature in 

question whereas the Tiberian variation is a later development or 

the Babylonian tradition has levelled variation that has been 

preserved by the Tiberian tradition. In the list of features (1)–(7) 

                                                 
84 Florentin (1996, 218). This particular minimal pair is not attested in 

the Samaritan Pentateuch, but it can be inferred from the contrasting 

patterns used for the attested forms of the past and non-past, e.g. 

wyå bå du   ד֖וּוַיאֹב  ‘and they perished’ (Num. 16:33) vs. tå bbåd ד  it‘ תאֹבַַ֥
becomes lost’ (Deut. 22:3). 
85 Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 92). 

86 Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 92). 
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above the Babylonian tradition lacks variation in features (3)–
(7). In features (3)–(5) it is more conservative and in features (6)-

(7) it has levelled earlier variation. These are presented as (3a)–
(7a) below: 

(3a)  לָ ה הִג   הִגלהָ :and he carried into exile’ (2 Kings 24.14)‘ ו 

[hiʁˈlɔː]87 

ה  לָ֖ ג   88[hiʁˈlɔː] הִגלהָ :he carried into exile’ (Jer. 52.28)‘ ה 

כָבֵד    א  דב כָאִוְ :and I will be honoured’ (Isa. 49.5)‘ ו   

[wʔikkɔːˈvaːð]89 

ש  90[ʔiddɔːˈraːʃ] אדִָר ש :I will be asked’ (Ezek. 36.37)‘ אִדָרֵַ֥
 

(4a) The Babylonian reading tradition normally preserves a his-

torical short *u where in Tiberian it shifts to short /ɔ/ 

(qameṣ), e.g.  

ל֕וֹ   91[guðˈloː] גֻדלוֹ :his greatness’ (Deut. 11.2)‘ גָד 

ה  מָ֖  92[ħuχˈmɔː] חכֻמהָ :wisdom’ (Jer. 49.7)‘ חָכ 

                                                 
87 Yeivin (1985, 302). The transcriptions of the examples with Babylo-

nian vocalization are in some cases approximations, since there is un-

certainty regarding the precise realization of some of the phonetic seg-

ments in the Babylonian pronunciation. 

88 Yeivin (1985, 144). 

89 Yeivin (1985, 505). 

90 Yeivin (1985, 505). 

91 Yeivin (1985, §37.12). 

92 Yeivin (1985, §37.18). 
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תִי  כ  לַ   93[huʃˈlaːχtʰiː] השֻל ַכתי :I was cast’ (Psa. 22.11)‘ הָש 

(5a) In the Babylonian reading tradition, it is the norm for the 

vowel of the prefix conjugation verbal stem to be preserved 

before suffixes,94 e.g. 

נוּ  ֖ ר  כ  ז  ַֻר זכֹאִַ :I will remember him’ (Jer. 31.20)‘ א  ונ  

[ʔizkoˈraːnuː] 
נִי  לֵֶ֑ ב  ִַל ַטבֹתִ :you will plunge me’ (Job 9.31)‘ תִט  ינ  [tiṭboˈleːniː] 
ה  שָ֖ ר  נִד  השַָדרֹונִ :and we will inquire’ (2 Chron. 18.6)‘ ו   

[wniðroˈʃɔː] 
ה  רָ  כ  ז  הרָזכֹאִַ :I will remember’ (Psa. 77.4)‘ א   [ʔizkoˈrɔː] 
(6a) In the Babylonian reading tradition it is the norm for the 

vowel of the final syllable of the 3ms piʿel to be pataḥ,95 e.g. 

ל  לד גִ Isa. 49.21 ‘he brought up’ OB גִדֵ   [ʁidˈdaːl] 
ש  שק בִ Isa. 1.12 ‘he asked’ OB בִקֵַ֥  [viqˈqaːʃ] 
(7a) The Babylonian vocalization reflects a tradition in which it 

is the norm for the vowel to be ṣere before a guttural in the 

piʿel,96 e.g.  

ש  ח  כִַ֥ שח כ ו :it will deny’ (Job 8.18)‘ ו   [wχeːˈħaːʃ] 
ן  כִהֵַ֥ ןה וכ  :and he will serve as a priest’ (Exod. 40.13)‘ ו   

[wχeːˈhaːn] 

                                                 
93 Yeivin (1985, §24.1).  

94 Yeivin (1985, §16.36, §16.45). 

95 Yeivin (1985, §20.01). 
96 Yeivin (1985, §20.06).  
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ר  רע וב  :and it will graze’ (Exod. 22.4)‘ וּבִעֵ֖  [wveːˈʕaːr] 
ר  רא ַנ  :he has spurned’ (Lam. 2.7)‘ נִאֵ   [neːˈʔaːr] 
ץ  אֵַ֥ ץא נ  :he renounced’ (Psa. 10.3)‘ נִִ֘  [neːˈʔaːsˁ] 

It is unlikely, therefore, that synchronic variations such as 

those listed in (3)–(7) had any semantic or exegetical significance 

in the proto-Masoretic reading tradition, since they are either a 

later development in the Tiberian tradition without clear 

semantic significance or were early features but were eliminated 

in the Babylonian tradition. They were simply cases of internal 

morphophonemic variation that is common across languages. 

The variations in the use of dagesh in the same lexeme in 

the specific examples cited under (1) above do not appear to have 

any semantic or exegetical significance. It should be noted, how-

ever, that several examples of dagesh distinguishing the meaning 

of doublets of the same lexeme or homophonous words can be 

found in the Tiberian tradition and this has been developed fur-

ther in the Babylonian tradition. There are, for example, a num-

ber of homophonous pairs of words in the Tiberian tradition that 

are distinguished by dagesh. These include cases such אֲבִיר ‘pow-

erful’ referring to God, used in the construct state in phrases such 
as ֹאֲבִיר יַעֲקב ‘the Mighty One of Jacob’ (Gen. 49.24, Isa. 49.26, 

Isa. 60.16, Psa. 132.2, 5) vs. אַבִיר ‘powerful’ used to refer to hu-

mans (for further details see §I.3.1.3.).  

With regard to pairs of forms from the same lexeme exhib-

iting a variation between a ḥaṭef vowel and silent shewa (as in 

בוּ שֹ  וּן .vs יַח  -in many such cases there appears to be a met ,(יַחֲשבָֹּֽ

rical motivation for the variation, which will be discussed in 
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§I.2.5.4. We have seen, however, that in the Samaritan tradition 

such a variation has been exploited to distinguish meaning in 

pairs such as wyå båd ‘and he perished (past)’ (< *yaʾabad) vs. 

yå bbåd ‘he perishes (non-past)’ (< *yaʾbad). There is, indeed, 

one isolated example of the exploitation of such variation to ex-

press a semantic distinction in the Tiberian tradition, namely the 

difference in vocalization between the verb ב קֹ   ’he supplants‘ יַע 
(Jer. 9.3) and the proper name ֹיַעֲקב. 

Returning now to the list of variant vocalizations from the 

late books, we should examine whether these had any semantic 

or exegetical significance. I should like to argue that there are 

indeed grounds for hypothesizing that many of the examples of 

such variations were motivated by an attempt to express a se-

mantic distinction. It is relevant to note that these distinctions 

appear also in biblical manuscripts with Babylonian vocaliza-

tion,97 so they must be attributed to the proto-Masoretic reading 

tradition. Some examples of semantic distinctions are as follows: 

 

לַ  מ  לא   vs. ים  (Neh. 3.34) הָאֲמֵלָלִ֖

All cases of לַל מ   and its inflections are predicative, most with א 

clear verbal inflection. ים  is the only nominal form with הָאֲמֵלָלִ֖

nominal inflection (functioning as an attributive adjective):  י שֵַ֥ וּפֹר 
לוּ לָָּֽ מ  יִם א  נֵי־מַ֖ ת עַל־פ  ר  מִֹ֛  and those who spread a net upon the‘ מִכ 

water will languish’ (Isa. 19.8), ל לַַ֫ מ  נִי א  אַָ֥  ‘I am languishing’ (Psa. 

6.3), vs. ים ים הָאֲמֵלָלִ֖ הוּדִַ֥ -the feeble Jews’ (Neh. 3:34). This dis‘ הַי 

tinction in vocalism can be compared to the development of a 

                                                 
97 Examples of such forms that are attested in the manuscripts can be 

found in Yeivin (1985, 608, 843, 956, 1050). 
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distinction in vocalism between verbal and nominal participles 

in the Samaritan tradition. 

 

דוּ  נוֹלַד/נוֹלָד .vs נוּל 
Here again, the formal distinction appears to reflect a distinction 

between verbal and nominal categories. The form ּדו  is the only נוּל 

inflection of the nifʿal of ילד that has transparent verbal inflection 

in the biblical corpus: יִם דוּ־ל֖וֹ בִירוּשָלֶָ֑ ה נוּל  ל  אֵַ֥  and these were born‘ ו 

to him in Jerusalem’ (1 Chron. 3.5). Other attestations of the 

nifʿal of this verb are either in the singular form נוֹלָד, which is 

explicitly adjectival, or נוֹלַד with pataḥ but often used 

impersonally without agreement with a plural subject, so both 

may have been interpreted as adjectival, e.g.   בֵית־דָוִד ד ל  ן נוֹלֶָׁ֤  הִנֵָּֽה־בֵֵ֞

‘behold a son is born’ (1 Kings 13.2), ד נֵ י דָויִ  ה הָיוּ  ב  ל  אֵֶׁ֤ וֹלַד־ל֖וֹ  ו  ר נָּֽ ַ֥ אֲש 
וֹן רֶ֑ ב  ח  -These are the sons of David that were born to him in Heb‘ ב 

ron’ (1 Chron. 3.1). 

 

 יָלוּד .vs יִלוֹד
There may be a distinction also here between nominal and verbal 

participles. Targum Jonathan to ים וֹת הַיִלֹּדִַ֥ מִ֛ ה ש  ל  אֵָּ֗ ם ו  ל֖וֹ בִירוּשָלֶָ֑   (2 

Sam 5.14) clearly interprets יִלוֹד as a verbal participle:  מָהָת אִלֵין ש  ו 
לִידוּ לֵיה בִירוּשלַם אִתי   These are the names of the ones who were‘ ד 

born to him in Jerusalem’. The form יָלוּד is clearly used as a noun 

in some contexts, e.g. י וּד הַחַ   the living child’ (noun) (1 Kings‘ הַיָל 

3:26); cf. Targum Jonathan: רָביָא חַיָיא. Targum Jonathan to   ה ל  אֵ  ו 
וֹת  מ  יםש  לוּדִ  ם הַי  ר הָיוּ־ל֖וֹ בִירוּשָלֶָ֑ ַ֥ אֲש   (1 Chron. 14.4), the parallel to 2 

Sam 5.14, is ואליין שמהת דאתילידו דהוון מתרביין בירושלם ‘and these are 

the names of the ones who were born who were being 
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raised/were adolescents in Jerusalem’. This Targumic rendering 

of 1 Chron. 14.4 seems to reflect a nominal interpretation of the 

participle, presumably motivated by the added relative modifier 

phrase ּר הָיו ַ֥  .which would typically take a nominal antecedent ,אֲש 

 

ר .vs הֲדַר ד   ה 

The two forms of these apparently synonymous construct forms 

in the biblical corpus express a distinction between ‘divine glory’ 
ר) ’and ‘human glory (הֲדַר) ד  וֹ .e.g ,(ה  כוּתָּֽ ר מַל   the glory of His‘ הֲדַ 

kingdom’ (God’s glory) (Psa. 145.12) vs. ר ד  וּת ה   כֶ֑ מַל   ‘glory of the 

kingdom (human glory)’ (Dan. 11.20). As we have seen above, 

the practice of using gemination to express semantic distinction 

is often applied to separate the usage of the same lexeme in di-

vine and human contexts, e.g. אֲבִיר (divine) vs. אַבִיר (human) and 

examples cited above from the Samaritan and Babylonian tradi-

tions. 

 

בִי .vs עֲרָבִי  עַר 

There is a distinction in meaning here between ‘desert nomad’ 
בִי) ’and ‘a gentilic term of an ethnic group (עֲרָבִי) ל שָם   :(עַר  א־יַהֵַ֥ ָֹּֽ ל ו 
י  .and no desert nomad/Arab will pitch his tent there’ (Isa‘ עֲרָבִ 

13.20) vs. י בִ  עַר  ם  הָָּֽ ש  ג    Geshem the Arab’ (Neh. 2.19). One may‘ ו 

compare this to the formal distinction in Arabic between ʾaʿrābī 
‘nomad of the desert’ vs. ʿarabī ‘Arab, Arabian’ (ethnic term)’.  
 

נַיִם רָנַיִם .vs קַר   ק 

The dual form רָנַיִם -in Daniel chapter 8, which has a characteris ק 

tically Rabbinic type of vocalization, has the meaning ‘horns’. 
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The form ָ֣יִם נַַ֥  in Hab. 3.4, which has the normal dual vocalic קַר 

pattern, has the meaning ‘rays (of light)’. This is the only other 
place where the word occurs in the biblical corpus as a common 

noun without a suffix or not in construct. The difference in vo-

calization, therefore, is likely to express a distinction in meaning 

between the two forms.98 

 

 חֲבלֹ .vs חָבלֹ

The infinitive absolute form ֹחָבל immediately preceding the 

cognate verb occurs in Exod. 22.25 as an internal object with the 

meaning of ‘taking in pledge’: ל ל אִם־חָבַֹ֥ בֹ֖ ת תַח  מַ  ךָ שַל  ֶ֑ רֵע   ‘If ever you 

take your neighbour’s garment in pledge’ (Exod. 22.25). Here the 

infinitive absolute is an inner object of the verb. It is connected 

to the verb by a conjunctive accent, which is typical for infinitive 

absolute internal objects; cf. וֹב וּב ש  אָשֶׁ֤  literally: ‘I shall return a 

returning’ (Gen. 18.10). The construction ל נוּ חֲבֹ֖ ל  ךְ חָבַ  לֶָ֑  (Neh. 1.7) 

differs prosodically from ל ל חָבַֹ֥ בֹ֖ תַח   (Exod. 22.25) in that the initial 

form ל  .is separated from what follows by a disjunctive accent חֲבֹ֖

The word ל ל differs from חֲבֹ֖  semantically, in that it is from a חָבַֹ֥

different, albeit homophonous, lexical root. Finally it differs from 

it syntactically according to the interpretation reflected by the 

early versions, which treat it as an adverbial noun rather than an 

inner object: LXX διαλύσει διελύσαμεν ‘we have broken with a 
breaking [covenant]’, Vulgate: vanitate seducti sumus ‘we have 
been seduced by vanity’, rather than nominative active partici-

ples, which are the common translation technique of Greek and 

                                                 
98 See the remarks of Yeivin (1985, 844, n.74). 



 Introduction 83 

Latin for inner objects, e.g. וֹ  ֶׁ֤ה קָנ  נ  ק   LXX κτώμενος κτήσομαι : א 
‘buying I shall buy’ (2 Sam 24.24). 

 

We may summarize the hypothesis developed above regarding 

the formation of the reading tradition as follows. The variations 

in vocalization in the late biblical books are very likely to have 

had their origin in the language situation of the Second Temple 

Period. The proto-Masoretic reading tradition of the late books 

was fixed in the Second Temple Period and the distinctive late 

forms of vocalization discussed above are likely to reflect features 

of contemporary vernacular speech. At the time when the proto-

Masoretic reading was fixed for the late books, a reading 

tradition was already in existence for the earlier books. During 

the Second Temple period, some of the innovative features of the 

reading of the late books were extended to the earlier books (e.g. 

the reading of intransitive qal verbs as nifʿal and the transitive qal 

as piʿel). Some of the innovative features of the later period, 

however, were not retroverted into the reading of the same 

lexemes in the earlier books, but rather the corresponding earlier 

forms were retained. One factor, perhaps the key factor, that 

motivated this retention of some of these distinct forms in the 

reading of the biblical corpus was the desire to distinguish 

different aspects of meaning or the distinction between 

homophonous lexemes. There were other cases of variation 

across the proto-Masoretic reading tradition as a whole, some 

most likely the result of synchronic language variation. Some of 

these variations were exploited to distinguish meaning (in 

particular, gemination). A large proportion of the synchronic 
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variation, however, did not have any semantic or exegetical 

significance. Some of this type of variation that survived in the 

Tiberian tradition was eliminated by levelling in the Babylonian 

tradition. Moreover, some new variation with no semantic 

significance developed in the Tiberian and Babylonian reading 

traditions after the two branches split from the proto-Masoretic 

tradition. The use of gemination to distinguish meaning within 

lexemes and between homophonous lexemes was extended 

further after the Tiberian and Babylonian branches had divided, 

especially in the Babylonian branch (§I.3.1.3.). 

The exploitation of diachronic or synchronic morphopho-

nemic variation to express distinctions in meaning was a form of 

inner-biblical exegesis. It should be pointed out, however, that 

similar processes occur in living spoken languages.99 One phe-

nomenon that is directly analogous to the issue of diachronic var-

iants discussed here is the phenomenon of doublets, which are 

found in many languages by a process of retaining older forms 

alongside new forms of the same lexeme with different meanings. 

An example from Neo-Aramaic is as follows. In the North-Eastern 

Neo-Aramaic dialects, a historical *ġ develops into /ʾ/ or zero 

/∅/. So in the Barwar dialect100 *šaġəš ‘to trouble; to dandle (a 

child)’ developed into ša∅əš, which is pronounced šayəš with a 

glide. The new form šayəš means specifically ‘to dandle, to rock 
(a child)’. The old form šaġəš, however, is retained in the dialect 

with the meaning of ‘to trouble’. This is a strategy for reducing 

                                                 
99 I have described some cases from Neo-Aramaic dialects in Khan 

(2018a). 

100 Khan (2008, 51–52, 207). 
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ambiguity in the meaning of a lexeme. Such a development is 

directly analogous to the hypothesized process described above 

whereby older forms were retained alongside new forms in the 

biblical reading tradition during the Second Temple as a strategy 

to reduce ambiguity and elucidate meaning in the biblical corpus. 

I.0.9. THE PRESTIGE OF THE TIBERIAN TRADITION 

Despite the fact that there are indications that the Tiberian pro-

nunciation tradition had undergone linguistic change in the 

course of its transmission since splitting from the proto-Masoretic 

reading, in the Middle Ages the Tiberian reading tradition was 

regarded as the most prestigious and authoritative. The medieval 

sources justify this by the claim that the transmitters of the Tibe-

rian tradition were able to preserve the original reading more 

accurately since they never left Palestine, unlike the diaspora 

communities.101 In reality, as we have seen, the Tiberian reading 

did undergo change and was, in many cases, less conservative 

than the Babylonian tradition. It is likely that the authoritative-

ness of the Tiberian tradition had its roots primarily in its associ-

ation with the Palestinian Yeshiva ‘Academy’, the central body of 
Jewish communal authority in Palestine, which was based in Ti-

berias from late antiquity until the Middle Ages.  

After the Bar-Kochba revolt in the second century C.E., 

rabbinic leadership moved to the Galilee. Rabbi Joḥanan (d. 279 

C.E.) established an academy in Tiberias. Subsequently, the 

                                                 
101 Cf. the passages from al-Qirqisānī discussed in Khan (1990c) and the 

introduction of the long version of the Masoretic treatise Hidāyat al-
Qāriʾ (§II.L.0.3. in the edition in this volume). 
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Jewish patriarch (nasī) relocated from Sepphoris to Tiberias, 

which transformed Tiberias into the Jewish capital of Palestine. 

A large number of Jewish sages who were active in Palestine in 

the Talmudic period studied in Tiberias. The Palestinian Talmud 

and most of the Aggadic Midrashim were redacted in the city 

(Rozenfeld 2010, 120–26). After the Islamic conquest of the city 

in 636, it became the capital of the administrative district known 

as Jund al-Urdunn. The city flourished between the eighth and 

tenth centuries, as is witnessed by archaeological records of its 

urban expansion, incorporating the neighbouring town of Ham-

mat (Avni 2014, 72–78). During the ninth and tenth centuries, 

Tiberias was a thriving centre also of Muslim scholarship (Gil 

1992, 329–30). 

The association of the Masoretes with the Palestinian Ye-

shiva is reflected by the fact some of the Masoretes had direct 

connections to this academy. One of the known Masoretes was 

indeed the ‘head of the Academy’, namely Pinḥas Rosh ha-

Yeshiva (‘head of the Academy’), who lived in the ninth century. 
We also know of a certain ʾAḥiyyahu ha-Kohen he-Ḥaver, whose 

epithet ḥaver indicates that he was a ‘member of the Academy’.102 

                                                 
102 See the Treatise on the Shewa edited by Levy (1936, 9), the document 

published by Mann (1969, 2:43–44) and Gil (1992, 179). The passage 

in the Treatise on the Shewa refers to the Tiberian pronunciation as a 

tradition that was received from ‘the men of the Great Assembly’ ( אנשי
 which was the supreme legislative body in Palestine during ,(כנסת הגדולה

the Second Temple Period. 
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The medieval sources describe how teachers from Tiberias 

would travel to various communities of the diaspora to give in-

struction in the Tiberian reading and how people from the dias-

pora communities would travel to Tiberias. We read, for example, 

in the introduction of the long version of the Masoretic treatise 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ:103 

‘The people in the communities of the exile would press 

any teacher who travelled (from Tiberias) to these distant 

lands to teach their children the reading of the Land of 

Israel and eagerly imbibed that from him, making him sit 

down so that they could assiduously learn it from him. 

Whoever came from the exile to the Land of Israel had a 

desire for the teaching of the reading of the Land of Israel 

that was equally ardent as that of those absent [i.e. those 

just mentioned who received teachers in diaspora lands] 

and for abstaining from his own (tradition of reading)’. 

Similarly, we read in a medieval Karaite commentary on 

Genesis in a passage concerning Gen. 49.21: 

The fact that he compared Naftali to ‘a hind let loose’ ( ה אַיָלָ 
ה חֶָ֑ ל   Gen. 49.21) is on account of what he foresaw by the ,ש 

help of prophecy, namely that he would be beautiful of 

voice, excellent in reading, excellent in speaking Hebrew. 

This is because from the inheritance of Naftali teachers and 

masters will go forth, such as Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. 

The Jews of the world follow the reading of these two 

teachers. This is the reading of Palestine, which has been 

disseminated throughout the corners of the world. The 

teachers of it have gone forth to the land of Iraq and other 

                                                 
103 Edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.0.4. 
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places. They have taught people and written many copies 

(of manuscripts). He compared it (the inheritance of 

Naftali) here to a ‘hind let loose’, which is beloved and 
brought up in dwellings that bring ease to the heart, just 

as is the case with the teachers who were sent from the 

inheritance of Naftali to the lands of the exile to teach peo-

ple the reading of Palestine. For that reason, he said ‘a hind 
let loose’. … The superbly beautiful reading has its origin 

in the inheritance of Naftali, namely the town of Tiberias, 

which is uniquely renowned for this. For this reason, he 

said ‘which gives words of beauty’ (ר פ  רֵי־שָָּֽ ן אִמ   .Gen ,הַנֹתֵ֖

49.21), since the reading (of Tiberias) is the original one.104 

The prestige and authoritative nature of the Tiberian read-

ing are reflected in various ways.  

Many manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization exhibit 

convergence with the Tiberian tradition of reading, eliminating 

thereby distinctly Babylonian features. In some manuscripts with 

Babylonian signs, there is almost total convergence with the 

                                                 
104 II Firk. Evr. Arab. II 4633, fol. 241r-241v:  ותמתילה לנפתלי באילה שלו  הו
רה בעון אלנבוה ואנה יכון חסן אלקול גיד אלקראה גיד אלללגה פי כלאם  למא נט 
אלעבראני דלך אן מנחלת נפתלי יכרג אלמעלמין ואלאסתאדין מתל בן אשר ובן נפתלי 

ראן הדין אלמעלמין והי קראה אלשאם אלתי אלדי אהל אלעאלם מן אליהוד יתבעון ק
{ אפאק אלעאלם ואן אלמעלמין מנהא כרגו אלי בלדאן אלעראק וגירהא  אנבסטת פי }אד 
ועלמו אלנאס וכתבו אלנסך אלכתיר ומתלהא פי הדא כאילה שלוחה אלמחבובה 
אלמרבאה פי אלביות אלתי להא אנס פי אלקלב כמא כאן ללמעלמין אלדי בעתם )צ׳׳ל 

( מן נחלת נפתלי אלי כל בלדאן אלגלות ליעלמו אלנאס קראה אלשאם לדלך קאל בעתו
אילה שלוחה ... ואלקראן אלפאכר אלחסן אצלה מן נחלת נפתלי והו מדינת טבריה 
 This . אלמערופה בהדא דון סואה לדלך קאל הנתן אמרי ש  אד אלקראן הו אלאצל

extract was published by Mann (1935, 2:104–5) with some mistakes in 

reading. The text above is the correct reading of the manuscript. 
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Tiberian pronunciation tradition and additional signs were even 

created to ensure a maximally close correspondence.105 

The same applied to Biblical manuscripts with Palestinian 

vocalization. Many of these represent a reading tradition that is 

very close to the Tiberian one. This is almost certainly due to 

convergence, which involved the creation of signs to express 

vowel quality distinctions that did not occur in the Palestinian 

pronunciation.106 It should be noted that the background and 

status of the Palestinian tradition of pronouncing the Hebrew 

Bible were different from the Tiberian and Babylonian. When the 

author of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ refers to the reading of ‘the Land of 
Israel’, he is clearly referring to the Tiberian tradition, not the 

tradition of reading with Palestinian pronunciation. The term ‘the 
reading of Palestine’ (al-Shām) in the passage from the Karaite 

commentary on Genesis is likewise referring to the Tiberian 

tradition. The Karaite scholar al-Qirqisānī (tenth century Iraq) 

discusses in his Kitāb al-ʾAnwār the relative merits of the reading 

of Babylonia (ʿIrāq) and the reading of Palestine (al-Shām).107 

Here also what is intended is the Tiberian tradition. For 

al-Qirqisānī the Palestinian tradition of reading was not relevant 
in his discussion of authority. This appears to reflect the fact that 

the Palestinian pronunciation was a popular tradition of reading, 

which had no authoritative roots. Al-Qirqisānī’s focus on the 
Babylonian and Tiberian traditions reflects the fact that only 

these two traditions had claims to authority. It is likely that this 

                                                 
105 Yeivin (1985, 77–87). 
106 Revell (1977), Chiesa (1978). 

107 See the passages from al-Qirqisānī discussed in Khan (1990c). 
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was due to the fact they were both descendants of the original 

proto-Masoretic reading. Al-Qirqisānī maintains that of these 
two, the Tiberian is the most authoritative.  

The distinctive features of Palestinian pronunciation, 

which are particularly discernible in the non-biblical manuscripts 

with Palestinian pronunciation, have close parallels with what is 

known about the vowel system of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic.108 

Unlike Tiberian and Babylonian, the Palestinian biblical reading 

is unlikely to be a direct descendant of the proto-Masoretic 

reading, but rather it has its roots in other traditions of reading 

that were current in Palestine in antiquity. The Greek 

transcription in Origen’s Hexapla (the middle of the third century 

C.E.) reflects a reading that has even more evidence of influence 

from the Aramaic vernacular, especially in the pronominal 

suffixes, such as the 2ms suffix -akh, e.g. σεμαχ ‘your name’ 
(Tiberian  ָָּ֗ך מ   Psa. 31.4).109 This is also a feature of the Samaritan שִִ֝

tradition, e.g. yēdåk ‘your hand’ (Tiberian: ָך  Some of these 110.(יָד 

features, such as the Aramaic type of pronominal suffixes, appear 

in medieval non-biblical texts with Palestinian vocalization. In 

the second half of the first millennium, however, it appears that 

the popular biblical reading converged to a greater extent with 

the prestigious Tiberian tradition. As a result, the Aramaic type 

of suffixes were eliminated in the biblical reading.111  

                                                 
108 Fassberg (1991, 28–57). 

109 Brønno (1943, 110, 196–200). 

110 Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 228). 

111 Yahalom (1997, Introduction). 
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Various features deviating from the Tiberian reading trad-

ition that are found in the earlier biblical traditions are rarely 

attested in the medieval biblical traditions but are found in non-

biblical Hebrew texts. This applies, for example, to the forms of 

the 2ms suffixes without a final vowel in Origen and Jerome, and 

indeed in the consonantal text that is found already in the proto-

Masoretic biblical manuscripts from Qumran ( ך- ת- , ), which is a 

feature that surfaces in some traditions of post-biblical Hebrew 

(Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 27–32, 63; Kutscher 1979, 442–43; Fassberg 

1989), including biblical quotations within non-biblical Hebrew 

texts (Yahalom 1997, 24). The gutturals are clearly weakened in 

some biblical texts from Qumran and are omitted or interchanged 

in the orthography (Fassberg 2013, 665), but in the medieval 

biblical texts one does not find evidence of such systematic 

breakdown of distinctions. In non-biblical texts, on the other 

hand, there is evidence of such a weakening. In piyyuṭim, for 

example, ע often rhymes with א, and likewise ח rhymes with ה, 

reflecting a weakening of the pharyngeals to laryngeals (Yahalom 

1985, 173). In piyyuṭ manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization 

segolate nouns ending in a guttural often have an ‘e’ vowel in the 

last syllable without a furtive pataḥ (e.g. ֯ חל֯ מ  meleḥ ‘salt’, Tibe-

rian: לַח  again reflecting the weakening of ,(Yahalom 1997, 25) (מ 

the guttural. 

Another indicator of the prestigious nature of the Tiberian 

reading tradition is the fact that the early traditions of Hebrew 

grammar that emerged in the tenth century, i.e. those of Saadya 

Gaon and the Karaite grammarians, were based on the Tiberian 
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reading.112 The grammarian Ibn Janāḥ (eleventh century Spain) 

states that the Tiberians were ‘the most eloquent of the Hebrews 
in language and the most lucid’.113 

Finally, there is evidence in some sources of hypercorrec-

tions in the production of the Tiberian reading. These reflect sit-

uations in which a reader’s pronunciation of Hebrew differs from 
the standard Tiberian pronunciation, due to it belonging to a dif-

ferent tradition114 or being influenced by a vernacular language, 

but the reader nevertheless attempts to pronounce words with 

the Tiberian pronunciation due to its prestige. In some cases, this 

results in producing distinctive features of Tiberian pronuncia-

tion that are used in the incorrect context (see chapter 4 for de-

tails). 

I.0.10. THE INTERNAL DIVERSITY OF THE TIBERIAN 

TRADITION 

There was not complete uniformity in any of the traditions of 

reading reflected by the vocalization systems. This applied also 

to the Tiberian school. We have seen (§I.0.8.) that there are in-

consistencies in the Tiberian vocalization across different parts of 

                                                 
112 Dotan (1997), Khan (2000b; 2000a). Some features of Babylonian 

pronunciation sporadically appear in the works of the eastern gram-

marians such as Saadya (Dotan 1997, 39) and the Karaites (Vidro 2011, 

131–36). 

113 Kitāb al-Lumaʿ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 29):  הם אפצח אלעבראניין לסאנא
רהם ביאנא  .ואכת 
114 For examples of such hypercorrections in manuscripts reflecting a 

Tiberianized Babylonian tradition see Yeivin (1985, 185). 
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the Hebrew Bible. There were also various streams of tradition in 

the Tiberian Masoretic school that differed from one another in 

the reading and vocalization of particular words. The monumen-

tal Hebrew Bible manuscript codices with Standard Tiberian vo-

calization that have survived from the Middle Ages exhibit minor 

differences in vocalization of this nature. This applies even to 

manuscripts that were written by the same scribe.115 Minor dif-

ferences between vocalization practices of Masoretes and differ-

ences in the vocalization of codices are referred to also in Maso-

retic notes and Masoretic treatises. The tradition of vocalization 

reflected in the Standard Tiberian manuscripts was, however, far 

more uniform than other non-Tiberian traditions. This was the 

result of greater efforts of standardization of the Tiberian tradi-

tion due to its greater authoritative status. The standardization 

process is reflected in particular by Masoretic treatises collating 

differences between Masoretes, the best known being the ‘Book 
of Differences’ (Kitāb al-Khilaf) of Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel, who was 

active in Jerusalem at the end of the tenth or early eleventh cen-

tury.116 This work concerned differences between the two 

                                                 
115 Examples of this are manuscripts written by the scribe of L, Samuel 

ben Jacob, who has been identified as the scribe of several other early 

Bible manuscripts. These manuscripts exhibit minor differences in 

vocalization among themselves. See Phillips (2016; 2017; 2020). 

116 Lipschütz (1964; 1965). A manuscript preserved in the Karaite syn-

agogue in Cairo (known as C3) contains the inscription  אני מישאל בן עזיאל
 I Mishaʾel‘ בן יוסף בן הלל בדקתי זאת התורה שלקדש חצר בן בכתויה ירחמיהו אל
ben ʿUzzʾiel ben Yoseph ben Hillel checked this holy Torah in the en-

closure of ben Bakhtavaih, may God have mercy on him’ (Gottheil 1905 
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foremost Masoretic authorities at the end of the Masoretic period 

in the first half of the tenth century, Aharon ben Asher and Moshe 

ben Naftali. This lists disagreements between Ben Asher and Ben 

Naftali in 867 specific places and agreements of Ben Asher and 

Ben Naftali against another, usually unnamed, authority in 406 

places. Most of these relate to differences in very small details. 

The majority of the disagreements concern the minor gaʿya (i.e. 

gaʿya on a short vowel in a closed syllable) and shewa gaʿya (i.e. 

gaʿya written on shewa) (§I.2.8.2.2., §I.2.9.). A few relate to 

spellings, divisions of words, and vocalization. Several of these 

are listed by Mishaʾel in the introduction as general differences 

rather than relating to specific passages. Ben Asher, for example, 

vocalized a preposition ל or ב with shewa when it was followed 

by yod with ḥireq (e.g. רָאֵל יִש   for Israel’), Ben Naftali, on the‘ ל 

other hand, vocalized the first letter with ḥireq with no vowel on 

the yod (רָאֵל  ,’Issachar‘ יִשָשכָר Whereas Ben Asher vocalized .(לִיש 
Ben Naftali vocalized this name שָכָר  Another Masorete, Moshe .יִש 

Moḥe, vocalized it שָכָר  Ben Asher vocalized the kaf in all forms .יִש 

of the verb אכל ‘to eat’ before segol with ḥaṭef pataḥ, e.g., נָה ֶ֑ אכֲל  ָֹּֽ  ת

‘you will eat it’ (Ezek. 4.12), reflecting the reading of the shewa 

as mobile, whereas Ben Naftali read the shewa in all such cases 

as silent (§I.2.5.7.5.). The purpose of the collation of differences 

                                                 

no. 18; Penkower 1989). This is likely to be the Mishaʾel who was the 
author of Kitāb al-Khilaf. The scholarly institution known as the enclo-

sure of ben Bakhtavaih was founded by Yūsuf ibn Bakhtavaih (also 

known as Yūsuf ibn Nūḥ) in Jerusalem at the end of the tenth century 

and was the hub of Karaite scholarship there in the first half of the 

eleventh century. 
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was to impose a degree of standardization on the Tiberian 

Masoretic tradition, which had developed into a number of 

heterogeneous sub-schools by the tenth century, of which those 

of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali were regarded as the most 

authoritative. The readings of Ben Asher in Kitāb al-Khilaf 

conform very closely to the readings of the manuscript A, which 

was produced by Ben Asher, and also to L, which contains many 

erasures and corrections that made the correspondence closer 

than was originally the case. The Ben Naftali readings conform 

closely to C.117 

At the close of the Masoretic period in the tenth century 

and the early eleventh century, the traditions of Ben Asher and 

Ben Naftali were considered to be equally authoritative. Mishaʾel 

ben ʿUzziʾel does not give priority to Ben Asher or Ben Naftali in 

Kitāb al-Khilaf. In his Masoretic treatise Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, ʾAbū al-
Faraj Hārūn, likewise, does not give priority to either one of these 

two authorities. It is significant, however, that according to one 

passage in this treatise a reader should not mix the traditions 

according to personal assessment of correctness of the reading of 

individual words in each tradition. One should adopt either the 

tradition of Ben Asher in its entirety or that of Ben Naftali in its 

entirety: 

‘The reader, therefore, has two options. Either to read with 

the reading of Ben Naftali, in which case he must read all 

good and difficult forms that he (Ben Naftali) reads, or to 

                                                 
117 For differences between other Tiberian Masoretes see Diqduqe ha-

Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, 139–40), Levy (1936, לג-לא ), Mann (1969, 

2:43–44), Lipschütz (1965, 5), Yeivin (1981). 



96 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

read with the reading of Ben Asher, which also is autho-

ritative. If somebody reads what he deems to be the best 

reading of this one and of that one, he would (read) 

without any rule, because he deviates from the rationale 

of each of them.’118 

The lack of ranking of these Masoretic authorities was the 

practice among Masoretic scholars until the time of Maimonides, 

who declared Ben Asher to be the most reliable authority. David 

Qimḥi (d. 1235), it seems, was the first who decided in favour of 

Ben Asher in the context of reported differences between Ben 

Asher and Ben Naftali (Lipschütz 1965, 4). 

The fact that the Kitāb al-Khilaf rarely mentions vowels and 

accents implies that their reading was virtually entirely fixed in 

a tradition over which there was consensus among Masoretic au-

thorities. A passage in an anonymous Masoretic treatise discuss-

ing the cantillation of the Tiberian accents indicates that the way 

the accents are read has been transmitted ‘from the hearts of the 
two masters (ʾal-ʾustādhayin)’, i.e. Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, and 

they cannot be explained, i.e. their form is fixed by tradition and 

readers cannot exercise any personal initiative with regard to 

them: 

‘As for all the other accents, every one of them has a single 

melody that does not change for any reason, either 

lengthening or shortening, as is the case with pronouncing 

a vowel and shortening it. It is not possible to explain how 

                                                 
118 Long version of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.7.11. 
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they are read, because they are melodies transmitted from 

the hearts of the two masters.’119 

This passage makes it clear that the ultimate bases of au-

thority of the reading were Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. This can 

be compared to the way reading traditions of the Qurʾān (qirāʾāt) 
were anchored to the authority of particular scholars. 

Although readers had to adhere to the traditions of Ben 

Asher and Ben Naftali in most details of their reading without 

personal initiative, the masters themselves did, it seems, take 

some degree of personal initiative in fixing their traditions. This 

applies in particular to Ben Naftali, whose reading tradition ex-

hibits more consistency in various features than the more con-

servative tradition of Ben Asher. In some places, for example, Ben 

Naftali has introduced pausal forms where they are not found in 

the Ben Asher tradition, with the result that their distribution in 

his reading is more consistent than they are in that of Ben Asher 

(A. Ben-David 1957b). Ben Naftali, moreover, introduced various 

orthoepic measures into his tradition to ensure a greater accuracy 

of reading (§I.0.11.). 

The focus on minor gaʿya and shewa gaʿya in the lists of 

Kitāb al-Khilaf indicates that these details also formed part of the 

fixed sub-traditions of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. The fixing of 

the vowels, accents, minor gaʿya and shewa gaʿya is reflected by 

the fact that there is only minimal variation in these features 

across the model Masoretic Tiberian Bible manuscripts. By the 

                                                 
119 CUL T-S NS 301.21:  מיעהא כל ואחד מנהא לה לחן ואמא באקי אלטעמים ג 
וחדה לא יתגייר מן סבב שי אמא תטויל או תקציר וכדלך פי אלתחריך ופי אלכטף ולא 

כיף תקרא לאנהא אלחאן תנקל מן צדור אלאסתאדין ימכן שרוחהא . 



98 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

end of the Masoretic period, however, not every detail had been 

completely fixed and there was some permitted variation in the 

sign system and also some variation in the oral reading. This ap-

plied in particular to the writing of ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural 

consonants and the pronunciation of major gaʿya (i.e. gaʿya on 

long vowels) in the oral reading, as expressed by the following 

passages from Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ: 
The people responsible for this matter have agreed on the 

rule of combining shewa and a vowel (i.e. writing ḥaṭef 
signs) only under the four (guttural) letters. It is said, 

however, that some scribes wanted to remove uncertainty 

from places that may lead to error and have combined a 

vowel with shewa (under a non-guttural letter) … because 
they thought that people would err in the reading … This 
is an exception to their customary practice. What supports 

the claim that this is the view of only some of them with 

regard to letters not belonging to the group of the four 

(guttural letters) is that in most codices one does not find 

what has been presented as counterevidence (i.e. the 

combination shewa with a vowel under non-guttural 

letters), but all codices are uniform in the combination of 

shewa with a vowel under the four (guttural letters) 

letters.120 

                                                 
120 Long version of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.12.6. Differences between scribes regarding the writing of ḥaṭef 
signs under non-guttural consonants is referred to also in in the earlier 

Masoretic treatise Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim, which is attributed to Aharon 

ben Asher (ed. Dotan 1967, sec. 19). 
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The gaʿya does not have a definite status in the reading of 

Scripture. One reader may omit it and another reader may 

sustain it.121 

This is also reflected by the model Tiberian Masoretic Bible 

codices, which exhibit a greater degree of variation in the writing 

of ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural consonants (§I.2.5.5.) and the 

marking of major gaʿya than in features that had been fixed, such 

as vowels, accents, minor gaʿya and shewa gaʿya.  

I.0.11. ORTHOEPY 

The variation in the marking of ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural con-

sonants reflects the continual efforts that were made to refine the 

vocalization system to ensure accurate reading towards the end 

of the Masoretic period. By combining a vowel sign with a shewa 

sign, the shewa was unambiguously marked as vocalic, which 

removed potential ambiguity of the sign in the vocalization 

system and so reduced the risk of inaccurate reading (§I.2.5.5.). 

Another measure to ensure correct reading of vowel length that 

is occasionally found in standard Tiberian manuscripts is the use 

of ḥaṭef signs in unstressed closed syllables to mark explicitly that 

the vowel is short. A few examples of this are found in L, e.g. 

ם מִ֖ ט  חֲר  ַ יִם ,on the magicians’ (Exod. 9.11)‘ בָּֽ בַ֖  ’the evening‘ הָעֲר 
(Exod. 30.8), ּו ק  חֱז  ךַָ֥  ,they are strong’ (2 Sam. 10.11)‘ י  ר  כ   he‘ יַע 

brings trouble on you’ (Josh. 7.25) (§I.2.5.1.).122  

                                                 
121 Long version of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, edition in this vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.3.1. 

122 The phenomenon in L is described by Dotan (1985). 
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It is important to distinguish these differences in notation 

with regard to the clarity of representation of the reading from 

the existence of genuine differences in the reading between 

Masoretes that are reflected in works such as Mishaʾel ben 
ʿUzziʾel’s Kitāb al-Khilaf. 

I would like to focus here in particular on another deve-

lopment that took place within the Tiberian tradition, namely an 

increasing effort to pronounce the reading with maximal clarity, 

a phenomenon that I shall call orthoepy. Such orthoepic 

measures are sometimes not discernible from the vocalized text 

and can only be reconstructed from external sources, in particular 

transcriptions and Masoretic treatises. 

The basic principle of orthoepy is to ensure that the distinct 

elements of the text are given their optimal realization, keeping 

them maximally distinct and avoiding slurring over them. These 

elements include letters, vowels, syllables and words.123 

One orthoepic measure was to minimize the number of 

separate orthographic words that had no accent and so were at 

risk of being slurred over. The Tiberian tradition, in general, is 

more orthoepic in this respect than the Babylonian tradition 

through the Tiberian practice of placing conjunctive accents on 

orthographic words between disjunctive accents. In the 

Babylonian tradition, there are only disjunctive accents and the 

words between these are left without any accent (Shoshany 2003; 

2013). The vocalization of some words that have acquired 

conjunctive accents in the Tiberian tradition reflects their 

                                                 
123 This phenomenon corresponds closely to the careful recitation of the 

Arabic Qurʾān known as tajwīd (Nelson 2001). 



 Introduction 101 

originally unstressed status. This applies to stressed construct 

forms such as  ר בַ  מִטָה  ד   ,the matter of the release’ (Deut. 15.2)‘  הַש 

and cases such as ב וֹן יַעֲקֹ֖ א  ת ג  ַ֥ ל  ,the pride of Jacob’ (Psa. 47.5)‘ א  כַָ֥
ש  all the brothers of a poor man’ (Prov. 19.7), where the‘ אֲחֵי־רָ 

object marker and the quantifier have the vocalization 

characteristic of their unstressed form (ת־  rather than (כָל־ and א 

of their stressed form (אֵת and ֹכל).124  

There are still, however, a sizeable number of orthographic 

words in the Tiberian tradition that have no accent and are 

connected to the following word by the maqqef sign. The lists of 

differences in Kitāb al-Khilaf, however, show that Ben Naftali in 

a number cases read a word with a conjunctive accent where Ben 

Asher read it with maqqef (A. Ben-David 1957b, 391–92), e.g. 

Lev. 24.16 

 Ben Asher: ם בוֹ־שֵ֖ נָק  בַ֥  :Ben Naftali , ב  נָק  ם וֹב  שֵ֖  ‘when he 

blasphemes the Name’ 
Gen. 39.6 

 Ben Asher: אַר פֵה־תֹ֖ פֵַ֥  :Ben Naftali ,י  אַר הי  תֹ֖  ‘beautiful in form’ 
Job 12.3 

 Ben Asher: ין ת־מִי־אֵַ֥ א  ת־מִ֖  :Ben Naftali , ו  א  ין יו  אֵַ֥  ‘with whom is 

not?’ 
This and other features of Ben Naftali’s tradition, some of 

which are discussed below, indicates that he introduced more 

                                                 
124 Cf. the long version of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.3.2. 
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orthoepic innovations in the reading than Ben Asher, who was, 

in general, more conservative. 

The orthoepic measures taken to separate prosodically 

words connected by maqqef sometimes resulted in reading a word 

as prosodically separated even when the maqqef sign continued 

to be written. One clear example of this is the reading of the word 

 vocalized with pataḥ and connected by maqqef to the מַה־

following word, the first letter of which has dagesh, e.g. ר ֖  וּמַה־דִב 
‘and what did he say’ (Jer. 23.35). It is clear that the pataḥ in this 

particle originally developed due to its prosodic and syllabic 

bonding with the following word, and this is reflected by the 

maqqef. It continued, however, to be written as an ortho-

graphically separate word. In order to ensure that the 

orthographic distinctness was expressed clearly in pronunciation 

one of two orthoepic strategies were followed, both of which are 

reflected by transcriptions of the Tiberian reading into Arabic 

script. The most common strategy was to lengthen the pataḥ, e.g. 

קמַה־תִצ   עַ֖  [maˑ-ttʰisˁˈʕaːaq]̟ ‘Why do you cry?’ (Exod. 14.15). An-

other strategy was to glottalize the pataḥ vowel by pronouncing 

an [h] after the vowel, which separated syllabically from what 

followed, e.g. ֹו מ   .What is his name?’ (Exod‘ [mah-ʃʃaˈmoː] מַה־ש 

3.13) (for further details see §I.2.8.1.2., §I.2.11.). 

Various orthoepic measures were taken to ensure that 

adjacent letters in contact were enunciated clearly and not 

slurred together. Here again, these measures were more 

developed in the tradition of Ben Naftali than in that of Ben 

Asher. According to Kitāb al-Khilaf, Ben Naftali placed a dagesh 

in the first nun of the name נוּן in the combination בִן־נוּן (ed. 
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Lipschütz 1965, כד). This was a measure to prevent the 

coalescence of two identical letters across a word-boundary, by 

strengthening the second letter, which stood at the onset of a syl-

lable. Another strategy to keep the articulation of adjacent iden-

tical letters separate is seen in Ben Naftali’s reading of the name 
Issachar שָכָר  In Ben Asher’s tradition the second and third .יִש 

letter of the name are pronounced as a geminate sin: יִשָשכָר 
[jissɔːχɔːɔʀ]̟. The form שָכָר  ,of Ben Naftali looks ̟[jiʃsɔːχɔːɔʀ] יִש 

prima facie, to be a more archaic form, corresponding more 

closely to the ketiv and perhaps to proposed etymologies of the 

name such as יש שכר ‘there is hire’ or איש שכר ‘man of hire’.125 It 

is possible, however, that the pronunciation of the second letter 

of the name as shin was an intentional dissimilation as an 

orthoepic strategy to keep it distinct from the sin. A similar 

process seems to have taken place in the name  ִָּֽפ יםונ  סִָּֽ ש   in Neh. 

7.52. Here the first letter in the sequence שס is likely to have 

been a sin and this was dissimilated to shin by an orthoepic 

process to keep it distinct from the following identical sounding 

samekh (cf. the discussion of the form of this name in §I.0.8.). 

Ben Naftali marked a dagesh in the qof of the verb   ֹק ביַע   ‘he 

supplants’ (Jer. 9.3) (ed. Lipschütz 1965, לג) as a orthoepic stra-

tegy to ensure that the shewa on the preceding guttural was read 

as silent, and therefore not confused with the more common 

proper name ֹיַעֲקב ‘Jacob’. A related orthoepic measure that 

developed in the Tiberian tradition, which is not attributable to 

any specific subtradition, is what I call the extended dagesh forte 

                                                 
125 See for example Skinner (1994, ad loc.). 
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reading. This involved pronouncing the dagesh lene of בגדכפת 

letters at the beginning of syllables as dagesh forte (§I.3.1.11.3.). 

The extended dagesh forte reading arose by giving the dagesh sign 

its full value in all contexts. The primary motivation for this was 

most likely an attempt to make a maximally clear distinction 

between fricative and plosive forms of the בגדכפת letters. Another 

effect of strengthening the pronunciation of the dagesh was to 

mark a clear separation between syllables.  

The orthoepic features of the Tiberian reading have a 

variety of different historical depths. The orthoepic practices that 

we have examined so far appear to be developments that took 

place in the later stages of the transmission of the Tiberian 

reading, probably around the end of the Masoretic period in the 

tenth century. It is possible to identify some orthoepic measures, 

however, that have a greater time depth. One such case is the 

lengthening of the vowel of prefixes of the verbs הָיָה and חָיָה 

(§I.2.10.), e.g. ַ֥ה י  ֶ֑  ,it will be’ (Jer. 7:34)‘ [tʰiˑhjɛː] תִה  י  היִח   [jiˑħjɛː] 
‘let him live’ (Neh 2:3). The lengthening of the vowel of the 

prefixes in the verbs הָיָה and חָיָה is likely to have been an ortho-

epic measure taken to ensure that the initial guttural consonants 

were not weakened. If these consonants were weakened, the two 

verbs would not be formally distinguished. There is evidence that 

this particular orthoepic feature has deep historical roots that can 

be traced to the proto-Masoretic reading in Second Temple Pal-

estine before the split of the Tiberian and Babylonian branches 

(see §I.2.10. for details). It arose as a measure to ensure that the 

gutturals were not weakened in these verbs at a period when gut-

turals were vulnerable to weakening under the influence of 
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Greek. It would appear, therefore, that orthoepy was already a 

feature of the ancient reading and that care over the oral reading 

of the text went hand in hand with care over the copying of the 

written text at an ancient period, presumably within Temple cir-

cles during the Second Temple period. 

I.0.12. THE CLOSE OF THE TIBERIAN MASORETIC PERIOD 

The activities of the Tiberian Masoretes came to an end in the 

tenth century after the generation of Aharon ben Asher and 

Moshe ben Naftali. The archaeological record shows that Tiberias 

was almost deserted in the second half of the eleventh century. 

This seems to have been due to the combined effect of 

devastating earthquakes in 1033 and 1068 and the political 

instability caused by the Seljuk raids into Palestine in the middle 

of the eleventh century. When the Crusaders invaded Palestine in 

1099, Tiberias was a half-ruined city (Avni 2014, 87–88; Gil 

1992, 397–418). The cessation of the activities of the Masoretes, 

however, occurred before this decline of the city in the tenth 

century, when, it seems, the city was still thriving. The key factor 

that brought about the end of the Masoretic school is likely to 

have been the removal of the Palestinian Yeshiva to Jerusalem, 

which can be dated to the middle of the tenth century.126  

The knowledge of the Tiberian reading tradition, which 

was the most prestigious form of pronunciation, rapidly fell into 

oblivion after this period. During the period in which the 

Tiberian Masoretes were active, the oral tradition of Tiberian 

reading was transmitted alongside the vocalization sign system. 

                                                 
126 Gil (1992, 499–500), Wechsler (2013). 
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As we have seen, the sign system, indeed, was constantly being 

refined to represent the reading with maximal accuracy. This is 

clear, for example, in the many added ḥaṭef signs under non-

guttural consonants in A, which was vocalized by Aharon ben 

Asher in the Masoretic period. The oral reading tradition was 

primary and the sign system was a mechanism of graphic 

notation.  

Bible codices, of course, also had the consonantal text 

(ketiv). In the Talmudic period, a practice developed of 

interpreting Scripture on two levels, one according to the 

consonantal text (ketiv) and one according to the way it was read 

(qere). It is reflected by the Talmudic dictum  יש אם למקרא ויש אם
 The reading has authority and the traditional text has‘ למסורת

authority.’127 Traces of this type of exegesis are found in medieval 

sources. It was a practice that was condemned by many medieval 

Karaites, who recognized the authority of only the reading 

tradition.128 This is reflected not only in their rejection of exegesis 

on the basis of the ketiv. They used vocalized codices rather than 

scrolls for liturgical reading.129 Moreover, in many cases they 

dispensed with the Hebrew ketiv altogether and wrote biblical 

                                                 
127 Naeh (1992; 1993), who argues that this exegetical technique was 

not practiced in the Rabbinic tradition before the Amoraic period. 

128 A vocal exponent of this was the Karaite al-Qirqisānī, see Khan 

(1990c) and §I.0.13.3. Some medieval Karaite scholars did, however, 

accept the possibility of interpreting according to the ketiv where it 

conflicted with the qere, see al-Fāsi, Kitāb Jāmiʿ al-ʾAlfāẓ (ed. Skoss 

1936, vol. 1, 12-13), Hadassi (Bacher 1895a, 113) and Habib (2020). 

129 Allony (1979). 
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manuscripts that consisted of Arabic transcriptions of the reading 

tradition.130 

The Karaite grammarian ʾAbū al-Faraj Hārūn, who wrote 

his works in Jerusalem in the first half of the eleventh century, 

states in the introduction to his Masoretic treatise Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ 
that his sources were earlier Masoretic treatises and the pupils of 

the writers of these earlier treatises.131 This indicates that he had 

access to an oral tradition of instruction in the Tiberian reading 

that was still alive in his time in Jerusalem. Karaite scholars in 

Jerusalem in the eleventh century were, in many respects, the 

heirs of the Masoretic school. It was in Jerusalem in the early 

eleventh century that Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel, who was also a Kar-

aite, composed his work Kitāb al-Khilaf, which recorded differ-

ences between the Masoretes Aharon ben Asher and Moshe ben 

Naftali (Penkower 1989).  

Already at this period, however, Hebrew grammarians out-

side of Palestine were not able to gain direct access to the oral 

tradition of Tiberian reading. Ibn Janāḥ writing in the first half 

of the eleventh century in Spain, for example, laments the fact 

that he was not able to verify the length of particular occurrences 

of qameṣ vowels in the Tiberian tradition: 

‘In such places [i.e. in the reading of the biblical text] and 
others like them, a person needs readers and teachers [of 

                                                 
130 Khan (1992b). 

131 Edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.0.9. 



108 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

the Tiberian tradition], which we lack in this country of 

ours.’132 

After the close of the Masoretic period and the death of the 

primary Masoretic authorities Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, the 

anchoring of the written vocalization signs to authoritative oral 

traditions was broken. The primary base of authority began to 

shift to the vocalization sign system, which was the textualization 

of these oral traditions. Only the oral reading of Masoretic au-

thorities such as Ben Asher and Ben Naftali was independent of 

the vocalization vowel system. This is the import of the following 

passage in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ: 
Indeed there is no doubt that when somebody takes a 

simple codex without accents or pointing, he stumbles in 

the reading … apart from a few exceptional people that are 

found in some generations, such as Ben Asher and Ben 

Naftali in their time and those like them.133 

As the orally transmitted Tiberian reading was lost and the 

primacy of its authority was transferred to the written sign 

system, the signs were read with reading traditions that differed 

from the Tiberian tradition. The incipient signs of this are found 

                                                 
טר אלאנסאן אלי אלרואה̈ ואצחאב אלתלקין  132 להא יצ  ע וגירהא מת  ה אלמואצ  פפי הד 
ה ין עדמנאהם נחן פי קאציתנא הד   ,Kitāb al-Lumaʿ, ed. Derenbourg (1886 ,אלד 

322–23). Ibn Ezra states that ‘scholars of Egypt and [North] Africa’ 
 knew how to pronounce the Tiberian qameṣ (חכמי מצרים ואפריקייא)
correctly; cf. Sefer Ṣaḥot (ed. Lippmann 1827, 3b). This was presumably 

referring to his own time, i.e. the twelfth century. 

133 Long version of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.3.0. 
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in a variety of medieval manuscripts in which standard Tiberian 

vocalization is written under words with another vocalization 

system.134 These can be interpreted as reflecting the tolerance of 

two traditions of written vocalization alongside each other in a 

way that can be compared to the apparent tolerance of different 

written textual traditions alongside each other in some Qumran 

manuscripts, which has been alluded to above (§I.0.2.).135 It is 

clear from the medieval sources that one of the traditions in such 

manuscripts, viz. the Tiberian, was more prestigious. 

One of the consequences of the shift of authority to the 

written vocalization and accent sign systems after the loss of the 

Masoretic authorities who were guarantors of the oral tradition 

was the increasing production and reliance on Bible codices that 

recorded the authoritative sign systems.136 

In most communities other than Yemen the oral traditions 

that came to be used to read the standard Tiberian vocalization 

were derived ultimately from the Palestinian pronunciation of 

Hebrew, with a five vowel system (without distinctions between 

qameṣ and pataḥ, on the one hand, and ṣere and segol, on the 

other) that was based on that of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic. As 

we have seen, the Palestinian pronunciation tradition had no 

                                                 
134 In the Genizah Bible manuscript T-S A38.10, for example, the scribe 

has vocalized the text with both Babylonian and Tiberian signs. 

135 A similar situation is found in some early Qurʾān manuscripts in 

which the vocalization records different reading traditions, distin-

guishing them with different colours of ink (Dutton 1999; 2000). 

136 See Outhwaite (2018) for discussion of the commissioning and 

production of codices. 
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authoritative roots, but this was not relevant after the transition 

of the authority of the Tiberian tradition from the oral reading to 

the written sign system. It was the written sign system that now 

preserved the authoritative standard. This meant that the process 

whereby the Palestinian pronunciation was adapted to converge 

with the standard Tiberian pronunciation, which is reflected in 

manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization signs, now no longer 

took place. 

It is unlikely that the removal of the Palestinian Yeshiva 

from Tiberias was the only factor that brought about the loss of 

the oral Tiberian reading tradition. Another factor is likely to 

have been that it was transmitted by a very small number of elite 

practitioners. A related issue was that the conservative Tiberian 

tradition and its highly careful orthoepic features deviated in 

various ways from the spoken vernacular languages of the Jewish 

communities. The Palestinian pronunciation of Hebrew, by 

contrast, was very widely used and was closer to the vernacular. 

As remarked, the vowel system of the Palestinian pronunciation 

had its roots in that of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, which was 

the vernacular of the Jews in the early Islamic period. When the 

Jews of the region adopted Arabic as their vernacular, this 

rapidly had an impact on the Palestinian pronunciation tradition. 

In regions where the Arabic dialects did not have interdental 

fricatives (θ and ð), for example, there is evidence that already 

in the Middle Ages the Hebrew consonants tav and dalet came to 

be pronounced as stops (t and d) in all contexts (§I.4.2.) (Khan 

1997).  



 Introduction 111 

Developments in the transmission of the Qurʾān in the tenth 

century may also have had an impact on the fate of the Tiberian 

reading tradition. At this period an official policy, endorsed by 

the ruling ʿAbbāsid régime, was instigated by the scholar Ibn 

Mujāhid (d. 324 A.H./936 C.E.) to reduce the number of reading 

traditions of the Qurʾān.137 Before the time of Ibn Mujāhid, a very 

large number of reading traditions of the Qurʾān existed. Many 
of these were transmitted by only a small number of readers. As 

a result of the activity of Ibn Mujāhid, the traditions with 

restricted numbers of transmitters were eliminated in favour of 

seven canonical traditions that had wide levels of transmission. 

Some of the smaller traditions that were lost exhibited unusual 

features that deviated from normal Arabic usage. One example of 

such non-canonical readings (šawādhdh) that is of particular 

interest in light of the discussion above concerning the orthoepic 

extension of dagesh forte to all contexts in Tiberian Hebrew 

(§I.0.11.) is the practice of some Qurʾān readers to geminate a 
consonant after a preceding vowelless consonant, e.g.  ُف  يخَْط ِّ
yakhṭṭifu ‘it takes away’ (Q 2.20).138 This process of obsolescence 

of traditions with small numbers of transmitters and with 

features that deviated from normal Arabic usage, which took 

place in the Islamic world in the tenth century, could have 

influenced the transmission of the Hebrew Bible at that period, 

                                                 
137 Ibn Mujāhid, Kitāb al-Sabʿa fī al-Qirāʾāt (ed. Cairo, 1972), Nöldeke et 

al. (1938, 155–56). 

138 This is recorded in the collection of shawādhdh by Ibn Khālawayh (d. 

370/980), Mukhtaṣar fī Shawādhdh al-Qurʾān min Kitāb al-Badīʿ (ed. 

Bergsträsser, 1934, 3). 
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whereby the continuation of the Tiberian oral reading was 

disfavoured due to the small number of readers. 

After the loss of the orally transmitted Tiberian pronun-

ciation and its textualization as a historical relic in the written 

signs, readers and teachers of the Hebrew Bible were obliged to 

interpret the sign system as it was received. Many features of the 

Tiberian pronunciation that are not discernible in the sign system 

fell into complete oblivion. These include the orthoepic features 

I have described above, such as the extended dagesh forte reading. 

In the later Middle Ages, the standard Tiberian sign system was 

a graphic fossil that reflected an extinct tradition that was 

different from the pronunciation traditions of the various 

communities. In some cases, however, the reading was adapted 

to the sign system. A conspicuous example of this is the 

development of Biblical reading in late medieval Ashkenaz. 

The distribution of vowel signs in manuscripts from medi-

eval Ashkenaz dating to the twelfth and thirteenth centuries 

reflects a five-vowel system, in which no distinction is made 

between qameṣ and pataḥ, nor between ṣere and segol.139 This in-

dicates that at that period the pronunciation of the Ashkenazi 

communities still had the original Palestinian five vowel system. 

By the middle of the fourteenth century, a new vowel system 

evolved in the Ashkenazi tradition of Hebrew, in which there was 

a distinction in pronunciation between qameṣ and pataḥ and 

between ṣere and segol. One of the main causes of this change in 

the vowel system was the occurrence of vowel shifts in the dia-

lects of German that were spoken by the Jews. In the twelfth 

                                                 
139 Eldar (1978). 
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century, a number of German dialects, including Yiddish, 

developed a labio-velar pronunciation (in some [o] and in others 

[u]) of Middle High German [aː] as well as of [a] in an open 

syllable. This shift found its way into the Hebrew component of 

Yiddish. Since, however, words of Hebrew origin were 

assimilated into Yiddish at an earlier period, in which there were 

no quantitative distinctions (between long and short a), this shift 

only affected cases of [a] in an open syllable. In Hebrew words 

that met the criteria for the shift to [o] or [u], a lengthened [a] 

in open syllables mostly corresponded to historical qameṣ, e.g., 

[poter] (= פָטוּר) ‘released’, [boro] (=בָרָא) ‘he created’, [dvorim] 

(= בָרִיםד   ) ‘words’, and in a few cases also to historical pataḥ, as 

in [noxem] (=נַחוּם) ‘Nahum’, [kadoxes] (=קַדַחַת) ‘fever’. In the 

thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, Yiddish began to develop a 

diphthongized articulation of long [eː] in an open syllable. The 

shift [eː] > [ei] or [ai] entered the Hebrew component of Yiddish 

as a reflection of ṣere (in an open syllable), as in [eyme] (=אֵימָה) 

‘terror’, [breyšis] (=רֵאשִית  in the beginning’ and also as a‘ (ב 

reflection of segol (in an open syllable) in a small group of words 

that were pronounced in Yiddish as if they were vocalized with 

ṣere, e.g., [meylex] (= =) king’, [keyver]‘ (  ךְל  מ   רב  ק   ) ‘grave’, etc. 

The variations between [o] and [u], on the one hand, and [ei] 

and [ai], on the other, in Ashkenazi Hebrew were reflections of 

the local dialects of Yiddish. At approximately the same period 

as these vowel shifts took place in the vernacular dialects, the 

scribes in Ashkenaz began to make an association between the 

newly developed vowel distinctions and the Tiberian vowel signs. 
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What is of particular interest is that in the biblical reading tradi-

tion mismatches between the sign system and the pronunciation 

were adjusted, e.g. pataḥ was always read with the [a] quality, 

even where it was pronounced as [o] or [u] due to the sound shift 

of [a] in stressed open syllables in the Hebrew component of Yid-

dish, e.g. [kadoxes] (=קַדַחַת). The written sign system, therefore, 

had an impact on the biblical reading tradition, in that there was 

an attempt to assign a particular phonetic value to each sign.140  

This development of the Ashkenazi reading in the late 

Middle Ages reflects the primacy of the authority of the written 

sign system over the oral reading tradition. Such a phenomenon 

should be contrasted with the situation in the Masoretic period, 

when the oral Tiberian reading tradition of particular Masoretes 

had primary authority and the sign system underwent a constant 

adaptation to reflect it. 

We may identify a typological parallel here between the 

developments after the destruction of the Second Temple and 

those that occurred after the demise of the Tiberian Masoretic 

school. Before the destruction of the Temple, there was a 

stabilized proto-Masoretic text within a pluriformity of other 

textual traditions. After the destruction of the Temple the 

prestigious proto-Masoretic text gained general acceptance. The 

diversity reflected by the pluriform biblical manuscripts from 

Qumran was replaced by a uniform prestigious text that was read 

with a pluriformity of oral reading traditions, of which one, the 

Tiberian tradition, was regarded as the most prestigious. After 

the dispersal of the Tiberian school, the pluriform written 

                                                 
140 Weinreich (1965), Eldar (2013). 
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vocalization sign systems reflecting the different oral reading 

traditions were gradually replaced by a uniform prestigious 

vocalization system that was read with a pluriformity of oral 

reading traditions. In both cases, there was a punctuation in 

Jewish society involving the loss of a central prestigious body 

that was responsible for the stabilization of the transmission of 

the Hebrew Bible. In the first century C.E., this was the des-

truction of Temple. In the tenth century C.E., it was the loss of 

the Tiberian Masoretic school. In both cases, after the ongoing 

activity of stabilization ceased, the tradition reached completion 

and became fossilized. In both cases, the written tradition, of the 

text or of the vocalization system respectively, gained general 

acceptance.  

I.0.13. SOURCES FOR THE TIBERIAN PRONUNCIATION 

TRADITION 

The early model Tiberian Bible codices are an important starting 

point for the reconstruction of the Tiberian pronunciation 

tradition. Various additional sources, however, are crucial for 

establishing many aspects of pronunciation that are not 

discernible in these codices. In this section, we shall review these 

additional sources. 

I.0.13.1. Masoretic Treatises 

A number of important details relating to pronunciation can be 

found in a variety of treatises written by Tiberian Masoretes or 

by scholars close to their circle who had direct access to the 

Tiberian Masoretic tradition.  
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A number of early Masoretic treatises that are written in 

rhymed Hebrew and preserved mainly at the end of the medieval 

Tiberian Bible codices contain material relating to pronunciation. 

Many of these were published by Baer and Strack (1879). They 

relate to selected issues concerning vocalization and accents, 

particularly the shewa and gaʿya. In some cases, they go beyond 

description and offer explanatory rules for differences based on 

their context of occurrence. Some of the Hebrew texts gathered 

by Baer and Strack, furthermore, concern topics relating to 

grammatical theory, such as the classification of consonants 

according to their points of articulation, or according to whether 

they are ‘radical’ or ‘servile’ letters, the distinction between 
construct and absolute forms, the distinction between contextual 

and pausal forms, and verbal tenses. 

Baer and Strack attributed the majority of the texts in their 

corpus to a Masoretic treatise known as Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (see 

below for meaning) by the Masorete Aharon ben Asher (tenth 

century), although they did not clearly delineate the scope of the 

treatise. Dotan (1967) made a thorough study of such texts and 

concluded that the original treatise of Ben Asher contained 

twenty-six sections, which are reproduced in a fixed order in 

some manuscripts. Other sections, of unknown authorship, were 

subsequently added to these in various manuscripts. The work 

was not intended as a systematic collection of rules relating to 

the accents, but only as a treatment of selected details that were 

regarded as potentially problematic. This is reflected by the name 

of the work Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim, which can be rendered ‘The Fine 
Details of the Accents’. The work also includes discussions of 
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some aspects of vocalization, in particular of the shewa. Dotan 

argues that Aharon ben Asher incorporated some of the material 

of Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim from earlier Masoretic collections. This 

probably explains why the work is in Hebrew, since in the tenth 

century Masoretic treatises were generally written in Arabic. The 

source material for the work is likely to have been composed in 

the ninth century. 

A number of Arabic Masoretic treatises are extant that are 

datable to the tenth century. Most of these concern the biblical 

reading tradition and its phonological principles. In some cases, 

a number of the technical terms and even sections of the text 

itself are in Hebrew. These Hebrew elements may be regarded as 

vestiges from the earlier Hebrew tradition of Masoretic treatises. 

Some of the texts datable to the tenth century include treatises 

on vowels and the shewa, such as those identified by Allony as 

Kitāb al-Muṣawwitāt ‘The Book of Vowels’ (Allony 1963) and 

Seder ha-Simanim ‘The Order of Signs’ (Allony 1965). These two 

treatises offer explanations for the distinction between vowels 

based on factors such context and placement of stress, and 

develop many of the topics that are found in the Diqduqe ha-

Ṭeʿamim. In some cases, the explanations for distinctions in 

vowels is correlated with semantic distinctions, which is a level 

of functional explanation not found in earlier texts. The 

functional concern of the work is also clear in the title of one of 

the extant sections of the text ʿilal al-muṣawwitāt ‘the reasons for 
the vowels’ (Morag 2003, 251–52). An Arabic treatise devoted to 

the shewa that is datable to the tenth century was published by 

Levy (1936). This develops an analysis of the shewa based on a 
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theory of syllable structure. The treatise warns that mistakes in 

reading shewa can lead to the corruption of the form of words 

and, in general, has a pedagogical tone. This reflects the fact that 

the correct transmission of the Tiberian reading still depended on 

a tradition of teaching even after the details of the Tiberian Ma-

sora had been committed to writing (Eldar 1994, 3–8; Khan 

2012, 3–4). 

Allony (1973) published a fragment of an Arabic treatise 

on consonants, which he attributed to ʿ Eli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir. 

This also appears to be datable to the tenth century. The extant 

text is concerned mainly with the pronunciation of the letter resh. 

A remarkable feature of this text is the reference by the author to 

the fact that he undertook fieldwork in the streets of Tiberias to 

verify his analysis of the resh in Tiberian reading, on the grounds 

that resh had the same pronunciation in the local speech of the 

(Jewish) inhabitants of Tiberias: “I spent a long time sitting in 
the squares of Tiberias and its streets listening to the speech of 

the common people, investigating the language and its principles, 

seeing whether anything that I had established was overturned 

or any of my opinions proved to be false, in what was uttered 

with regard to Hebrew and Aramaic etc., that is the language of 

the Targum, for it resembles Hebrew ... and it turned out to be 

correct and accurate”. The interpretation of this is not completely 
clear. The Aramaic mentioned by the author could have been 

vernacular Aramaic that was still spoken in Tiberias at the time. 

The Hebrew must have been the recitation of Hebrew liturgy or 

the occurrence of a ‘Hebrew component’ (Hebrew words and 
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phrases) within vernacular speech. Drory (1988, 33–35) sug-

gested that this report of fieldwork may have been an imitation 

of the topos in the medieval Arabic grammatical literature of 

verifying grammatical phenomena by carrying out fieldwork 

among the Bedouin Arabs, who were deemed to be speakers of 

‘pure Arabic’, the inhabitants of Tiberias being the corresponding 

tradents of pure Hebrew. A Hebrew treatise concerning the resh 

is found also in the corpus published by Baer and Strack (1879, 

§7), in which it is likewise stated that this pronunciation existed 

in the conversational speech of the common people (  קשור והוא
 ובפי והנשים האנשים בפי והוא בשיחתם ישיחו ואם במקרא יקראו אם בלשונם

 it is on their tongues, whether they read the Bible or‘ הטף

converse in their conversation, in the mouths of men, women, 

and children’). 
The authorship of these works on Tiberian pronunciation 

cannot be established with certainty, although Allony, who 

published many of them, attributed them to various medieval 

scholars who are known from other sources. In most cases, there 

is no decisive evidence for these attributions and they should be 

treated with caution (Eldar 1986). It has been argued by Eldar 

(1988) that the treatise on the shewa published by Levy (1936) 

and Kitāb al-Muṣawwitāt ‘The Book of Vowels’ published by 
Allony (1963) are parts of the same work. 

An important work composed in the eleventh century was 

the Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ ‘The Guide for the Reader’. This work was 
studied in detail by Eldar, who published sections of it (see, in 

particular, Eldar 1994 and the references cited there). It can be 

classified as a Masoretic treatise, although, unlike the treatises 
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discussed above, the Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ was composed several dec-

ades after the time in which the final Tiberian Masoretic 

authorities, Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, were active. Its author 

was the Karaite grammarian ʾAbū al-Faraj Hārūn, who was based 

in Jerusalem in the first half of the eleventh century (Khan 2003). 

Although he did not have direct contact with the Masoretes of 

the tenth century, he did have access to teachers of the Tiberian 

reading tradition, who could still be found in Palestine in the 

eleventh century, in addition to the Masoretic treatises of earlier 

generations. ʾAbū al-Faraj produced the work in a long and a 

short version. The long version, which was composed first, 

contains more expansive theoretical discussions. The short 

version became more popular, as is reflected by the greater 

number of extant manuscripts. The work presents a systematic 

description of the consonants, vowels (including shewa), and 

accents. It was divided into three parts, part one being devoted 

to the consonants, part two to the vowels, and part three to the 

accents. The Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ was conveyed beyond the confines 

of Palestine to Yemen and to Europe. The long version was 

transmitted to Yemen, probably in the thirteenth century. Two 

abridgements were made of this in Yemen, one in Arabic (ed. 

Neubauer 1891) and one in Hebrew (ed. Derenbourg 1871). Each 

of these was known as Maḥberet ha-Tījān ‘The Composition of the 
Crowns’, since they were copied at the beginning of Bible codices 
known as ‘crowns’ (Arabic tījān) (Eldar 1994, 15–16).141 The 

short version of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ found its way to central Europe 

                                                 
141 Another derivative Arabic version was published in Ginbsburg’s 
(1885, 43-51) corpus of Masoretic material. 
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and two full Hebrew translations were made of it. One was made 

in Mainz and was given the title Horayat ha-Qore ‘Guide for the 
Reader’ in the manuscripts, the earliest being datable to the 

thirteenth century. The other translation was given the title 

Tokhen ʿEzra ‘The Ruling of Ezra’ in a manuscript dated 1145 and 
the title Ṭaʿame ha-Miqra ‘The Accents of the Bible’ in a 
manuscript dated 1285–1287. Both copies were made in Italy. In 

the version entitled Ṭaʿame ha-Miqra the work is erroneously 

attributed to the Spanish grammarian Yehudah ibn Balʿam (Busi 

1984; Eldar 1994, 16–18).  

The sections on the consonants and vowels in Hidāyat al-
Qāriʾ are of great importance for the reconstruction of the 

Tiberian pronunciation tradition. This applies in particular to the 

original Arabic long and short versions. So far, no full edition of 

these is available. I have, therefore, included a critical edition of 

the sections on consonants and vowels of the Arabic versions of 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ together with a facing English translation as a 

supplementary volume to this book. Eldar (2018) has recently 

published the section on the accents from the Arabic versions. 

I.0.13.2. Masoretic Notes 

The Masoretic notes in the margins of Bible codices occasionally 

contain information about the pronunciation of the reading tra-

dition that supplements what is encoded in the vocalization sign 

system. This applies in particular to notes that relate to vowel 

length. The Masoretic note חטף ‘short’, for example, occurs in 

places where there may be some doubt as to whether a vowel is 

long or short, as in: 
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L: ה רָ֕ ל  חטף  :remember!’ (2 Chron. 6.42). Masoretic note‘ זָכ 
 ,’the only form in the book in which the vowel is short‘ בסיפ  
i.e. it is an imperative with a short qameṣ and not a 3fs. past 

verbal form, which would have had a long qames. 

A: וֹת ב   חטף :ten thousands of’ (Deut. 33.17). Masoretic note‘ רִב 

‘short’, i.e. the ḥireq is short here, in contrast to cases with 

gaʿya, such as ב֖וֹת ב   in which the ḥireq is ,(Num. 10.36) רִָּֽ

long. 

I.0.13.3. Karaite Transcriptions of the Hebrew Bible 

into Arabic Script 

In the tenth and eleventh centuries C.E., many Karaite scribes in 

the Middle East used Arabic script not only to write the Arabic 

language but also to transcribe Hebrew. Such Hebrew texts in 

Arabic transcription were predominantly Hebrew Bible texts. 

These were sometimes written as separate manuscripts contain-

ing continuous Bible texts. Some manuscripts in Arabic script 

contain collections of Biblical verses for liturgical purposes. Ara-

bic transcriptions of verses from the Hebrew Bible or individual 

Biblical Hebrew words were, in many cases, embedded within 

Karaite Arabic works, mainly of an exegetical nature, but also in 

works of other intellectual genres. Several Karaite Arabic works 

also contain Arabic transcriptions of extracts from Rabbinic He-

brew texts (Tirosh-Becker 2011). The Karaites transcribed into 

Arabic script only texts with an oral reading tradition, as was the 

case with the Hebrew Bible and Rabbinic texts in the Middle 

Ages. The transcriptions reflect, in principle, these oral traditions. 

It is for this reason that the transcription of the Hebrew Bible 
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represents the qere (the orally transmitted reading tradition of 

the text) rather than the ketiv (the written tradition) (Khan 

1992b). 

Most of the known manuscripts containing Karaite tran-

scriptions of Hebrew into Arabic script are found in the British 

Library (Khan 1993), the Firkovitch collections of the National 

Library of Russia in St. Petersburg (Harviainen 1993a), and in the 

Cairo Genizah collections (Khan 1990a). These manuscripts em-

anate from Palestinian circles of Karaites or Karaites in Egypt 

who had migrated to Egypt from Palestine after the capture of 

Jerusalem by the Crusaders in 1099. The majority of them were 

written in the tenth and eleventh centuries. Most of the transcrip-

tions of Biblical Hebrew reflect the Tiberian reading tradition. 

The transcriptions, therefore, are an important source for the re-

construction of this reading tradition. The Karaites represented a 

movement within Judaism and were closely associated with the 

Tiberian Masoretes (§I.0.4.). The tradition of Biblical Hebrew re-

flected by their texts is not a separate communal tradition com-

parable, for example, to that of the Samaritans.  

The Karaite Hebrew grammarians of the tenth and eleventh 

centuries were, in general, concerned with the reading tradition 

(qere) reflected by the Tiberian vocalization signs and showed 

little concern for the orthography of the written text (ketiv) (Khan 

2000b; 2003; 2013b). The Karaite al-Qirqisānī, in his discussions 

of the bases of authority for the Hebrew Bible, contended that 

the ultimate authoritative source was the reading tradition of the 

people of Palestine (by which he meant Tiberias), rather than the 

written form of the text with orthographic inconsistencies. One 
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of his justifications was that the reading tradition had been 

transmitted by the whole community (ʾumma) since the time of 

the prophets whereas the written orthography had been 

transmitted on the authority of small circles of scribes, which is, 

therefore, more liable to corruption or wilful change (Khan 

1990c). The Arabic transcription texts can be understood most 

easily as a reflection of the priority that the Karaites gave to the 

reading tradition. 

I.0.13.4. Grammatical and Lexicographical Texts 

Some of the early works on Hebrew grammar were written by 

scholars who had knowledge of the pronunciation of Hebrew in 

the Tiberian reading tradition. All these were written in the 

Middle East in the tenth and eleventh centuries at the end of the 

Masoretic period. As has been remarked, the grammarians of 

Spain did not have direct access to the Tiberian reading tradition, 

despite their extensive discussion of vocalization and phonology 

in a number of their works.  

The grammatical works written by grammarians with a 

knowledge of the Tiberian reading tradition can be classified into 

the works of Saadya Gaon and the works of Karaites. 

The grammatical writings of Saadya contain elements 

taken from the Masoretic tradition (Dotan 1997). After leaving 

Egypt, Saadya spent a few years in Tiberias studying with the 

Masoretes. According to Dotan, he composed his main grammar 

book (Kitāb Faṣīḥ Lughat al-ʿIbrāniyyīn ‘The Book of the Eloquence 
of the Language of the Hebrews, also known as Kutub al-Lugha 
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‘Books of the Language’) while he was in Tiberias during the sec-

ond decade of the tenth century. The surviving sections of the 

work include not only treatments of grammatical inflection and 

word structure, but also several chapters relating to the Tiberian 

reading tradition. The material for some of these has clearly been 

incorporated from the Masoretic tradition and direct parallels can 

be found in the extant Masoretic treatises, such as Diqduqe ha-

Ṭeʿamim (Dotan 1997, 34–36). Dotan, indeed, suggests that one 

of the missing chapters may have been concerned specifically 

with accents. We may say that Saadya’s grammar book is not a 
product of collaboration with the Masoretes or a complementary 

expansion of the scope of Masoretic teaching, but rather was in-

tended to stand apart from the Masoretic tradition. 

The grammatical texts written by the Karaites, on the other 

hand, reflect a closer association with Masoretic activities, in that 

they were intended to complement the Masoretic treatises rather 

than incorporate elements from them. Several grammatical 

works have come down to us that were written by Karaite schol-

ars who had direct access to the Tiberian reading tradition. These 

can be divided into works reflecting the early Karaite grammati-

cal tradition and those written by the grammarian ʾAbū al-Faraj 

Hārūn together with texts dependent on ʾAbū al-Faraj’s works. 
The main source for the early Karaite grammatical tradition is 

the grammatical commentary on the Bible of ʾAbū Yaʿqūb Yūsuf 
ibn Nūḥ, known as the Diqduq, which was composed in Jerusalem 

the second half of the tenth century. ʾAbū al-Faraj’s works are 
datable to the first half the eleventh century and were, likewise, 

written in Jerusalem (Khan 2003). The Diqduq of Ibn Nūḥ 



126 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

contains some discussion of pronunciation and accents, but this 

is usually related to some issue regarding linguistic form. The 

Diqduq was intended, it seems, to complement such treatises as 

Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim, the exclusive concern of which was 

pronunciation and accents. 

ʾAbū al-Faraj Hārūn ibn Faraj wrote several works on the 

Hebrew language. The largest of these is a comprehensive work 

on Hebrew morphology and syntax consisting of eight parts 

entitled al-Kitāb al-Mushtamil ʿalā al-ʾUṣūl wa-l-Fuṣūl fī al-Lugha 

al-ʿIbrāniyya ‘The Comprehensive Book of General Principles and 
Particular Rules of the Hebrew Language’ (Bacher 1895b; Khan 

2003). ʾAbū al-Faraj subsequently wrote a short version of this 

entitled al-Kitāb al-Kāfī fī al-Lugha al-ʿIbrāniyya ‘The Sufficient 
Book concerning the Hebrew Language’, the entire text of which 
has been edited with an English translation (Khan, Gallego, and 

Olszowy-Schlanger 2003). The works of ʾAbū al-Faraj were 

radically different from the Diqduq of Ibn Nūḥ in their approach. 

There was, nevertheless, a certain degree of continuity of 

grammatical thought from the teachings of the earlier Karaite 

grammarians in the works of ʾAbū al-Faraj, which can be found 

especially in some of his theories of morphological structure. This 

continuity can be identified also in the scope of his grammatical 

works and their complementarity to the Masoretic treatises. The 

subject matter of al-Kitāb al-Mushtamil and his other grammatical 

works includes mainly the description of morphology and syntax. 

There is no systematic description of pronunciation or the 

accents. As we have seen, ʾAbū al-Faraj devoted a separate work 

to this topic, viz. the Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ ‘The Guide for the Reader’. 
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This was intended by him to complement his work on grammar. 

It was conceived as a continuity of earlier Masoretic treatises on 

pronunciation and accents, which were among his sources, as 

ʾAbū al-Faraj states in his introduction to the work. Thus the 

composition of Hidāyat al-Qāri by ʾAbū al-Faraj separately from 

his grammatical works may be explained as a continuation of the 

complementarity between grammatical and Masoretic treatises 

that existed among the Karaite grammarians of the previous 

generation (Khan 2014). 

A number of valuable observations about the Tiberian 

pronunciation tradition are found in the extensive 

lexicographical work written in Palestine in the tenth century by 

the Karaite scholar David ben Abraham al-Fāsī known as Kitāb 
Jāmiʿ al-ʾAlfāẓ ‘Book of the collection of words’ (ed. Skoss 1936). 

I.0.13.5. Commentaries on Sefer Yeṣira 

Sefer Yeṣira is a mystical work of cosmology and cosmogony that 

came to form part of the literature of the Qabbalah. It describes 

God’s creation of the world by means of the ten cosmic numbers 
(sefirot) and the twenty-two letters of the Hebrew alphabet 

(Gruenwald 1971). Scholars differ widely regarding the date of 

its composition. Gershom Scholem (1965, 158–204) believed it 

was written in Palestine in the Tannaitic period (second to third 

centuries C.E.) with some post-Talmudic additions, whereas 

Bravmann (1934, 29) and Allony (1972; 1982b; 1982a) argued 

that it was composed in the eighth or ninth century, due to the 

fact that it contains features that he identified as the result of 

influence from Arabic grammatical thought in the Islamic period. 
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The fact that Sefer Yeṣira is already referred to in the Baraita d-

Shmuel and the poems of Eleazar ha-Kallir (c. sixth century) 

(Scholem 2007, 330) suggests that such passages are later addi-

tions to the original work. Weinstock (1972) argues that a variety 

of historical layers can be identified in the text, ranging from the 

Tannaitic period until the tenth century C.E. Hayman (2004, 5) 

also identifies layers in the text, but is reluctant to accept the 

early dating of Weinstock. 

The work is extant in two main versions, one short and one 

long, without major divergences in ideas between them. On 

account of its focus on letters of the Hebrew alphabet, the work 

is of some importance for the history of the Hebrew language. It 

contains, for example, a classification of the letters according to 

their places of articulation in the mouth. It is not accurate, how-

ever, to identify the work as the first composition on Hebrew 

grammar and orthography, as was proposed by Mordell (1914). 

The inclusion of the letter resh together with תבגדכפ  in a list of 

the letters that have hard and soft realizations has been inter-

preted as reflecting a Babylonian rather than Tiberian tradition 

of pronunciation (Morag 1960). Numerous commentaries were 

written on work from the tenth century onwards, which made 

expositions of its laconic and enigmatic text. It is in some of these 

commentaries that one can find information about the Tiberian 

reading tradition. The two extant commentaries that are relevant 

in this respect are those of Saadya Gaon and Dunash ibn Tamīm, 

both written in the tenth century in Arabic. Saadya wrote a phil-

osophical commentary on the long version of Sefer Yeṣira in 931 
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when he was Gaon in Iraq (ed. Lambert 1891). As has been re-

marked, Saadya was familiar with the Tiberian reading tradition 

and makes reference to it in several places in this commentary. 

ʾAbū Sahl Dunash ibn Tamīm made a commentary on the short 
version in 955/6 in Kairouan. Fragments of the Arabic original 

have been discovered in the Genizah (Vajda 1954; 1963). Several 

later revisions were made, mainly in Hebrew (e.g. ed. Grossberg 

1902). The commentary is apparently based on the lectures of 

Dunash’s teacher, Isaac Israeli, who is said to have known the 

Tiberian reading tradition.  

I.0.13.6. Non-Standard Tiberian Systems of 

Vocalization 

There are a variety of extant medieval manuscripts of the Hebrew 

Bible that are vocalized with Tiberian signs but do not follow the 

standard Tiberian system of vocalization. These manuscripts 

exhibit numerous differences among themselves, though certain 

tendencies are observable. Some of the differences from the 

standard Tiberian vocalization can be interpreted as reflecting 

stages of development different from the one exhibited by the 

standard system, some more primitive and some more advanced, 

in particular in the use of the dagesh, rafe, shewa and ḥaṭef 
signs.142 Other differences from standard Tiberian reflect a 

different pronunciation tradition, the most conspicuous feature 

being the interchange of segol and ṣere, on the one hand, and 

pataḥ and qameṣ, on the other. Manuscripts exhibiting such 

interchanges have been interpreted as reflecting the Palestinian 

                                                 
142 See Khan (1991, 856; 2017b). 
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pronunciation tradition, since similar interchanges are found in 

manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization. The interchanges are, 

however, inconsistent across the extant manuscripts and they 

appear to reflect a variety of types of pronunciation with minor 

differences. 

The Non-Standard Tiberian type of vocalization has been 

found in biblical manuscripts written in medieval Europe, in both 

Ashkenaz and Italy.143 The best known European biblical 

manuscript of this type is Codex Reuchlinianus, written in Karls-

ruhe in 1105 CE.144 A range of manuscripts with Non-Standard 

Tiberian vocalization that were written in the Middle East were 

discovered in the Cairo Genizah by Kahle (1930, vol. 2), who 

published descriptions of some of them. Descriptions of other 

Genizah fragments were subsequently made by other scholars, in 

particular Díez Macho (1956; 1963; 1971), Murtonen (1961) and 

Revell (1969). Further work has been carried out by Blapp (2017; 

2018) and Arrant (2020) on the Bible fragments with Non-Stand-

ard Tiberian vocalization from the Genizah at the University of 

Cambridge. 

The wide distribution of the non-standard type of Tiberian 

vocalization in many medieval manuscripts written in Europe led 

Kahle to believe that it must have been associated with a major 

                                                 
143 See Sperber (1956-1959). Additional manuscripts of this type from 

Italy are described by Pilocane (2004). 

144 Cod. Reuchlin 3 of the Badische Landesbibliothek in Karlsruhe; cf. 

Sperber (1956-1959), Morag (1959). This type of vocalization is also 

found in liturgical manuscripts from medieval Ashkenaz (Eldar 1978) 

and some manuscripts of the Mishnah (Heijmans 2013b). 
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stream of Masoretic tradition that is traceable in the Masoretic 

sources. A common feature of the manuscripts is the vocalization 

with ḥireq before yod in contexts such as רָאֵל  where standard לִיש 

Tiberian generally has shewa followed by yod with ḥireq (רָאֵל יִש   .(ל 
As we have seen, this is recorded in Masoretic treatises as a dis-

tinctive practice of Ben Naftali. For this reason, Kahle held that 

this vocalization type was associated with the tradition of Ben 

Naftali.145 In reality, however, the manuscripts with Non-Stand-

ard Tiberian vocalization contain numerous features that are not 

attributed to Ben Naftali or Ben Asher in the Masoretic lists, such 

as the extended use of dagesh and rafe and the interchange of 

qameṣ and pataḥ, on the one hand, and segol and ṣere, on the 

other. The attribution of the system to the Ben Naftali school was 

subsequently followed by Prijs (1957). Díez Macho (1956; 1963) 

maintained that the vocalization had its roots in the Ben Naftali 

school but had undergone further development, and so he terms 

it ‘Pseudo-Ben Naftali’. Morag (1959) argues against the attribu-

tion of the system to the Ben Naftali school and terms it ‘Fuller 
Palestinian’. Dotan (2007, 645) believed that the vocalization 

was a continuation of the Palestinian vocalization. Allony (1964) 

termed the vocalization ‘Palestino-Tiberian’ on account of the 
fact that in many cases, as remarked, they reflect a Palestinian 

type of pronunciation. It is known that this type of pronunciation 

existed in medieval Ashkenaz before the fourteenth century. The 

term Palestino-Tiberian has been widely accepted (Eldar 1978; 

                                                 
145 He was following in this respect the identification by Delitzsch of the 

non-standard features of the Codex Reuchlinianus with the Ben Naftali 

tradition; see Baer and Delitzsch (1890, ix) and Ginsburg (1897, 640).  
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Heijmans 2013b). Yeivin (1980; 1983), however, preferred the 

term ‘Extended Tiberian,’ on account of the fact that the vocali-
zation system in many of the manuscripts extends some of the 

principles found in the standard Tiberian vocalization, such as 

the use of the dagesh, rafe and ḥaṭef signs. It is this development 

of principles of standard Tiberian vocalization as well as the 

reflection of these principles in a less advanced stage of 

development in the corpus of Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts 

that will be of particular interest to us in this book. I shall refer 

to the various vocalization systems of this type by the generic 

term Non-Standard Tiberian, following Blapp (2017, 2018) and 

Arrant (2020). 

Despite the wide attestation of the Non-Standard Tiberian 

system of vocalization in manuscripts written in the Middle East 

that are preserved in the Genizah and in manuscripts written 

Europe in the High Middle Ages, in both Ashkenaz and Italy,146 it 

never had the same status as the standard Tiberian system and it 

eventually fell into disuse. The existence of large numbers of 

manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization indicates 

that during the Masoretic period and for a period of time 

immediately following it, a pluriformity of Tiberian vocalization 

existed. Within this pluriformity the standard Tiberian system 

was regarded as the most prestigious, due to its association with 

the oral traditions of the Masoretic authorities, but there was no 

systematic attempt to replace the Non-Standard Tiberian sign 

systems. Indeed many of the manuscripts with Non-Standard 

                                                 
146 See Sperber (1956-1959). Additional manuscripts of this type from 

Italy are described by Pilocane (2004). 
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Tiberian vocalization have a monumental codicological form 

(Arrant 2020). It was only after the primary base of authority 

passed from the oral traditions of the Masoretes to the written 

vocalization that textualized these traditions that the standard 

Tiberian vocalization gradually began to replace the Non-Stand-

ard Tiberian sign systems, and indeed also other non-Tiberian 

sign systems.  

I.0.13.7. The Tiberian Reading Tradition in 

Babylonian Vocalization 

As remarked (§I.0.9.), due to the prestige of the Tiberian reading 

tradition, there was a tendency for other reading traditions to 

converge with it. As a result, non-Tiberian systems of 

vocalization were sometimes used in manuscripts to represent the 

Tiberian tradition. The vocalization in such manuscripts cast 

light on several aspects of Tiberian pronunciation. Of particular 

importance are manuscripts that represent the Tiberian tradition 

with a system of Babylonian signs known as ‘compound 
Babylonian vocalization’. The ‘compound system’ of Babylonian 
vocalization distinguished between long and short vowels, in that 

it marked short vowels in open and closed syllables by the use of 

different signs from those used to indicate long vowels. This sys-

tem, therefore, is helpful for the reconstruction of vowel length. 

The longest and best known extant manuscript that represents 

the Tiberian reading with this compound system of Babylonian 

signs is the manuscript I Firkovitch Evr. I B 3 of the National 

Library of Russia, which is generally known as Codex Babyloni-

cus Petropolitanus. This was published in facsimile by Strack 
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(1876) and is a major source for the reconstruction of Tiberian 

pronunciation (see, for example, A. Ben-David 1957a).  

I.0.13.8. Tiberian Signs Used to Represent Other 

Languages 

In the Middle Ages, Tiberian vocalization signs were used in 

manuscripts written in a variety of Jewish languages other than 

the canonical biblical languages of Hebrew and Aramaic. Those 

emanating from the medieval Middle East include manuscripts in 

Judaeo-Arabic (Blau and Hopkins 1985; Khan 1992a; 2010; 

2017a), Judaeo-Persian (Shaked 1985, 35–37) and Judaeo-Greek 

(de Lange 1996). Of particular importance in this context are the 

medieval vocalized Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts, since many of 

these reflect the use of the vocalization signs with the phonetic 

and syllabic value that they had in the Tiberian reading tradition. 

This indicates that they were written when the Tiberian 

pronunciation was still a living tradition. Many of these vocalized 

Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts have been preserved in the Cairo 

Genizah. The vowel signs in vocalized Judaeo-Arabic manu-

scripts from the later Middle Ages, by contrast, do not reflect the 

Tiberian pronunciation, since by that period it had fallen into 

oblivion.  



I.1. CONSONANTS

I.1.1. ʾALEF (א) אָלֶף 

Glottal plosive [ʔ] 
Consonantal ʾalef occurs in the following contexts: 

In the onset of a syllable at the beginning of a word, e.g. 

ר ים ,he said’ (Gen. 3.16)‘ ̟[ʔɔːˈmaːaʀ] אָמ ַ֗ ִ֑  [ʔɛloːˈhiːim] אֱלֹה 

‘God’ (Gen. 1.1). 
In the onset of a syllable in the middle of a word after a 

silent shewa, e.g. ׁש ַ֣ בְא  י   ’and it became foul‘ [vaɟɟivˈʔaːaʃ] ו 
(Exod. 7.21). 

In the onset of a syllable in the middle of a word after a 

vowel, a ḥaṭef vowel or vocalic shewa, e.g. ּיאו ִ֑  [jɔːˈviːʔuː]  יָב 
‘they bring’ (Exod. 16.5), ָ֖ זֶרְך  ’I gird you‘ [ʔaʔazzɛrˁˈχɔː] אֲא 
(Isa. 45.5) ד  .very’ (Gen. 1.31)‘ [moˈʔoːoð] מְא ִ֑

In the coda of a syllable in the middle of a word, e.g. ר יֶאְס ֹ֤  ו 
[vaɟɟɛʔˈsoːorˁ] ‘and he tied’ (Gen. 46.29). 

In the Standard Tiberian tradition consonantal ʾalef in the 

middle of a word between vowels is marked with dagesh in four 

places: 

(i) יאּוּ ִ֥ יָב  ל֛וָֹ֖ו   ‘and they brought to him’ (Gen. 43.26) 

(ii) יאּוּ יָב ִ֨ נוָּ֖ו  לָָ֜  ‘and they brought to us’ (Ezra 8.18) 

(iii) יאּוּ ַ֣ לֶַ֣חֶםָ֖׀ָ֖תָב   ‘you shall bring bread’ (Lev. 23.17) 

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.01
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(iv) ּו אָ֖רֻאּּֽ  they were not seen’ (Job 33.21)‘ ל ַ֣

These four cases are specified in Masoretic treatises and Maso-

retic notes. They are referred to, for example, in the Masoretic 

treatise Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ:1 
It has been said that dagesh is placed in ʾalef in some 

specific places in Scripture, namely in the following four 

cases: ּיאּו ִ֥ יָב  הָ֖ל֛וָֹ֖ו  נְחִָ֥ מ  אֶת־ה   ‘and they brought him the present’ 
(Gen. 43.26), ּיאּו יָב ִ֙ נוָּ֖ו  ינוָּ֖לָָ֜ ד־אֱלֹה ִ֙ כְי   ‘and they brought to us by 

the hand of our God’ (Ezra 8.18), ם יכֶָ֜ ת  מוֹשְׁב ִ֙ יאּוָּ֖מ  ַ֣  from‘  ׀ָ֖תָב 

you dwellings you shall bring’ (Lev. 23.17), ּו יוָ֖וְשֻׁפִ֥ צְמוֹתַָ֗ אָ֖ע ַ֝ ָ֖ל ַ֣
וּ  and his bones, which were not seen, are laid bare’ (Job‘ רֻאּּֽ

33.21). 

Some examples of references to the four places in Masoretic 

notes include the following: 

ָ֖יביאו,ָ֖תנופהָ֖לחםָ֖תבטאוָ֖ממושבתיכםָ֖וסימנהוןָ֖בלישנאָ֖דגשיןָ֖אלפיןָ֖ג׳
ָ֖לאָ֖עצמותיוָ֖ושפוָ֖אחרָ֖בלשו׳ָ֖וחד,ָ֖לנוָ֖ויביאו,ָ֖בידםָ֖אשרָ֖המנחהָ֖אתָ֖לו

 ראו

There are three occurrences of ʾalef with dagesh in a 

particular lexical item (viz. derivatives of the root בוא ‘to 

come’), these being in the verses ָ֖חֶם ָ֖לֶַ֣ יאּוּ׀ ַ֣ ָ֖תָב  ם יכֶָ֜ ת  מוֹשְׁב ִ֙ מ 
ם י  ת  הָ֖שְְׁׁ֚  You shall bring from your dwellings two loaves‘ תְנוּפַָ֗

of bread to be waved’ (Lev. 23.17), ָּ֖יאּו ִ֥ יָב  הָ֖ל֛וָֹ֖ו  נְחִָ֥ מ  אֲשֶׁר־ָ֖אֶת־ה 
ם  they brought to him the present which they had in‘ בְיָדָ 

their hand’ (Gen. 43.26), ּיאּו יָב ִ֙ נוָּ֖ו  לָָ֜  ‘they brought to us’ (Ezra 

8.18), and one (case of ʾalef with dagesh) in another word, 

                                                 
1 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.2. 
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(in the verse) ּו יוָ֖וְשֻׁפִ֥ צְמוֹתַָ֗ אָ֖ע ָ֜ וָּ֖ל ַ֣ רֻאּּֽ  ‘and his bones which were 

not seen stick out’ (Job 33.21).2 

בקרי׳ָ֖דגשיןָ֖אלפיןָ֖ד׳ָ֖מןָ֖חד  

One of four ʾalefs with dagesh in Scripture.3 

These show that the occurrence of dagesh in ʾalef in these 

specific places was fixed in the Tiberian tradition. In some of the 

early Standard Tiberian codices, however, dagesh is marked in 

ʾalef also elsewhere in addition to these canonical four places. 

This applies even to L, where it occurs in the following two addi-

tional places:4 

L:  Ruth 2.10: ָ֖י יוְאָָ֖ :and I’ (A‘ וְאָּנ כ   נ כ   ) 

L: Ruth 2.11: ְיך ַ֣ יָ֖אָּב  זְב ִ֞ ע  ּֽ ת  יָ֖ :and you left your father’ (A‘ ו  זְב ִ֞ ע  ת  ו 
יךְאָָ֖ ַ֣ ב  )  

These two additional occurrences of dagesh in ʾalef in L are 

not referred to in the Masoretic notes, which indicates that they 

were not canonical in the Tiberian tradition. In the manuscript C 

there are numerous additional cases of ʾalef marked with dagesh, 

none of which are referred to in the Masoretic notes (Yeivin 

1980, 285), e.g. 

C:  Hag. 1.1: ָ֖ ּלִָ֖֙שְׁא יא  לְת   ‘Shealtiel’ (L [BHS]: ִָ֖֙ל יא  לְת   (שְׁא 

                                                 
2 Ginsburg (1880, §5), source: Masora magna in British Library, Harley 

1528 (fourteenth century, Spain). 

3 Ginsburg (1905, 2), source: Masora magna in the Second Rabbinic 

Bible (Venice 1516–17, Bomberg) to Lev. 23.17, Job 33.21 and Ezra 

8.18. 

4 I am grateful to Ben Kantor for drawing these to my attention. 
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C:  Jer. 38.12: ִָ֖֙ ּיבְלוֹא  ‘rags’ (L [BHS]: י  (בְלוֹא ִ֙

C:  Isa. 51.19: ָ֖ ּרְא ךְ ָ֖ק ּֽ י  ת ַ֔  ‘the things that befall you’ (L [BHS]: 

ךְ ָ֖ י  רְא ת ַ֔  (ק ּֽ

Ginsburg (1905, 2) draws attention to the existence of some 

Masoretic notes in European manuscripts that refer to a greater 

number of instances of dagesh in ʾalef than the canonical four. 

These must reflect the awareness of a greater extent of marking 

the dagesh in some manuscripts. 

In manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization, 

the marking of dagesh in consonantal ʾalef is very frequent. In the 

Codex Reuchlinianus this is the general rule with only a minority 

of exceptions. In the single verse Isa. 37.33, for instance, we find: 

ָֹ֖֤ ראָּמ ָ  ‘he said’ (L [BHS]: ר ֹ֤ ָ֖ ,(אֶל :L [BHS]) ’to‘ אֶּל ָ֖ ,(אָמ  וּראָּשַ֔  ‘Assyria’ 
(L [BHS]: וּר שַ֔  There is frequent marking of .(Morag 1959, 218) (א 

dagesh in ʾalef also in manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian 

manuscripts written in the Middle East. In some of the Genizah 

fragments described by Blapp (2017), for example, the marking 

is as regular as in Codex Reuchlinianus. The following are a few 

selected examples from T-S A12.1 (Blapp 2017, 83): 

וֹ  מּֽ וֹ :T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]) אּ  מּֽ  (’Prov. 29.15 ‘his mother א 
הוּ  ּֽ שְר  הוּ :T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]) אּ  ּֽ שְׁר   Prov. 29.18 ‘happy is א 

he’) 
ץ  ץ :T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]) אָָּּ֧  (’Prov. 29.20 ‘he who is hasty אַָ֣
ת  ַ֣ אֱּמ ֶ ֶ ת :T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]) בּֽ אֱמֶַ֣  (’Prov. 29.14 ‘truthfully בֶּֽ
וֹ  אַּ֗ ס ְ וֹ :T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]) כ  סְאַ֗  (’Prov. 29.14 ‘his throne כ ַ֝
רְאּוּ  וּ ׃T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]) י  רְאּֽ  (’Prov. 29.16 ‘they will see י 
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ן  יַ֣ ין :T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]) בְאּ  ַ֣  Prov. 29.18 ‘where there is בְא 

not’) 
The motivation to mark the dagesh in the four canonical 

places in the Standard Tiberian tradition was, it seems, to ensure 

that the consonantal ʾalef was pronounced correctly and was not 

slurred over (Yeivin 1978, 1980, 285). The forms ּיאּו ִ֥ יָב  ל֛וָֹ֖ו   (Gen. 

יאּוּ ,(43.26 יָב ִ֨ נוָּ֖ו  לָָ֜  (Ezra 8.18) and יאּוּ׀ָ֖לֶַ֣חֶם ַ֣ -are dis (Lev. 23.17) תָב 

tinguished from other instances of similar forms of this verb in 

the biblical corpus by having a conjunctive accent followed by a 

word with an accent on the initial syllable. This is the context in 

which deḥiq occurs when the final vowel of the first word is qameṣ 
or segol, in which there is a fast reading and compression of the 

syllable between the two accents (§I.I.2.8.1.2.). They also exhibit 

the sequence of two adjacent high vowels [iː—uː] separated by 

ʾalef. It is likely, therefore, that the consonantal ʾalef was consid-

ered to be particularly in danger of being slurred over in such a 

context. Another common feature of these three cases is the oc-

currence of the sonorant consonant lamed at the beginning of the 

second word. The ʾalef in ּו -was evidently consid (Job 33.21) רֻאּּֽ

ered to be in danger of losing its pronunciation and being read as 

a glide between the two high [uː] vowels.  

The greater number of occurrences of dagesh in ʾalef in 

some of the model Tiberian codices, especially C, reflects the ex-

tension of this principle to other cases of consonantal ʾalef that 

were considered to be at risk of being misread. Still further ex-

tension of this practice is found in some manuscripts with Non-

Standard Tiberian vocalization, in which the marking of dagesh 

has become virtually regular. 
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The question arises as to whether this dagesh in ʾ alef marked 

gemination or not. Some modern scholars have interpreted it as 

a sign to distinguish the consonantal realization of the ʾalef from 

cases where it does not have consonantal realization (e.g. Morag 

1959, 218–19, 1960, 208 n.6, 1963, 5–6). It would, therefore, be 

equivalent to a mappiq on the letter he, which distinguishes final 

consonantal he from final he that is a vowel letter, rather than a 

marker of gemination. A statement in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ appears to 

support this interpretation: 

If it were said: Surely the dagesh in some of the four letters 

of this place (i.e. the letters אהחע), namely in the ʾalef in 

the four passages that you have just mentioned, disproves 

your statement that dagesh is not put on the letters of this 

place of articulation, the response would be: If one exam-

ines carefully the so-called dagesh in the ʾalef in these four 

passages, one sees that it is not dagesh, since the speaker 

strives to introduce heaviness into it, but it is not made 

heavy.5 

There is, however, evidence for the gemination of the ʾalef 

in some early Karaite sources. Yūsuf ibn Nūḥ, a Karaite scholar 

active in the second half of the tenth century, in his grammatical 

commentary known as the Diqduq compares the dagesh in the 

forms ּיאּו ִ֥ יָב  ל֛וָֹ֖ו   (Gen. 43.26) and ּיאּו יָב ִ֨ נוָּ֖ו  לָָ֜  (Ezra 8.18) to the dagesh 

that occurs in other forms due to the preceding stress: 

וֹ לּוָּ֖בּֽ ִ֥  The dagesh that occurs in the lamed … :(Job 13.9)  תְהָת 

has arisen due to the fact that the stress lengthens (the 

syllable beginning with) the tav, resulting in ֹו לּוָּ֖בּֽ ִ֥  you‘ תְהָת 

                                                 
5 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.5. 
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deceive him’. This conforms to what we have stated before, 

with regard to the occurrence of dagesh in some places 

when the stress lengthens what precedes, for example אֶל־
ר אמ ּֽ הָ֖לּ  א ,to Moses saying’ (Exod. 6.10)‘  מ שִֶׁ֥ ָ֖לּ ַ֔ וּ י אמְרַ֣  and‘ ו 

they said “No”’ (Gen. 19.2), ּיאּו יָב ִ֨ נוָּ֖ו  לָָ֜  (Ezra 8.18) and ּיאּו ִ֥ יָב  ָ֖ו 
יאּוּ The word .(Gen. 43.26) ל֛וֹ ִ֥ יָב  לּוּ is like ו  ִ֥  in that the ,תְהָת 

stress and the dagesh occur within the same word.6 

This passage implies that the dagesh in the ʾalef indicates 

gemination in the same way as the dagesh in ּלּו ִ֥  Ibn Nūḥ .תְהָת 
makes the following statement about the form ּו  :(Job 33.21) רֻאּּֽ

The imperative of this is ה ה like ,רֻאּ  ה and כֻס   7.שֻׁפ 

In Ibn Nūḥ’s system of grammar, the imperative form is the 
morphological base of derivations. This statement indicates that 

וּ ה has the morphological base רֻאּּֽ  and that this has the same רֻאּ 

pattern as ה ה and כֻס  ה which are the bases of the forms ,שֻׁפ   it‘  יְכֻסֶּֽ
is covered’ (Ecc. 6.4), ּו  and they stick out’ (Job 33.21) with‘ וְשֻׁפִ֥

medial gemination.  

In a Karaite transcription of ּו אָ֖רֻאּּֽ  into Arabic (Job 33.21) ל ַ֣

script, an Arabic shadda sign is written over the ʾalif that tran-

scribes the ʾalef with the dagesh: 

  

                                                 
ָ֖כקָ֖̇ 6 ָ֖תָו ָ֖גההָ֖אנהָ֖מדָ֖אלטעםָ֖פי ָ֖וקעָ֖פיָ֖אללאםָ֖הוָ֖מן ָ֖...ָ֖ואלדגשָ֖אלדי תהתלוָ֖בו:
לּוָּ֖בו:ָ֖והוָ֖כמאָ֖קלנאָ֖אנהָ֖יעמלָ֖פיָ֖בעץָ֖̇אלמואצ̇עָ֖דגשָ֖ענדָ֖מאָ֖ימֻדָ֖אלטעםָ֖פיָ֖מאָ֖ תְהָת 
אמ ר הָ֖לּ  :קבלהָ֖נט̇ירָ֖אלָ֖משִֶׁ֥ א  וָּ֖לּ ַ֔ יאּוָּ֖לָנוָּ֖:ויאמרַ֣ יאּוָּ֖:ויב ִ֨ ִ֥ יָב  לוָֹ֖ו  יאּוּ צאר  ִ֥ יָב  לּוּ מתל ו  ִ֥  תְהָת 

 ,Diqduq (ed. Khan 2000b , פיָ֖אלכלמהָ֖אלואחדה ואלָ֖דגש במאָ֖צארָ֖מדָ֖אלטעם

369). 

ה 7 הָ֖שֻׁפ  הָ֖מתלָ֖כֻס   .Diqduq (ed. Khan 2000b, 399) ,אמרהָ֖רֻאּ 
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و ُۣا  ُۣر  ُۣ   (BL Or 2552 fol. 51r, 1 | L [BHS]: ּו  Job. 33.21 ‘they רֻאּּֽ

were [not] seen’) 
This manuscript, which is datable to the tenth or eleventh 

century, elsewhere uses the shadda sign only to mark dagesh forte. 

This is clear evidence, therefore, that the ʾalef was being read as 

geminate. 

The interpretation of the dagesh in ʾalef as a marker of gem-

ination rather than a mappiq is reflected also by a statement in a 

Hebrew Masoretic treatise: 

Moreover, three of the four (i.e. the four letters אהחע) have 

a single fixed type (of pronunciation), which is less than 

all the (other) letters, (namely) העח are deprived of taking 

dagesh.8 

The implication of the passage is that ʾalef, unlike the other 

guttural letters, does indeed take dagesh. 

Returning to the passage from Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ cited above, 

a close reading of this reveals that the author is not saying that 

the point in the ʾalef is simply a mappiq indicating consonantal 

realization. Rather the reader ‘strives to introduce heaviness into 
                                                 
ועודָ֖שלשהָ֖מןָ֖הארבעה,ָ֖דרךָ֖אחדָ֖להםָ֖קבועה,ָ֖מכלָ֖האותיותָ֖גרועה,ָ֖הע׳׳חָ֖מןָ֖הדגשהָ֖ 8
 .(Baer and Strack 1879, 5) פרושים
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it, but it is not made heavy’, i.e. the reader intends to read it as a 
dagesh forte, but the muscular tension normally associated with 

dagesh forte is not achieved due to its articulation in the larynx. 

The articulation of the ʾalef could, nevertheless, have been held 

for a longer duration.  

In some manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, the 

dagesh sign is marked on consonantal ʾalef in a wide variety of 

words (Yeivin 1985, 265–66). It is significant that mappiq on final 

he is represented by a different sign (Yeivin 1985, 335–36), sug-

gesting that the dagesh in the ʾalef did not have the function 

simply of mappiq but rather indicated gemination. 

In some of the reading traditions that have continued down 

to modern times in Jewish communities in the Middle East, the 

ʾalef with dagesh in the four canonical places is indeed still read 

as a geminate ʾalef, e.g. Aleppo (Katz 1981, 16), Baghdad (Morag 

1977, 14), Yemen (Morag 1963, 5–6). Transcriptions of the 

Aleppo tradition, following Katz (1981, 16) are as follows: 

 Gen. 43.26: [ˌvajjaˈβiʔˈʔu] 

 Ezra 8.18: [vajaˈβiːʔˌʔu] 

 Lev. 23.17: [taˈβiʔˈʔu] 

 Job 33.21: [ˈruʔˈʔu] 

These traditions of reading the ʾalefs need not be inter-

preted as late interpretations of the point in the ʾalef, as Morag 

(1977, 14) argues, but rather continuities of medieval traditions. 

In sum, the weight of evidence suggests that the dagesh 

point in ʾ alef in the four canonical places in the Standard Tiberian 
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tradition indicated gemination of the ʾalef, and so should be tran-

scribed [vaɟɟɔːˈviːiʔʔuː], [tʰɔːˈviːiʔʔuː], [ʀu̟ʔˈʔuː]. The gemination 

was an orthoepic strategy that involved pronouncing the ʾalef 

with additional effort to ensure that it was not slurred over. 

Within the Tiberian Masoretic tradition there are a number 

of pairs of identical lexical words, many of them in parallel pas-

sages, one of which has preserved the consonantal ʾalef whilst the 

other has lost it both in the ketiv and in the qere,9 e.g. 

ם  ים — (Gen. 25.24) תוֹמ    ’twins‘ (Gen. 38.27) תְאוֹמ  
ה — (Gen. 46.13) וּפֻוָּ ה   and Puah’10‘ (Chron. 7.1 1) וּפוּאָ֛

י  נ  ִ֥ זְר  ת  י — (Sam. 22.40 2) ו  נ  ַ֣ זְר  תְא   you did gird‘ (Psa. 18.40) ו 

me’ 
י  ר ת ַ֔ ַ֣ ב  י — (Chron. 11.39 1) ה  ר ת ַ֔ ַ֣ בְא   of‘ (Sam. 23.37 2) ה 

Beeroth’ 
הְשׁ֛וֹת  שְׁא֛וֹת — (Kg. 19.25 2) ל   to cause to crash‘ (Isa. 37.26) לה 

into ruins’ 
וּ  פִ֞ יְר  ָ֖ו   (Jer. 8.11) — ּו פְאִ֞ ַֽיְר  ּֽ  ’and they have healed‘ (Jer. 6.14) ו 

In some biblical scrolls from Qumran, an ʾalef that is pro-

nounced consonantal in the Tiberian Masoretic tradition is omit-

ted in the orthography, indicating that it had lost its consonantal 

                                                 
9 These are listed in the Masora, e.g. Ginsburg (1880, §16a). 

10 In the Non-Standard Tiberian manuscript BL Add MS 21161, fol. 250v 

this word is vocalized ָָ֖ הֿאָָ֖֛וּפֻו , which appears to be a hybrid form of וּפֻוָּ ה 
and ה  .וּפוּאָ֛
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pronunciation. This is particularly common in the scroll 1QIsaa, 

but is found also occasionally elsewhere, e.g.11 

יך :1QIsaa 3.17 | L [BHS]) משריך  שְרֶַ֣  (’Isa. 3.12 ‘your guides מְא 
ים :1QIsaa 11.14 | L [BHS]) נספים  אֱסָפ ַ֔  Isa. 13.4 ‘gathered נֶּֽ

[mpl]’) 
וּ :1QIsaa 12.23 | L [BHS]) ומלו   Isa. 14.21 ‘and [the וּמָלְאִ֥

surface of the world] will be filled’) 
וּ :1QIsaa 19.3 | L [BHS]) וישמו  ַֽיֶאְשְׁמ  ּֽ  Isa. 24.6 ‘[and its ו 

inhabitants] pay the penalty’) 
ים :1QIsaa 33.11 | L [BHS]) טלים   (’Isa. 40.11 ‘lambs טְלָא ַ֔
וֹ :1QIsaa 29.25 | L [BHS]) תנתו  נָתַ֔  (’Isa. 36.16 ‘his fig tree תְא 
י qere הביאו 1QIsaa 13.19 | L [BHS]: ketiv) הביו  יא  ֹ֤  Isa. 16.3 הָב 

‘give [fs advice]!’) 
אוּ :4Q141 f1i.12 | L [BHS]) בוו   (’Deut. 32.17 ‘they came בַָ֔
יאָב ָ֖ :4Q138 f1.13 | L [BHS]) אליב   (’Deut. 11.6 ‘Eliab אֱל 
וֹת :4Q78 f10–12.7 | L [BHS]) נוות   (’Joel 1.19 ‘pastures of נְאַ֣
רֶץ :4Q79 f1–2.9 | L [BHS]) הרץ   (’Hos. 2.2 ‘the earth הָאִָ֑

In living reading traditions that have survived down to 

modern times in Jewish communities in the Middle East a conso-

nantal ʾalef is general pronounced, but is sometimes elided, espe-

cially between vowels, e.g. 

                                                 
11 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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Aleppo 

 haˈele (Katz 1981, 15 | L [BHS]: לֶּה  (’Gen. 48.1 ‘these  הָא ַ֔
Baghdad 

 wearbaˈʕɪm (Morag 1977, 13 | L [BHS]: יםָ֖ ִ֥ רְבָע   Gen. 47.28 וְא 

‘and forty’) 
Yemen 

 bɔɔˈħiːw (Morag 1963, 3 | L [BHS]: יו  Isa. 19.2 ‘against בְאָח  

his brother’) 
Morocco 

 israˈil (Akun 2010, 65 | L [BHS]: ל שְרָא    (’Exod. 14.30 ‘Israel  י 
The variants within the Masoretic tradition and the loss of 

ʾalef in the Qumran scrolls and modern living traditions reflect 

the vulnerability of consonantal ʾ alef to weakening in reading tra-

ditions, which would have motivated orthoepic measures being 

taken to ensure their correct reading. 

In the model Standard Tiberian manuscripts ʾalef that does 

not have a consonantal realization is sometimes marked with a 

rafe sign, e.g. 

L: ָ֖ א יר ָ֜ שׁ ַ֗  ‘my head’ (Psa. 40.13) 

L: ָ֖ א ִ֙ אָ֖יָר  נוּל ֹ֤  ‘we do not fear’ (Hos. 10.3) 

It is regularly marked in L on ʾalef between two vowels that 

is not read as consonantal, e.g. 

L: ַָָ֖֣םא ָ֖פת י   (Psa. 116.6) ‘the simple’ 
L: ָָ֖פ םא ָ֖ע ָ֜ י ַ֗  (Psa. 104.12) ‘branches’ 
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L: ְָ֖םא ָ֖צְבָָ֖כ ָ֖ו ִ֥ י   (1 Chron. 12.9) ‘and like gazelles’ 
These words are listed in the Masora as cases where ‘ʾalef 

is written but not read’.12 

In some manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocaliza-

tion the marking of rafe on non-consonantal ʾ alef is very frequent, 

e.g.  

Codex Reuchlinianus: 

שָ ָ֖  א ָ֖מ   (Morag 1959, 218 | L [BHS]: א שָ   (’Isa. 23.1 ‘oracle מ 
א ָ֖ב ָּֽ֖י  ָ֖   (Morag 1959, 221 | L [BHS]:  Isa. 37.33 ‘(does not)  יָבוֹאִָ֖֙

come’) 
Genizah manuscripts 

בֶהא ָ֖י ִָ֥֖הֲָ֖   (T-S A11.1 | L [BHS]: ַָ֖֣ בֶהאהֲי  Job 39.9 ‘will it be 

willing’) (Blapp 2017, 59) 

 ַ֣ א ָ֖שוֹנ    (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: ַ֣א  (’Prov. 29.24 ‘he who hates שוֹנ 
(Blapp 2017, 99) 

א ָ֖וְל  ַָ֣֖   (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ א  Prov. 29.24 ‘and not’) (Blapp ולַ֣

2017, 99) 

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, ʾalefs that are non-

consonantal in the Standard Tiberian tradition are occasionally 

marked with dagesh. In some cases where the ʾalef occurs word-

internally, it is possible that these reflect consonantal readings of 

the ʾalef, e.g. 

םיאּ ַָ֖֗פָָ֖עֲָָ֖֜   (BL Add MS 21161, fol. 160v | L [BHS]: ָָ֖פ םא ָ֖ע ָ֜ י ַ֗  Psa. 

104.12 ‘branches’) 
                                                 
12 Ginsburg (1880, §13). 
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 ָ֖ ש ְ ַָ֣֖עְָ֖מָָ֖י  לאּ   (Codex Reuchlianus | L [BHS]: ָ֖ א ַ֣ שְׁמָע  לי   Jer. 40.14 

‘Ishmael’) 
It is sporadically, however, marked on a word-final ʾalef, 

which must have been read as non-consonantal, e.g. 

 Gen. 13.9 נָ א :T-S NS 248.2, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]) נָ אּ 

‘please’) 
שָאּ  י  שָא :T-S NS 248.2, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]) ו  י   Gen. 13.10 ו 

‘and he lifted’) 
אּ  ירַָ֣ א :T-S NS 248.2, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]) ת  ירַָ֣  Gen. 15.1 ת 

‘[do not] be afraid’) 
In a few model Tiberian codices a rafe is marked on an ʾalef 

in the word ל שְרָא   ,where it would be expected to be consonantal י 

e.g.  

C: ָ֖ ִָ֑֖ב לישְרָא   , L [BHS]: ל ִ֑ שְרָא   in Israel’ (1 Sam. 3.11)‘  בְי 

Yeivin (1978, 226) suggests that this phenomenon in the 

model manuscripts may indicate that in this proper name the ʾ alef 

was not pronounced as consonantal, i.e. [jisrˁɔːˈeːel].13 

The marking of rafe on consonantal ʾalef is attested sporad-

ically also in manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocaliza-

tion, e.g. 

י  ַ֣ נ  כ  י :T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 99 | L [BHS]) א ָ ַ֣ Prov. 30.2ָ֖ אָנ כ 
‘I’) 

                                                 
13 A possible parallel to this elision of the ʾalef can be identified in the 

proper name אל י   Daniel’ < *dānī-ʔēl. Yeivin notes that in‘ [dɔːniɟɟeːel] דָנ 

both names the ʾalef is followed by the letter lamed. 
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י ָ֖  רְא   י ָ֖בְָָ֖֖ :T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 174 | L [BHS]) בְק ָ קָרְא  Psa. 

69.4 ‘with my crying’) 
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts that otherwise use 

dagesh extensively in consonantal ʾ alef, the ʾ alef in the word ישראל 
is often marked with rafe (Pilocane 2004, 28). 

In Biblical manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization, both 

the dagesh sign (  are found marked on (בֿ) and the rafe sign (בֱ 

consonantal ʾalef, e.g. 

Dagesh: 

 ֱ [ו]א ֱש   (Bod. Heb. e 30 ff. 48-49 | L [BHS]: ּו  Isa. 6.11 ‘they שָׁאִ֨

lie waste’) (Kahle 1901, 278; Revell 1970a, 77) 

Rafe: 

[ו]א ֱבֱ וֱ    (Bod. Heb. e 30 ff. 48-49 | L [BHS]: ָ֛֖ אוּוָב  Isa. 45.20 

‘and come’) (Kahle 1901, 287; Revell 1970a, 77–78)  

It is unlikely that in these cases the marking of the rafe re-

flects the loss of consonantal value of the ʾalef. The sign is likely 

to be intended to signal that the ʾalef is consonantal but ungemi-

nated. 

In L one encounters vocalizations such as the following: 

 Num. 26.7: ָ֖ א יהָרֻּֽ ִ֑ נ  וּב   (BHS: י ִ֑ נ  אוּב   :the Reubenite’ (B‘ (הָרֻּֽ

יהָראוּב ָ֖ ִ֑ נ  , S: ָָ֖יב ָ֖אורָֻּֽ֖ה ִ֑ נ  ) 

 Josh. 12.6: ָָ֖א ָ֖ל יִָ֖֙רֻּֽ נ  וּב   (BHS: ָָ֖יִָ֖֙ל נ  אוּב  רֻּֽ ) ‘to the Reubenite’ (A: 

א ָ֖לָָ֖ יִָ֖֙רּֽ נ  וּב  ) 

 2 Kings 10.33: ָ֖ יוּוְהָרֻא נ   ב   (BHS: י נ    ’and the Reubenite‘ (וְהָרֻאוב 
(A: ָ֖ יוּוְהָרא נ   ב  ) 
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 Job 31.7: ָ֖ םוָּּֽ֖מֻא  (BHS: וּם וּםא ָ֖מָּֽ֖ :blemish’ (A‘ (מֻאּֽ ) 

 Dan. 1.4: ָ֖ וּם  (מום :qere note) ’blemish‘ (מְאוּם :BHS) מֻא 

The way these words appear in BHS, which does not mark 

rafe, would lead one to believe that the ʾalef in L is a consonantal 

ʾalef between two vowels. In the manuscripts the ʾalef is marked 

with rafe and in manuscripts other than L there is only one vo-

calization sign, either qibbuṣ before the ʾalef or a shureq dot on 

the vav, indicating that the ʾalef did not have a consonantal real-

ization. The vocalization in L adds a qibbuṣ sign on the letter pre-

ceding the ʾalef. This is, therefore, a double marking of the u 

vowel that follows the consonant. The words should be read 

[hɔːʀu̟ːveːˈniː], [muːum],14 as shown by other model manuscripts, 

and also by the qere note in Dan. 1.4. The double marking and 

qere note were strategies to ensure that the u vowel was pro-

nounced immediately after the consonant. 

I.1.2. BET ית  (ב) ב 

Bet with dagesh (ב): voiced bilabial stop [b] 

Bet without dagesh (ב): voiced labio-dental fricative [v] 

A bet without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by 

the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices.  

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the Tiberians called this 

letter by the name 15.בי This form of the name is also found in 

                                                 
14 The second [u] is an epenthetic, which is inserted after the long vowel 

in CVVC syllables (§I.2.4.). 

15 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.1.2. 



 Consonants 151 

other Masoretic treatises, sometimes vocalized י  and the later 16,ב 

recensions of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ.17 It is referred to in Masoretic 

treatises also as 18.בא Both of these spellings represent the Arabic 

name of the letter, viz. bāʾ, which is pronounced bē due to ʾimāla 

in Arabic dialects (Nöldeke 1910, 131). This form of the name is 

found in some versions of Sefer Yeṣira.19 

It is stated in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ that the bet with dagesh is 

pronounced by closing the lips firmly.20 In the Karaite 

transcriptions it is represented by Arabic bāʾ (Khan 1990a, 4, 

2013). 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, bet with rafe is pronounced 

by closing the lips lightly. Taken by itself, this could be a 

description of a bilabial articulation of bet rafe. This is not 

confirmed, however, by other sources. The light closure of the 

lips would have accompanied a labio-dental articulation, and no 

doubt it is this secondary feature that the author refers to.21 

Elsewhere in the Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ it is stated that bet rafe and 

consonantal vav have the same pronunciation:  

                                                 
16 Allony and Yeivin eds. (1985, 96), Baer and Strack (1879, 7, §6) 

17 Arabic version of Maḥberet ha-Tījān (ed. Neubauer 1891, 10), Hebrew 

version of Maḥberet ha-Tījān (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 36). 

18 E.g. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.1.1., §II.L.1.1.2.; the treatise on the shewa edited by Levy (1936, 

 .(כו

19 Eg. ed. Hayman (2004, 51). 

20 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.9. Eldar (1980, 

fols. 10b-11a, lines 84-88). 

21 Cf. Eldar’s (1980) commentary to this passage, n.75. 
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‘Every [consonantal] vav at the end of a word is 

pronounced, according to the Palestinians, with [the 

pronunciation of] bet rafe.’22  

This feature is alluded to also in a Masoretic treatise on the 

shewa: 

‘Know that every vav which is prefixed to the beginning of 

a word and has shewa is read with (the pronunciation of) 

bet. … I mean, it is pronounced as if it were the letter bet, 

as in … ר   and he shall say.”’23“ וְאָמ 

In some Karaite transcriptions into Arabic script, a fricative 

bet is occasionally transcribed by Arabic wāw and, vice versa, a 

Hebrew consonantal vav is sometimes transcribed by Arabic bāʾ. 
This is a reflection of the fact that the two sounds were the same, 

e.g. in the manuscript BL Or 2548: 

BL Or 2548 fol. 3r, 10ָ֖) عناويم  | L [BHS]: ים  Isa. 5.4 עֲנָב  

‘grapes’) 

ָֹ֤֖ :BL Or 2548 fol. 42r, 3ָ֖| L [BHS]) وقوبي   Isa. 40.31 ‘those וְקוֹי 

who are hoping for’)  
We know from David ben Abraham al-Fāsī that in Palestine 

consonantal vav in these circumstances was pronounced as a 

                                                 
22 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.7.7. Eldar (1984b, 

Hebrew section, 10). 

אעלםָ֖אןָ֖כלָ֖ואוָ֖מזאדָ֖פיָ֖אולָ֖ללפט̇ה ָָ֖֖ותחתהָ֖שואָ֖יקראָ֖בבאָ֖...ָ֖אעניָ֖יכ̇רגָ֖כאנהָ֖ 23
כקולךָ֖...ָ֖וְאָמרמת̇לָ֖חרףָ֖ביתָ֖  (ed. Levy 1936, כו). 
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labio-dental (see the description of vav §I.1.6. for details). It 

follows, therefore, that bet rafe was a voiced labio-dental. 

In a few sporadic cases bet rafe is represented by Arabic fāʾ 
in the Karaite transcriptions, e.g. 

ايزوفو   (Genizah MS 12, Khan 1990a, 151 | L [BHS]: וֹב ז   וְא 

Num. 19.6 ‘and hyssop’) 
The transcription with fāʾ reflects the perception that this 

Arabic sound was close acoustically to the voiced labio-dental 

[v]. It is common in transcriptions of Hebrew in medieval Muslim 

sources, e.g. 

 ,al-Bīrūnī, Chronology of Nations, ed. Sachau 1878) عرافا 

 (’desert‘ עֲרָבָה | 277

 ,al-Bīrūnī, Chronology of Nations, ed. Sachau 1878) لفانه 

 (’moon‘ לְבָנָה | 192–187

 (’Deborah‘ דְבוֹרָה | Ibn Khaldūn, Schreiner 1886, 253) دافورا 
There are a few isolated occurrences of pe in place of 

fricative bet in biblical manuscripts from Qumran, which could 

be taken as evidence that the labio-dental pronunciation existed 

already in the Second Temple period, e.g.24 

וֹת :4Q6 f1a.3 | L [BHS]) בפנות  בְנִ֥  Gen. 34.1 ‘[to visit the] ב 

daughters [of the land]’) 
                                                 
24 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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וּ :4Q78 f10–12.7 | L [BHS]) עפשו   Joel 1.17 ‘[seeds of עָבְשַׁ֣

grain] have shrivelled’) 
Similar interchanges of fricative bet with pe are attested in 

Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, alongside interchanges with vav, e.g. 

 ’the Nabateans‘ ניוותאי ,’the Nabatean‘ נפתייה ,’the Nabatean‘ נבטייה
(Dalman 1894, 74). 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ describes the stop [b] as one of the primary 

letters (ʾuṣūl) and the [v] as an additional secondary letter (farʿ).25 

I.1.3. GIMEL ימֶל  (ג) ג 

Gimel with dagesh (ג): voiced velar stop [g] 

Gimel without dagesh (ֿג): voiced uvular fricative [ʁ] 
A gimel without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked 

by the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices. 

In Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ the name of this letter is spelt גמאל, 
which appears to reflect a different pronunciation from that of 

the normal Hebrew form of the name ימֶל  with stress on the final ,ג 

syllable.26 In the Hebrew Maḥberet ha-Tījān, a later recension of 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the name has the form 27.גם 

                                                 
25 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.2. 

26 The spelling גמאל is used by ʾAbū al-Faraj Hārūn also in his 

grammatical text al-Kitāb al-Kāfī (ed. Khan, Gallego and Olszowy-

Schlanger 2003, e.g. §I.25.35., §I.25.40., §I.28.2., §I.28.11., §I.28.12.) 

and by the anonymous Karaite author of the grammatical text Kitāb al-
ʿUqūd (ed. Vidro 2013, 27, 317). 

27 Ed. Derenbourg (1871, 36). 
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Gimel with dagesh was a stop, which, according to Hidāyat 
al-Qāriʾ, was articulated with the middle of the tongue.28 The 

Karaite transcriptions represent it by Arabic jīm or, occasionally, 

by kāf,29 e.g. 

ל :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3 | L [BHS]) هۚج۠امࣵيۛل  ִ֥ גָמ   .Gen ה 

21.8 ‘to be weaned’) 

וֹר :BL Or 2554 fol. 11r, 7 | L [BHS]) كبور  בַ֣  Ruth 2.1 ג 

‘mighty’) 
These Arabic letters were pronounced respectively as a 

voiced palatal plosive [ɟ] and an unvoiced velar plosive [kʰ]. This 

is the pronunciation described by the early Arabic grammarians 

Sībawayhi and al-Khalīl (eighth century C.E.). Ibn Sīna in the 
eleventh century describes jīm as pronounced slightly further 

forward.30 The Karaite transcriptions usually render gimel with 

dagesh by Arabic jīm due to the latter being a voiced consonantal 

plosive close to the place of articulation of [g]. It was preferred 

to kāf, which differed from jīm in being not only voiceless but 

also aspirated. It was a general principle of the transcriptions that 

voiced sounds were transcribed by one that was voiced but of a 

slightly different place of articulation rather than by an unvoiced 

letter of the same place of articulation.  

                                                 
 ;.Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.7 ,וסטָ֖אללסאן 28

Eldar (1980, fols. 10a-10b, lines 61-73). 

29 Khan (1990, 4, 2013). 

30 Roman (1983, 101–6, 218) 
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Gimel without dagesh, on the other hand, was a fricative 

articulated further back, on ‘the posterior third of the tongue, 
which is adjacent to the pharynx, opposite the (soft) palate.’31 In 

the Karaite transcriptions, fricative gimel is transcribed by Arabic 

ghayn, which was pronounced as a uvular fricative in the Middle 

Ages according to the descriptions of the Arabic grammarians.32 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ describes the stop [g] as primary (ʾaṣl) and 

the fricative [ʁ] as secondary (farʿ).33 

I.1.4. DALET (ד) דָלֶת 

Dalet with dagesh (ד): voiced post-dental stop [d] 

Dalet without dagesh (ֿד): voiced post-dental fricative [ð] 

A dalet without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by 

the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices. 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the Tiberians called this let-

ter dāl, which is the name of the corresponding Arabic letter.34 

                                                 
-Long version of Hidāyat al ,תלתָ֖אללסאןָ֖ממאָ֖יליָ֖אלחלקוםָ֖קודאםָ֖אלחנך 31
Qāriʾ, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.6.; ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 

10a, lines 58-59). 

32 Roman (1983, 218). 

33 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.6.; Eldar (1980, 

fols. 8b, 10a, 254, n.58). Watson (2007, 43–44) considers the uvular 

fricative [ʁ] in Modern Arabic dialects to be the emphatic counterpart 

of the dorsal [g], involving a primary dorsal and non-primary ‘guttural’ 
feature. 

34 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.1.2. 
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This term is found also in some versions of Sefer Yeṣira (דל),35 and 

in the later recensions of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, e.g. Arabic Maḥberet 

ha-Tījān (אלדאל),36 Hebrew Maḥberet ha-Tījān (ד̇ל).37 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ states that the letter was articulated with 

‘the extremity of the tongue in combination with the flesh of the 

teeth’, i.e. the gums.38 Likewise, Saadya describes the place of 

articulation of dalet as being adjacent to the inside of the upper 

teeth.39 When the letter had dagesh, the tongue was pressed firmly 

against the gums. When it was without dagesh, the tongue was 

pressed lightly against the gums. Both forms of the letter were 

articulated in the same place. The term ‘end of the tongue’ could 
include both the tip and the blade. Most versions of Sefer Yeṣira 

state that dalet was articulated with ‘the beginning of the 
tongue’,40 but this is equally vague. The Spanish grammarian Ibn 

Janāḥ (eleventh century) specifies that it was articulated with the 

                                                 
35 E.g. ed. Gruenwald (1971, 156), ed. Hayman (2004, 54). 

36 Ed. Neubauer (1891, 12). 
37 Ed. Derenbourg (1871, 36). 

 ,Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book ,טרףָ֖אללסאןָ֖מעָ֖לחםָ֖אלאסנאן 38

§II.L.1.3.7.; ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 10b, ed. Eldar, 1980-81, lines 67-69). 

 Saadya, Commentary ;ופיָ֖דטלנתָ֖...ָ֖אנהאָ֖תג̇אורָ֖אלאסנאןָ֖מןָ֖ד̇לךָ֖מןָ֖אעלאהא 39

on Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Lambert 1891, 75). 

 .(ed. Gruenwald 1971, 147; ed. Hayman 2004, 92–98) בראשָ֖הלשון 40

According to Morag (1960), however, the phonetic descriptions in Sefer 

Yeṣira reflect the pronunciation of Hebrew in Babylonia, so it must be 

used with caution when reconstructing the Tiberian pronunciation 

tradition. 
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blade of the tongue and not the tip.41 This corresponds to the 

description in one version of Sefer Yeṣira, where it is stated that 

the letters דטלנת were articulated with the ‘middle’ of the 

tongue.42 It is easier, however, to interpret Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ as 

referring to the contact between the tongue tip and the gums. An 

articulation with the blade of the tongue with the gums would 

have involved contact with the teeth. 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ describes the stop [d] as primary (ʾaṣl) and 

the fricative [ð] as secondary (farʿ).43 

The medieval scholar Isaac Israeli (ninth–tenth centuries 

C.E.), who had an expert knowledge of the Tiberian reading 

tradition, is said to have pronounced fricative dalet with a 

secondary ‘emphatic’ articulation (i.e. pharyngealized with 

retraction of the tongue root and increased muscular pressure) in 

two words, viz. ֹו דְנַ֔ פ  וּ his palace’ (Dan. 11.45) and‘ א  דְרְכֹ֤ ַֽי  ּֽ  and they‘ ו 

have bent’ (Jer. 9.2). This was apparently due to the fact that the 

pe and the resh in these words were pronounced emphatic (see 

§I.I.1.17., §I.1.20.) and the emphasis spread to the dalet. The ev-

idence for this is found in a commentary to Sefer Yeṣira by Dunash 

ibn Tamim, who was a physician in court of the Fāṭimids in Kair-

ouan, North Africa, in the tenth century C.E. He was the pupil of 

Isaac Israeli, who also worked as a physician in Kairouan: 

                                                 
 This‘ פאןָ֖ד̇לךָ֖אלטרףָ֖ליסָ֖הוָ֖אסלתָ֖אללסאןָ֖בלָ֖מאָ֖הוָ֖ארפעָ֖מןָ֖שלאסלהָ֖קלילא 41

end (of the tongue) is not the tip of the tongue but what is slightly 

posterior to the tip’; Kitāb al-Lumaʿ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 28). 

 .Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Hayman 2004, 93) ,דטלנתָ֖עלָ֖חציָ֖הלשוןָ֖משתמשות 42

43 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.2., Eldar (1980, 

fol. 8b, 254, n.58). 
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The Arabs have sounds that the Hebrews do not have, 

namely the ḍād of ָ֖̇יבקצ  (qaḍīb) and the ḏ̣āʾ of ָ֖̇יםעט  (ʿaḏ̣īm). 

The meaning of qaḍīb is ‘rod’ or ‘sceptre’. It is written with 
ṣade with a dot above it. It is a distinct sound, which 

resembles dalet rafe. The meaning of ʿaḏ̣īm is ‘huge’. It is 
written with ṭet with a dot above it. It is a distinct sound, 

which resembles dalet rafe. … Our master Yiṣḥaq, the son 

of our master Shlomo, of blessed memory, (i.e. Isaac Is-

raeli) used to say that in the language of the Hebrews 

among the Tiberians there were (the sounds of) ḏ̣āʾ and 

ḍād and he used to read נואפטָָ֖֖̇אהליָ֖ויטע  (Dan. 11.45, L: ִָ֖֙ע ט  ָ֖וְי 
וֹ דְנַ֔ פ  יָ֖א  ַ֣ ל   He will pitch the tents of his palace’44), in which‘ אָה 

he used to pronounce ḏ̣āʾ although dalet was written. He 

used to read ָ֖̇לשונםָ֖אתָ֖רכוויצ  (Jer. 9.2, L [BHS]: ּו דְרְכֹ֤ ַֽי  ּֽ אֶת־ָ֖ו 
 they bent their tongue’), in which he pronounced‘ לְשׁוֹנָםִָ֖֙

ḍād, although dalet was written. The reason for all this was 

that he was an expert in the reading of the Tiberians.45 

Early in the history of Arabic, the distinction between the 

pronunciation of ḍād (ض) and ḏ̣āʾ (ظ) broke down. In modern 

                                                 
44 BHS erroneously reads L as י לֶַ֣  .אָה 

וישָ֖אצלָ֖הערבייםָ֖הברותָ֖שאינםָ֖נמצאותָ֖אצלָ֖העבריים,ָ֖והםָ֖הצדיָ֖מןָ֖קצָ֖̇יבָ֖והטאָ֖מןָ֖ 45
שבטָ֖אוָ֖שרביטָ֖ונכתבָ֖בצדיָ֖ונקודהָ֖מלמעלהָ֖והיאָ֖הברהָ֖בפניָ֖עצמהָ֖וגםָָ֖֖יבקצָ֖̇ים.ָ֖פי׳ָ֖̇עט

יםָ֖עצוםָ֖ונכתבָ֖בטיתָ֖ונקודהָ֖מלמעלהָ֖והיאָ֖הברהָ֖̇היאָ֖דומהָ֖להברתָ֖דלתָ֖ברפי.ָ֖ופי׳ָ֖עט
בפניָ֖עצמהָ֖וגםָ֖היאָ֖דומהָ֖להברתָ֖דלתָ֖ברפיָ֖...ָ֖והיהָ֖רבנאָ֖יצחקָ֖בןָ֖רבנאָ֖שלמהָ֖ז׳׳לָ֖

נוָ֖והיהָ֖̇הצדיָ֖והיהָ֖קוראָ֖ויטעָ֖אהליָ֖אפטאצלָ֖הטברייםָ֖הטאָ֖וָ֖העברייםאומרָ֖כיָ֖ישָ֖בלשוןָ֖
ָ֖והיהָ֖קוראָ֖ויצ̇מיסדָ֖הט ָ֖והיאָ֖בכתבָ֖דלת. ָ֖אתָ֖לשונםָ֖והיהָ֖מייסדָ֖הצ̇אָ֖בלשונו אדָ֖̇רכו

 cited by ,בלשונוָ֖והיאָ֖בכתבָ֖דלת.ָ֖וכלָ֖זהָ֖למהָ֖מפניָ֖שהיהָ֖בקיָ֖בקריאתָ֖בניָ֖טבריה

Mann (1931, 670, n.106). Cf. Schreiner (1886, 221), Dukes (1845, 9, 

93), Grossberg (1902, 24). 



160 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

vernacular dialects, the two have merged either to an emphatic 

stop ḍ (mainly in urban dialects) or to an emphatic interdental ḏ̣ 

(mainly in Bedouin dialects) (Versteegh 2011). In medieval Ju-

daeo-Arabic, a ṣade with an upper dot (ָ֖̇צ) was used to represented 

Classical Arabic ḍād (ض) and a ṭet was used to represent Classical 

Arabic ḏ̣āʾ (ظ). As a result of their merger in the spoken language 

already in the Middle Ages, however, there was frequent confu-

sion in the orthography of Judaeo-Arabic texts, in which a his-

torical ḍād and a historical ḏ̣āʾ were both represented by either ָ֖̇צ 
or ָ֖̇ט interchangeably.46 The representation of a Hebrew dalet in 

the passage by both ָ֖̇צ and ָ֖̇ט and the statement attributed to Isaac 

Israeli that ‘in the language of the Hebrews among the Tiberians 

there were (the sounds of) ḏ̣āʾ and ḍād’ should be interpreted in 

this light. A single emphatic sound was no doubt intended, pre-

sumably the emphatic interdental ḏ̣ [ðˁ], given the fact that the 

author in the passage states that these two emphatic Arabic let-

ters resemble dalet rafe. 

ʾAbū al-Faraj Hārūn in his al-Kitāb al-Kāfī refers to the phar-

yngealization of dalet in the words ַָ֖֔דְנ פ  וֹא   (Dan. 11.45) and ִָ֖֙טְדָה  פ 

‘topaz’ (Exod. 28.17): 

‘Indeed, in Arabic there are letters that are pronounced 
with sounds that are not found in Hebrew, such as jīm, ḍād 
and others. Some teachers, however, when reading י ַ֣ ל  ָ֖אָה 
וֹ דְנַ֔ פ  דֶם the tents of his palace’ (Dan. 11.45) and‘ א  טְדָהִָָ֖֖֙א ֹ֤ פ   

‘sardius, topaz’ (Exod. 28.17) pronounce the dalet in them 

like Arabic ḍād or ẓāʾ and these words sound like ֹנו צְַ֗ פ   and א 

                                                 
46 See the discussion by Wagner (2010, 28–32). 
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ה טְצַָ֗ -This, however, does not increase the number of let .פ 

ters, since the dalet has the same form, although the read-

ing of it differs.47 

In some modern reading traditions, dalet is pharyngealized 

when in contact with an emphatic consonant. In the Moroccan 

reading tradition, for example, this is documented by Akun 

(2010) as occurring after emphatic [rˁ], e.g. 
 jarˁˈdˁu (Akun 2010, 72 | L [BHS]: ּו  Exod. 15.5 ‘they  יָרְדִ֥

went down’) 

I.1.5. HE א  (ה) ה 

Glottal fricative [h] 

The name of the letter is normally spelt א י or ה   vocalized with ,ה 

ṣere, in the Masoretic treatises. 

A dot in a final he indicates that the letter was to be 

pronounced as a consonant and was not merely a vowel letter 

(mater lectionis) for a final vowel, e.g. ּלָה [lɔːɔh] ‘to her’, but לְכָה  מ 

[malkʰɔː] ‘queen’. This dot is known as mappiq (יק פ   meaning ,(מ 

literally ‘bringing out, pronouncing’. In medieval sources, such as 

the Masoretic treatises, the term sometimes is vocalized as 

mappeq (ק פ  יק ,מ  פ   which is an Aramaic hafʿel participle from 48,(מ 

                                                 
47 Ed. Khan, Gallego and Olszowy-Schlanger (2003, §I.24.2): ָָ֖֖פי בל
אלערביָ֖מןָ֖אלאחרףָ֖אלמנטוקָ֖בהאָ֖פיָ֖כלאמהםָ֖מאָ֖ליסָ֖לאלעבראניָ֖נחוָ֖אלג̇יםָ֖ואלצ̇אדָ֖

פיהמאָָ֖֖אפדנוָ֖ואדםָ֖פטדהָ֖אכרגָ֖אלדאלאדאָ֖קראָ֖אהליָ֖וגירהםאָ֖ואןָ֖כאןָ֖בעץָ֖̇אלמעלמיןָ֖
ככרוגָ֖אלצ̇אדָ֖אוָ֖אלט̇אָ֖פיָ֖אלערביָ֖פיסמעָ֖מנהָ֖כמסמועָ֖אפצ̇נוָ֖פטצ̇הָ֖פליסָ֖דלךָ֖בזאידָ֖
 .פיָ֖עדדָ֖אלארףָ֖אדָ֖אלדאלָ֖צורתהאָ֖ואחדהָ֖ואןָ֖אכתלפתָ֖אלקראה

48 E.g. CUL T-S D1.2.  
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the root n-p-q ‘to come out’. This is the earlier form of the term, 
mappiq being a later Hebraization. Some manuscripts of Maso-

retic treatises vocalize the term mappaq (ק פ  -In Hidāyat al 49.(מ 
Qāriʾ the consonantal pronunciation of he was referred to as ‘ap-
pearance’ (ḏ̣uhūr).50  

The mappiq is in principle marked in consonantal he only at 

the end of a word since inָ֖vocalized texts it is only in this context 

that there would be ambiguity of reading, e.g. ָּ֖לְדָה  [jalˈdɔːɔh] י 

‘her child’ as opposed to ָ֖לְדָה  girl’. At the beginning or‘ [jalˈdɔː] י 

in the middle of a word, a consonantal pronunciation in the onset 

of a syllable is indicated by a vowel sign on the letter or a follow-

ing vowel letter, e.g. וֹר ִ֑ךְ ,the light’ (Gen. 1.3)‘ הָא  לּ   ’it will go‘ יְה 
(Psa. 85.14), ֹו ידַ֣  his giving birth to’ (Gen. 5.4) or by a shewa‘ הוֹל 

sign in a syllable coda, e.g. ל הְא    .Pedahel’ (Num‘ [pʰaðahˈʔeːel] פְד 

34.28). A word-medial he that does not have a vocalization sign 

or is not followed by a vowel letter must be read as a vowel letter, 

e.g. וּר  Pedahzur’ (Num. 1.10; despite the‘ [pʰaðɔːˈsˁuːurˁ] פְדָהצּֽ

normal English spelling of the latter, the he is not pronounced 

according to the Tiberian reading tradition).51 In some 

manuscripts, however, consonantal he is marked with mappiq 

within a word. This is found in particular in words of unusual 

form in which consonantal he is pointed with shewa, e.g. L and S 

מָהִָ֖֙בָהְָּ֖ שׁ   [bɔhʃamˈmɔː] ‘when it lies desolate’ (Lev. 26.43), S ָ֖ להְָּ֖פְדֿ  א    

                                                 
49 E.g. MS S27, fols. 1r-1v, Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, short version, edition in vol. 

2 of this book, §II.S.2.0. 

50 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.4.; Eldar (1980, 

fol. 9b, line 31). 

51 Ofer (2013). 
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[pʰaðahˈʔeːel] ‘Pedahel’ (Num. 34.28).52 In such contexts, the 

consonantal he was evidently felt to be at particular risk of being 

read incorrectly.  

In the manuscript A the dot of the mappiq in word-final he 

is often placed low in the letter, as in Prov. 5.19 shown below, 

and is occasionally written under the letter:53 

A:     

L:    BHS: ּה הֲבָתַָ֗ א   ’with her love‘ בְַ֝
Mappiq is frequently written under final consonantal he in 

manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian (Non-Standard Tibe-

rian) vocalization, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

 ִָ֖֥ ע  ה ָ֖יגְי   (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]: ּה יעַָ֣  Job 39.16 יְג 

‘her labour’) 
ה ָ֖לָָ֖   (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]: ּה  Job 39.17 ‘to לַָ֝

her’) 
ה ָ֖  ָ֖ :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]) אֶלוִֹ֥ ה   Job 40.2 אֱלוַֹ֣

‘god’) 
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts from the Genizah, 

the mappiq is occasionally written in the lower half of the letter 

(Blapp 2017, 112, 128). 

                                                 
52 Yeivin (1980, 285). 

53 Yeivin (1968, 49–50). 
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European manuscripts 

ה ָ֖בְק ָ֖  רְבָ   (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: ּה רְבָ   Isa. 19.14 בְק 

‘within her’) 
ה ָ֖תָָ֖֛אּ ָ֖   (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: ּה  Isa. 19.17 ‘her א תָ֛

[obj.]’) 
ה ָ֖וּל ָ ָ֖גְב   (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: הּגְב וּלָ   Isa. 19.19 ‘its 

boundary’) 
ה ָ֖ב ָ֖כְגֿ ָֹ֤֖   (BL Add 21161 | L [BHS]: ּה ב   Amos 2.9 ‘like the כְג ֹ֤

height’) 
Mappiq in the form of a dot under a final consonantal he is 

also found in some manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization, 

e.g. 

ה ָ֖ובֱ וט ֱֱה ָ֖ריֱ פֱ    (T-S 12.197, Kahle 1927, II, 80; Revell 1970a, 95 

| L [BHS]: ָּ֖רְיָ ה הּוְטוּבִָָ֑֖פ   Jer. 2.7 ‘its fruits and its good things’) 
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, a mappiq is occa-

sionally written on a word-internal or even a word-initial conso-

nantal he with a vocalization sign. In such cases, it is written 

within the letter, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

ות  הְּרִ֥ וֹ :T-S A13.35, Blapp 2017, 191 | L [BHS]) נ  הֲרִ֥ תנ   Psa. 

74.15 ‘streams’) 
מְתָ ָ֖וְהּ ָ֖  לּ  תְע   (T-S A5.12, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ְָ֖ת מְתָָ֖וְה  לּ  ע   Deut. 

22.4 ‘and you ignore’) 
הְָּ֖  וּי  יִ֥  (CUL Or 1080.A4.18, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ּו הְיִ֥  .Num י 

28.19 ‘they shall be’) 
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זֶ ההּ ָ֖   (T-S NS 284.85, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: זֶ ה  Exod. 3.21 ה 

‘this’) 
European manuscripts 

 ִָ֖֥ יתָָ֖וְהָּי    (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 219 | L [BHS]: 

יתָָּֽ֖ ִ֥  (’Kings 2.2 ‘and you will be 1 וְהָי 
Mappiq in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts is sporadi-

cally marked even where the he has the function of a mater lec-

tionis.  

הּ  ַ֣ עֲש  ה :T-S NS 68.22, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]) מ  ַ֣ עֲש   .Deut מ 

28.12 ‘work of’) 
ה ָ֖וְָ֖  ִ֥ כ  מ   (T-S AS 8.123, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ה ִ֥ כ   Lev. 24.21 וּמ 

‘and he who strikes’) 
It is significant that in A and in Non-Standard Tiberian 

manuscripts that mark mappiq under the he, when a dot is marked 

within consonantal ʾalef, it is, by contrast, always written within 

the letter. Moreover, whereas the Masora refers to the dot in ʾalef 

in the four canonical places (§I.I.1.1.) as dagesh, the term dagesh 

is never used to refer to the mappiq. The Masoretic notes and 

treatises generally refer to cases of mappiq in statements contain-

ing the participle mappeq ‘to pronounce’ such as  
 מליןָ֖מןָ֖חדָ֖וחדָ֖מפקיןָ֖ה׳ 

‘Unique words in which one pronounces he’ (Ginsburg 

1880, §36) 

This demonstrates that the mappiq does not represent gem-

ination. Moreover, he is not geminated in any other context. 
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On some occasions in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, 

a final consonantal he is marked with a shewa sign, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

והְָ֖  ָ֖ :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 47 | L [BHS]) אלַ֣ וֹה   Job 39.17 אלַ֣

‘God’) 
יהְָ֖  ַ֣ ָ֖ :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 48 | L [BHS]) יגְב  יה  ַ֣ גְב  ָ֖ Job 39.27 י 

‘it mounts’) 
European manuscripts 

יהְָ֖י  ָ֖  ִ֥ ג   (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: ָ֖ יה  ִ֥ ג   Isa. 13.10 ‘[does י 

not] give light’) 
When word-final he acts as a vowel letter, it is sometimes, 

though not regularly, marked with rafe in the model Tiberian 

manuscripts, e.g. 

L: ְָ֖הֿוְל א־יָכ לַָ֣  ‘she was not able’ (Exod. 2.3) 

L: ֿה  he saw’ (Isa. 1.1)‘ חָזַָ֔

L: ֿה  apostasy’ (Isa. 1.5)‘ סָרִָ֑

Rafe is written more regularly in some Non-Standard Tibe-

rian manuscripts, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts: 

הֿ  שְפִָ֑ ה :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 56 | L [BHS]) א  שְׁפִָ֑  Job א 

39.23ָ֖‘quiver’) 
הֿ  ִ֑ לְחָמ ָ ה :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 59 | L [BHS]) מ  לְחָמִָ֑  Job מ 

39.25 ‘battle’)  
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שָדֶַָֿ֖֗  הֿה   (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 59 | L [BHS]: ֶַָֿ֖֗שָד הה ַ֝  Job 40.20 

‘the field’) 
European manuscripts 

חָמ ָ ָ֖  ְ ל  מ  הֿל   (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: ה לְחָמִָ֑ מ   .Sam 1 ל 

23.8 ‘to war’) 
ִָ֑֖קְָ֖  יל ָ הֿע   (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: ה ילַָ֔  Sam. 23.8 1 קְע 

‘Keilah’) 
ַָָ֖֔שָָ֖  הֿנ   (BL Add 21161 | L [BHS]: ה  (’Amos 2.10 ‘year שָׁנַָ֔

Some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts mark a rafe sign 

on he in contexts where it is consonantal in the Standard Tiberian 

tradition, e.g. 

וּא ָ֖  וּא :T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 174 | L [BHS]) הֹֿ֤  Psa. 68.36 הֹ֤

‘he’) 
יהָּֽֿ֖  נ   ַ֣ יע  וֹשׁ    (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 174 | L [BHS]: י נ  ִ֥ יע   .Psa הוֹשׁ 

69.2 ‘save me!’) 
קְהֿ ָ֖  מ  ָ֖֛בְְּ֭ וֹתל   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 175 | L [BHS]: לוֹת קְה  מ   בְְּ֭

Psa. 68.27 ‘in the congregation’) 
הֿוּדָָֿ֖֛יְהֿ   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 175 | L [BHS]: ָָֿ֖הֿיְְּ֭הוּד  Psa. 

68.28 ‘Judah’) 
Here the rafe should, it seems, be interpreted as signalling 

that the letter is consonantal but not geminated. 

The Masora identifies a number of cases where a word-final 

he that would be expected to be consonantal is not pronounced: 

  חדָ֖מןָ֖י׳׳חָ֖לאָ֖מפק׳ָ֖ה׳ָ֖בסוףָ֖תיבותה 
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 ‘One of eighteen cases in which he is not pronounced at the 

end of the word’ (Ginsburg 1880, §37) 

This list includes cases where the he has the meaning of a 3fs 

suffix. In some cases, a rafe is marked over the he in L, e.g. 

L: ה חְמְרִָ֥ ת   and she daubed it (fs)’ (Exod. 2.3)‘ ו 

L: ָ֖ ָֿוָּסְד הֿה   ‘its being founded’ (Exod. 9.18) 

L: ֿעֲונִָֺ֥ה ‘its (fs) iniquity’ (Num. 15.31) 

L: ה דַָ֣  its (fs) side’ (1 Sam. 20.20)‘ צ 

Another Masoretic note lists pairs of words ending in he, in 

one member of which it is pronounced consonantal and in the 

other it is not: 

תיבותהָ֖בסוףָ֖ה׳ָ֖מפק׳ָ֖לאָ֖וחדָ֖ה׳ָ֖מפק׳ָ֖חדָ֖זוגיןָ֖י׳׳אָ֖מןָ֖חד  

‘One of eleven pairs, in one of which he is pronounced and 

the other he is not pronounced at the end of the word’ 
(Ginsburg 1880, §38) 

Some words in this list exhibit what are clearly variant re-

alizations of the 3fs suffix. In some cases where the he is a vowel 

letter a rafe is marked over the he in L, e.g. 

L: ּה  and its (fs) hair’ (Lev. 13.20)‘ וּשְעָרָ 

L: ֿה  and its (fs) hair’ (Lev. 13.4)‘ וּשְעָרָ 

L: ּה נַָ֗  and her hire’ (Isa. 23.18)‘ וְאֶתְנ 

L: ֿנִָ֑ה  to her hire’ (Isa. 23.17)‘ לְאֶתְנ 

Examples of such 3fs suffixes without consonantal realiza-

tion could be interpreted as the phonetic weakening of a final 

consonantal he that has become fixed in the reading tradition. 
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Alternatively, it may be morphological variation, reflecting dif-

ferent dialectal forms at an earlier period, which has become 

fixed. 

There is ample evidence from the Dead Sea scrolls of the 

vulnerability of consonantal he to weakening in the Second Tem-

ple period. The cases of weakening that are discernible in the 

orthography are between vowels, e.g.54 

םָ֖ :4Q6 f1.10 | L [BHS]) א֯ח֯ר̇ים  יהֶ  חֲר  א  Gen 48.6 ‘after them’)  
ים :8Q4 f1.35 | L [BHS]) אלוים  ַ֣  (’Deut. 11.16 ‘gods אֱלֹה 
וֹת :4Q51 9e–i.9 | L [BHS]) ל̇ע̇לותָ֖̇  עֲלַ֣  Sam 10.8 ‘to offer 1 לְה 

[sacrifices]’) 
הוּ :1QIsaa 10.11 | L [BHS]) ומטו  ִ֥ ט   (’Isa. 10.24 ‘his staff וּמ 
ָ֖ :1QIsaa 22.26 | L [BHS]) משתריים  ע  ִ֑ שְתָר  ה  ּֽ  Isa. 28.20 ‘[is too מ 

short] to stretch out’) 
וֹת :1QIsaa 24.18 | L [BHS]) מתלות  לּּֽ הֲת   (’Isa. 30.10 ‘illusions מ 
ָ֖ :1QIsaa 47.26 | L [BHS]) לשמיע  יע  ִ֥ שְׁמ   Isa. 58.4 ‘to make לְה 

heard’) 
וֹת :1QIsaa 51.9 | L [BHS]) בתומות  תְה מִ֑  Isa. 63.13 ‘through ב 

the depths’) 
Weakening of consonantal he occurs also in modern read-

ing traditions. This includes the weakening of final he written 

with mappiq in the vocalized text, e.g. 

                                                 
54 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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Aleppo 

 ˌleβadˈdaˑ (Katz 1981, 13 | L [BHS]: ּה דַָ֔  Exod. 22.26 ‘by לְב 

itself [fs.]’) 
 missobˈʕa (Katz 1981, 13 | L [BHS]: ּה שָבְעָּֽ  Ruth 2.18 ‘from מ 

her satisfaction’)  
Morocco 

 saraˈta (Akun 2010, 67 | L [BHS]: ִָָּ֖֖֙רָתָה צָּֽ 1 Sam. 1.6, ‘her 

rival wife’)  
 ʕaluˈta (Akun 2010, 67 | L [BHS]: ִָָּ֖֖֙עֲלֹתָה 1 Sam. 1.7 ‘her go-

ing up)  

Kerala 

 haʃaˈbaː (Forsström 2013, 461 | L [BHS]: ּה  Gen. 50.20 חֲשָׁבַָ֣

‘he meant it [fs.])  
In the Babylonian reading tradition, a mappiq occurs in a 

3fs verbal object suffix attached to a 3fs suffix conjugation form 

and after an energic nun (Yeivin 1985, 336). In both these con-

texts the suffix is regularly non-consonantal in the Tiberian tra-

dition. The Babylonian mappiq is a small superscribed he:55 

װתָכל ַשִוְ   [wʃikkʰalˈlaːttʰɔːh] (תָה כְלִָ֑  Ezek. 14.15 ‘and you וְשׁ 

will make it (f) childless’)  
װתָס ע וכֵ   [wχeːʕasˈsaːttʰɔːh] (תָה ֹ֤ עֲס  ּֽ  Sam 1.6 ‘and she 1 וְכ 

provoked her’) 
                                                 
55 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
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ַָיִ  װנָע בל  [jivlɔːˈʕaːnnɔːh] (נָה בְלָעֶּֽ  Isa. 28.4 ‘he will swallow it י 

(f)’) 
This is most easily interpreted as reflecting the fact that the 

Babylonian and Tiberian traditions here have different morpho-

logical forms of the 3fs suffix. The occasional occurrence of a 

non-consonantal variant of the 3fs suffix in the Tiberian tradition 

in other contexts, therefore, could also be the result of morpho-

logical variation. 

I.1.6. VAV (ו) וָו 

Labio-dental [v] and labio-velar semi-vowel [w] 

In Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ the name of this letter is spelt ואו, which 

represents, it seems, the corresponding Arabic name (wāw).56 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the place of articulation was 

the lips.57 This could be referring to a bilabial [w] or labio-dental 

[v] pronunciation. It is, however, explicitly stated by David ben 

Abraham al-Fāsī (tenth century C.E.), the Palestinian Karaite 

lexicographer, that in Palestine consonantal vav both with and 

without dagesh was pronounced as a labio-dental. He makes this 

observation in the entry in his dictionary, Kitāb Jāmiʿ al-ʾAlfāẓ 
(‘The book of the collection of words’) on the name פֻוָה:  

ע וּפֻוָ הָ֖תוֹלִָ֥  (Gen. 46.13): name of a man. The accent is on the 

vav and it is read rafe. The pronunciation of the vav in it is 

like the way the Palestinians (pronounce the letter in 

words) such as ֹ֤ה ה ,be!’ (Gen. 27.29)‘ הֱו   .ill’ [fs.] (Lev‘ דָוַָ֗

                                                 
56 E.g. short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.2.2. 

57 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.9.  
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20.18, etc.), רְוַָ֣ה  it watered’ (Isa. 55.10). Some of the‘ ה 

teachers have made a mistake by reading it (like the vav 

in) ָ֖ ָ֖ spirit’ and‘ רוּח  יחוֹח  -soothing’. This is because when‘ נ 

ever the accent is on the letter before a vav, its 

pronunciation is light, between the lips, as in ָ֖ וּח   ’spirit‘ רֹ֤
and ָ֖ וֹח  יחֹ֤ ָ֖ ,’soothing‘ נ  ע  ָ֖ ,’Joshua‘ יְהוֹשֹֻׁ֤ וּע   ,to sway’ (Jud. 9.9‘ לָנ 

etc.), ָ֖ ָ֖ ,’to hear‘ שָׁמוֹע  ָ֖ ,’to know‘ יָד ע  ָ֖ ,’Noah‘ נ ח   brain’. Its‘ מ ח 
pronunciation (i.e. the vav of פֻוָ ה), like every (consonantal) 

vav in our (reading tradition), both light (i.e with rafe) and 

with dagesh, is between the upper teeth and the lower lip. 

Examples with dagesh are: א צָֹ֤ םָ֖יִָ֨ וַָּ֗ ק   ‘their speech went out’ 
(Psa. 19.5), ם וָּּֽ  ,he commanded them’ (Gen. 50.12, etc.)‘ צ 

ר אֲשֶׁ֛ ּֽ הָ֖כ  וִָּ֥ צ   ‘as he commanded’ (Gen. 7.9, etc.), ר הָ֖אֲשִֶׁ֙ וֶָּ֜ יְצ   ‘that 

he commands’ (Gen. 18.19, etc.). Examples with light (vav) 

are: ל־ה וָהָ֖ה וָֹ֤ה ָ֖ה וֶֹ֤ה ,disaster upon disaster’ (Ezek. 7.26)‘  ע 
לֶךְָ֖לָהֶםִָ֖֙ ֹ֤ח ,be for them a king’ (Neh. 6.6) (you)‘  לְמֶַ֔ לְשָׁאוּלִָָ֖֖֙וְרָו   

‘and Saul was refreshed’ ָ֖(1 Sam. 16.23), ּשׁו ב   א־י  יָ֖ל ּֽ ק וָּֽ  ‘those 

who wait for me will not be put to shame’ (Isa. 49.23). 

Now, עָ֖וּפֻוָ ה  is like this.58 (Gen. 46.13) תוֹלִָ֥

Al-Fāsī makes the point here that consonantal vav in all 

contexts is pronounced as a labio-dental [v]. The only exception 

is constituted by words that contain a vav followed by a guttural 

                                                 
58 Kitāb Jāmiʿ al-ʾAlfāẓ, ed. Skoss (1936, vol. 2, 451-452): ָ֖תולעָ֖ופֻוָֹ֤הָ֖אסם

הָ֖דוָהָ֖הרוָהָ֖רג̇לָ֖ולחנהָ֖פיָ֖אלויוָ֖וקראתהָ֖רפיָ֖ וכ̇רוגָ֖̇פיהָ֖אלויוָ֖כראיָ֖אלשאמייןָ֖מת̇לָ֖הֱו 
וקדָ֖גלטָ֖בעץָ֖̇אלמעלמיןָ֖אלד̇יָ֖יקרוהָ֖מת̇לָ֖רוּחָ֖ניחוֹחָ֖וד̇לךָ֖אןָ֖כלָ֖ויוָ֖יכוןָ֖אללחןָ֖פיָ֖אלחרףָ֖

עָ֖לנוּעָ֖שׁמוֹעָ֖יד עָ֖נ חָ֖מ ח.ָ֖אלד̇יָ֖קבלהָ֖יכוןָ֖כ̇רוג̇הָ֖מכ̇פףָ֖ביןָ֖אל וֹחָ֖יהושֹֻׁ֤ וּחָ֖ניחֹ֤ שפתיןָ֖מת̇לָ֖רֹ֤
ָ֖ואלשפהָ֖ ָ֖אלפוקאניה ָ֖אלאסנאן ָ֖בין ָ֖ואלמדגוש ָ֖אלמכפף ָ֖לנא ָ֖ויו ָ֖כל ָ֖ככ̇רוג̇ פכ̇רוג̇ה
וָּםָ֖צוָּםָ֖כאשרָ֖צוָּהָ֖אשרָ֖יצוֶּהָ֖ואעניָ֖באלמכפףָ֖ אלספלאניָ֖אעניָ֖באלמדגושָ֖מת̇לָ֖יצאָ֖ק 

ח לשאולָ֖לאָ֖יבשׁוָ֖קוָֹי.ָ֖ומתלהָ֖אלאןָ֖תולעָ֖ופֻוָהָ֖מת̇לָ֖הוָֹהָ֖עלָ֖הוָֹהָ֖הוָֹהָ֖להםָ֖למלךָ֖ורָו  . 
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with a furtive pataḥ such as ָ֖ ָ֖ and רוּח  יחוֹח   where it is pronounced ,נ 

‘light, between the lips’. This must be referring to a bilabial glide 

between the vowel and the following pataḥ [ˈʀu̟ːwaħ], 
[niːˈħoːwaħ]. 

It is stated in the Masoretic treatises that consonantal vav 

had the same pronunciation as bet rafe, e.g. 

Every vav at the end of a word is pronounced according to 

the Palestinians as a bet rafe. (Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ)59 

Know that every vav that is prefixed to the beginning of a 

word and has shewa is read with (the pronunciation of) bet. 

… I mean it is pronounced as if it were the letter bet, as in 

ר …  and he shall say.’ (Treatise on the Shewa)60‘ וְאָמ 

Al-Fāsī indicates that the vav in the name ָ֖ ָהפֻו  (Gen. 46.13) 

was pronounced like other cases of consonantal vav, i.e. as labio-

dental [v]. He says, however, that some teachers mistakenly read 

it as a bilabial [w]. This implies that there were different tradi-

tions of pronouncing the vav in this context. Mishaʾel ben ʿ Uzziʾel 
(tenth-eleventh century) makes the following observation about 

the pronunciation of vav in this word in his Kitāb al-Khilaf: 

As for the word וּפֻוָ ה (Gen. 46.13), there is a consensus that 

it has a vav that (is pronounced) in the way it is read in 

                                                 
59 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.7.7. 

אעלםָ֖אןָ֖כלָ֖ואוָ֖מזאדָ֖פיָ֖אולָ֖ללפט̇ה ָָ֖֖ותחתהָ֖שואָ֖יקראָ֖בבאָ֖...ָ֖אעניָ֖יכ̇רגָ֖כאנהָ֖ 60
חרףָ֖ביתָ֖כקולךָ֖...ָ֖וְאָמרמת̇לָ֖  (ed. Levy 1936, כו). 
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Iraq, not like bet rafe, as in words such as ים  poor’ and‘ עֲנָו 

so forth (in the pronunciation) of the Palestinians.61 

The consensus referred to here is between the foremost Ti-

berian Masoretic authorities Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. They 

pronounced the vav in this word in the Babylonian fashion, i.e. 

as a bilabial [w], not like the labio-dental pronunciation of a bet 

rafe. This was presumably conditioned by the preceding [uː] 
vowel: [fuːwɔː].  

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, there are sporadic 

cases of fricative bet being written where Standard Tiberian or-

thography has a consonantal vav, which reflects their identical 

phonetic realization, e.g. 

וֹ  בָת  וֹ :T-S A5.7, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]) וּבְגָא  אֲוָת   .Deut וּבְג 

33.26 ‘and in his majesty’) 
ה  ילַָ֔ ב  ח  ּֽ ה :T-S A21.125, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]) ה  ילַָ֔ חֲו  ּֽ  .Gen ה 

2.11 ‘Havilah’) 
וְאשַָָׁ֣֖ :T-S AS 44.35, Outhwaite 2020 | L [BHS]) שָב   Lam. 2.15 

‘emptiness’) 
In Karaite transcriptions into Arabic script, a vav is gener-

ally transcribed by Arabic wāw. It is sometimes, however, tran-

scribed by the Arabic letter bāʾ. Arabic bāʾ is used elsewhere to 

transcribe both plosive bet [b] and fricative bet [v]. The occa-

                                                 
יָ֖אלרפיָ֖ 61 ואמאָ֖לפט̇הָ֖ופֻוהָ֖מאָ֖פיהאָ֖כ̇לףָ֖בוָוָ֖עליָ֖מאָ֖יקראָ֖באלעראקָ֖לאָ֖בשבהָ֖אלב 
 .(כ.ed. Lipschütz, 1965, p) Kitāb al-Khilaf ,אעניָ֖מת̇לָ֖ענויםָ֖וגירהאָ֖ללשאמיין
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sional use of bāʾ to transcribe vav indicates that scribes were con-

fusing the labio-dental realization [v] of vav with that of bet rafe. 

It is attested as a transcription of medial and final vav, e.g. 

و ُۣب۟اعـناغ۠ـ   (Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 45 | L [BHS]: ּ֛עְנו  גָו 

Num. 20.3 ‘we had expired’) 

ת :Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 45 | L [BHS]) ه۟مۚصبوۢث  צְוֹ  מ   ה 

Num. 15.22 ‘the commandments’) 

ָֹ֤֖ :BL Or 2548 fol. 42r, 3 | L [BHS]) وقوبي   Isa. 40.31 ‘those וְקוֹי 

who are hoping for’) 

יו :Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 45 | L [BHS]) بغ۠اذ۠اب   בְגָדָ֛

Num. 19.19 ‘his clothes’) 
Examples are attested in manuscripts of the transcription of 

consonantal vav with bāʾ when preceded by long [uː], e.g. 

ُۣو ُۣ  قوبايس   [vaʃiqq̟u̟ːˈvaːaj] (BL Or 2551 fol. 67r, 9 | L [BHS]: 

י ַ֗ קֻו   (’Psa. 102.10 ‘and my drinks וְַ֝שׁ 
This corresponds to al-Fāsī’s description of the vav in this 

context in the word פֻוָה as a labio-dental [fuːˈvɔː], but not the 

bilabial pronunciation [fuːˈwɔː] that is ascribed by Mishaʾel ben 
ʿUzziʾel to Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. 

There is even one documented case of bāʾ transcribing a 

glide before a furtive pataḥ: 
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 :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 155 | L [BHS]) [noːvaʕˈ] نوبع 

ָ֖ וֹע   (’Psa. 109.10 ‘and wander וְנֹ֤
This does not correspond to al-Fāsī’s description of a bila-

bial [w] in this context. 

The medieval sources, therefore, reflect a variety of differ-

ent distributions of the labio-dental [v] pronunciation of conso-

nant vav. These are summarized below: 

 

 Default After pretonic [uː] Glide after [uː]/[oː] 
Mishaʾel [v] [w] ? 

al-Fāsī [v] [v] [w] 

Transcriptions [v] [v] [v] 

 

It should be pointed out that the transcription in which the 

form نوبع [ˈnoːvaʕ] is attested is a liturgical florilegium of biblical 

verses and exhibits several other deviations from Standard 

Tiberian reading.  

We learn from the passage in the Treatise on the Shewa cited 

above that an initial conjunctive vav with a shewa was pro-

nounced as a labio-dental like bet rafe, e.g. ר  ̟[vɔʔɔːˈmaːaʀ] וְאָמ 
‘and he will say’. How was conjunctive vav pronounced when it 

has the form ּו, i.e. before the labial consonants ב and פ or before 

a silent shewa? This is described in a further passage from the 

Treatise on the Shewa: 

When the vav is next to these three letters, namely ָ֖̇ףָ֖̇מָ֖̇ב , it 

should not be pronounced in this way (i.e. like bet) and it 

is not pointed with shewa, but rather with one point in the 
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body of the vav, as in ה  ,and he will build’ (Josh. 6.26‘ וּבָנִָ֞

etc.), ֹו אתַ֔ ר  ַ֣ א ,and you will clear it’ (Josh. 17.18)‘ וּב   and‘ וּבָרַָ֣

he will create’ (Isa. 4.5), ִ֥ת ינ   .and the discernment of’ (Isa‘ וּב 

ר ,(29.14 ב ַ֗  ,and lest’ (Deut. 4.9‘ וּפֶן ,and clean’ (Job 11.4)‘ וָּ֜

etc.), ה וּט ,and he will turn’ (Deut. 31.20, etc.)‘ וּפָנִָ֞  and‘ וּפִ֥

Put’ (Gen. 10.6), י ּֽ  ,and the mouth of’ (Exod. 39.23, etc.)‘ וּפ 

וֹל י ,and beans’ (2 Sam. 17.28)‘ וּפִ֥ ֛  .and breathe’ (Ezek‘ וּפְח 

לֶךְ ,(37.9 לְכוּת ,and king’ (Gen. 14.2, etc.)‘ וּמִֶ֥ לְכוּתָהִָּ֖֙ .cf) וּמ    וּמ 

‘her royal office’ Esther 1.19), ל  .and the ruler’ (Gen‘ וּמ שׁ  

45.8, etc.), ֹו קְל  ל ,and his staff’ (Hos. 4.12)‘ וּמ  ִ֥ ע   and from‘ וּמ 

upon’ (1 Sam. 6.5, etc.), ל  ’and he acted treacherously‘ וּמָע 
(cf. ל ע   Josh. 22.20). Nothing of this category is found that מָֹ֤

is pointed or read ל ,וְבָנה  because these three ,וְפוּט or ,וְמָשׁ 

letters are different from the other letters in this respect. 

When they read them (i.e. these words), it is not 

pronounced bet; I mean, the vav in them is not pronounced 

bet, as the aforementioned cases that have shewa. Rather, 

you read their vavs as if you are pronouncing ּאו, as if you 

are saying ךְ ,אֻבָרָא ,אֻבָנָה  You should read all of .אֻפָנָה אֻמָל 

them in this way. You need not read with a pure ʾalef, for 

an ʾalef does not appear in them, but I have only compared 

it (to ʾalef) by way of approximation. … And if the second 
letter of the words has shewa, then it is always pointed and 

read with a point in the body of the vav and it is not read 

as bet, I mean with shewa, rather it is read as a pure vav, as 

in י ַ֣ ו  ע ,and regarding Levi’ (Deut. 33.8)‘ וּלְל  ִ֥  ’and hear‘ וּשְׁמ 
(Exod. 23.21, etc.), ר ִ֥  ,and the matter of’ (Num. 23.3)‘ וּדְב 
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אוּקְרָָ֖  ‘and call’ (Ruth 4.11, etc.), ּו  and have dominion‘ וּרְדִ֞

over’ (Gen. 1.28, etc.), and other cases.62 

According to this passage, the onset of the syllable repre-

sented by conjunction ּו was not ʾalef. It would be inappropriate, 

therefore, to transcribe it as [ʔuː]. This, moreover, would be a 

heavy CVV syllable, with a consonantal onset and long vowel in 

the rhyme. This would be an unexpected syllabic structure for a 

particle that has shewa in other contexts, when compared to the 

syllable structure of particles such as ְָ֖ב and ְָ֖ל. These latter parti-

cles have a short vowel in an open syllable, represented by shewa 

(i.e. [ba], [la], see §I.2.5.1.) or a short vowel in a closed syllable 

when followed by a silent shewa, e.g. ל שְׁמוּא   to‘ [liʃmuːˈʔeːel] ל 

Samuel’. It would be more appropriate to interpret the syllable 
structure of conjunctive vav ּו as [wu], with a voiced labio-velar 

approximant [w] as onset. Such a voiced onset would resemble 

the vowel nucleus [u] in acoustic and articulatory properties, and 

therefore would be difficult to distinguish from a long [uː]. 
                                                 
אדאָ֖גאורָ֖אלווָ֖להדהָ֖אלתלתהָ֖אחרףָ֖והיָ֖ב̇מ̇ףָ֖̇פאנהָ֖לאָ֖יגוזָ֖חינידָ֖אןָ֖תכרגָ֖בדאךָ֖ 62
אלכרוגָ֖ולאָ֖תנקטָ֖בשואָ֖בלָ֖בנקטהָ֖ואחדהָ֖פיָ֖גוףָ֖אלָ֖וָוָ֖מתלָ֖ובנהָ֖ובראתוָ֖ובראָ֖ובינתָ֖

עלָ֖ומָעלָ֖וליסָ֖יוגדָ֖פיָ֖הדאָ֖וב רָ֖ופןָ֖ופנהָ֖ופוטָ֖ופיָ֖ופולָ֖ופחיָ֖ומלךָ֖ומלכותָ֖ומושלָ֖ומקלוָ֖ומ 
ולאָ֖יקראָ֖ובָנהָ֖ולאָ֖ומָשלָ֖ולאָ֖ופוטָ֖לאןָ֖הדהָ֖אלתלתהָ֖אחרףָ֖אלגנסָ֖אלבתהָ֖שיָ֖ינקטָ֖

בָ֖אעניָ֖לאָ֖יקראָ֖פיהאָ֖אלווָּ֖ מכאלפהָ֖לסאירָ֖אלאחרףָ֖פיָ֖הדאָ֖ואדאָ֖קרוהאָ֖ולאָ֖יקאלָ֖ב 
בבָ֖כמאָ֖תקראָ֖אלאולהָ֖אלדיָ֖בשואָ֖בלָ֖תקראָ֖ואואתהאָ֖כאנךָ֖תכרגהאָ֖באוָּ֖כאנךָ֖תקולָ֖

ךָ֖אֻפָנָהָ֖עליָ֖הדאָ֖אלמתאלָ֖תקראָ֖כלה אָ֖וליסָ֖יגבָ֖תקראָ֖באלףָ֖מחץָ֖̇אֻבָנָהָ֖אֻבָרָאָ֖אֻמָל 
ולאָ֖יביןָ֖פיהאָ֖אלףָ֖ואנמאָ֖מתלתָ֖לךָ֖באלתקריבָ֖וכדאָ֖...ָ֖ואןָ֖כאןָ֖אלחרףָ֖אלת̇אניָ֖מןָ֖
ָ֖פיָ֖גוףָ֖אלואוָ֖ולאָ֖יקראָ֖בבאָ֖אעניָ֖בשואָ֖בלָ֖ אלתיבותָ֖בשואָ֖פכלהָ֖ינקטָ֖ויקראָ֖בנקטה 
 ,CUL Or 1080.13.3.2) יקראָ֖בואוָ֖מחץָ֖̇כקולךָ֖וּללויָ֖וּשמעָ֖וּדברָ֖וּקראָ֖וּרדוָ֖וג̇ירהמא

fol. 1r–1v and Levy ed., 1936, כז). See on this passage Posegay (2019). 
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The Karaite transcriptions, indeed, represent the conjunc-

tion ּו with an initial Arabic wāw and not an Arabic ʾalif. In some 

transcriptions, word-initial ּו is represented by Arabic wāw vocal-

ized with a Hebrew qibbuṣ, e.g. 

ۚي  د  لنۜخ  י :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3 | L [BHS]) و  ִ֑  .Gen וּלְנֶכְד 

21.23 ‘to my posterity’) 

تخ۟ال  ל :BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 124v, 9 | L [BHS]) و  ָּ֧  .Num וּתְכ 

17.25 ‘so that you may make an end’) 
Elsewhere in the manuscripts long [uː] is transcribed with 

a shureq point in wāw, e.g. 

و ُۣاحوۢثۛن ُۣ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 77r, 7 | L [BHS]: ּנו  .Gen אֲח ת ֵ֕

24.60 ‘our sister’) 

صميۚح ُۣ  و   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 113v, 5 | L [BHS]: וּץ־ חַ֣ מ   

Deut. 23.11 ‘from outside’) 

عو ُۣ  וּ :BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 122v, 11 | L [BHS]) تۚج  גְע   .Num ת 

16.26 ‘you touch’) 
This applies even to cases where the orthography in the 

Hebrew ketiv is defective and the Tiberian codices have a qibbuṣ, 
e.g. 

ن۠اُۣࣵ  و  ولۚزق   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 2 | L [BHS]: יו׃ זְקֻנָּֽ  .Gen ל 

21.7 ‘in his old age’) 
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هو  و  הוּ :BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 119r, 1 | L [BHS]) يوۢاخ٘ل   י אכְלֻּֽ

Num. 9.11 ‘they shall eat it’) 
This suggests that the vocalization with qibbuṣ reflects a 

consonantal + short vowel [wu]. In one manuscript an Arabic 

ḍamma vowel is written on the wāw rather than a qibbuṣ, e.g. 

مَا ُۣ  ה־ :BL Or 2554 fol. 80r, 12 | L [BHS]) و   Cant. 7.7 ‘and וּמ 

what’) 

رامينو  خ  ינוּ :BL Or 2554 fol. 54r, 4 | L [BHS]) و   Cant. 2.15 וּכְרָמ  

‘and our vineyards’) 

مي  ذ  ה־ :BL Or 2554 fol. 94v, 7 | L [BHS]) و  דְמ   Cant 8.14 וּּֽ

‘and be like!’) 
In one manuscript, an initial conjunctive ּו is transcribed by 

Arabic wāw vocalized with a Hebrew shewa. This most likely 

represents a consonantal onset followed by a short vowel, e.g. 

فوُۣۢ  مۚس   סְפוֹאִָ֖֙ :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 73v, 9 | L [BHS]) و   .Gen וּמ 

24.32 ‘and fodder’) 

مُۣ۟۟  ايۚمو   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74r, 1 | L [BHS]: ִָ֖֙ם י   .Gen וּמ ִ֙

24.32 ‘and water’) 
In one manuscript an Arabic fatḥa sign is marked over the 

wāw that transcribes conjunctive ּו, e.g.  
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י :BL Or 2552 fol. 99v, 5 | L [BHS]) وَمي  ַ֣  Ecc. 2.19 ‘and וּמ 

who’) 
This reflects a variant reading tradition in which the con-

junctive vav is read [va] even before a labial. This may be what 

the vocalization with shewa in the manuscript BL Or 2539 MS A 

was intended to represent. In Standard Tiberian pronunciation 

[wu] reflects the shift of the short vowel to a rounded quality by 

assimilation to the labial environment. One may compare tradi-

tions of reading such as [vamiː] (L [BHS]: י ַ֣  to cases in Origen’s (וּמ 
Hexapla such as the following, where the Greek transcription has 

ουα or ουε where the Standard Tiberian tradition has ּ63:ו 

 ουαδου (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ּוְּּ֭דְעו Psa. 46.11 

‘and know! (mp)’) 
 ουαλσωνι (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: י  .Psa וְּּ֭לְשׁוֹנ 

35.28 ‘and my tongue’) 
 ουαρημ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ם ִ֥ רְע   Psa. 28.9 וּּֽ

‘and shepherd (ms) them!’) 
 ουεβροβ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ב  Psa. 49.7 וּבְר ִ֥

‘and in the multitude of (cstr.)’) 
Similar forms are occasionally found in the Babylonian tra-

dition, e.g.64 

רשוֹבמיִו    (Yeivin 1985, 1152 | L [BHS]: ישׁוֹרִָ֖֙ ָ֖וּבְמ   Mal. 2.6 ‘and 

in uprightness’) 
                                                 
63 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 

64 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
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The normal vocalization of vav in the Babylonian tradition 

in such contexts, however, is with ḥireq, e.g. 

הומָמה ַוִ   (Yevin 1985, 338 | L [BHS]: וּמָה  Prov. 15.16 ‘and וּמְהִ֥

trouble’) 
ֵַבפ  וִ  כםישע  (Yevin 1985, 342 | L [BHS]: ם יכֶ  שְׁע   Isa. 50.1 וּבְפ 

‘and for your transgressions’) 
ַֹבכִוִ  וןשר   (Yevin 1985, 352 | L [BHS]: וֹן שְׁרִ֑  Ecc. 2.21 ‘and וּבְכ 

with skill’) 
There is an exceptional case of ḥireq in L after conjunctive 

vav in this context, where ּו is expected: 

L [BHS]: ִָ֖֙לְך ּֽ שְׁא  לְךִָ֖֙וּ :Gen. 32.18 ‘and he will ask you’ | S) ו  ּֽ שְׁא  ) 

When word-initial conjunctive ּו is followed by a consonant 

with silent shewa, it sometimes takes minor gaʿya in the Tiberian 

tradition. Minor gaʿya lengthened the duration of a short vowel 

in a closed syllable slightly (represented in IPA as a half-long 

vowel, cf. §I.2.8.2.2.). When this is the case, some transcriptions 

represent the lengthened syllable with two Arabic wāws. This 

must be interpreted as representing a consonantal onset followed 

by a lengthened vowel [uˑ] vowel, i.e. [wuˑ], e.g. 

ه۟اعل ُۣ  ل  و ُۣوث ُۣوو   (BL Or 2540, fol. 8v, 4 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ ֹעֲלֹתו לְה   .Exod וּּֽ

3.8 ‘and to bring him up’) 

وۢبُۣ٘  ي۟اع۟ق  ل  و  ב :BL Or 2546, fol. 85v, 8 | L [BHS]) و  עֲק ִ֑ לְי   .Num וּּֽ

32.11 ‘and to Jacob’) 
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اا۟ه۟ر ُۣ  ول  وۢنو    (BL Or 2544 fol. 158r, 4 | L [BHS]: ן הֲר ַ֗ לְא   .Exod וּּֽ

8.4 ‘and to Aaron’) 
The same transcription is found when a word-initial 

conjunctive ּו is lengthened by a phonetic gaʿya (§I.I.2.5.8.4.), 

which causes a following shewa to be read as vocalic, e.g. 

وش۟ث۟ي  ה :BL Or 2555 fol. 96r, 5 | L [BHS]) و  ִ֥ שֲׁת   Ecc. 9.7 ‘and וּּֽ

drink!’) 
In some model Tiberian codices a vav before a following 

[uː] is written with a dot. This could be interpreted as an attempt 

to represent a labio-velar onset [w] rather than [v], e.g.65  

L, A: ָּ֖ו חֲוּ  שְׁת  ּֽ י  ו  (Deut. 29.25 ‘and they worshipped’) 
L, B: ָ֖ ּוּטָו  (Exod. 35.26 ‘they span’) 
C: ַָּ֖֣לְו וּוְנ   (Jer. 50.5 ‘let us join’) 

In some manuscripts, consonantal vav, before [uː] and also 

in other contexts, is marked with a rafe, e.g.66ָ֖ 

C: ִָ֖֑ שְׁו וּוְת   (Isa. 46.5 ‘and you make equal’) 
L: ָ֖  יו ֹ֤ יה   (Psa. 90.17 ‘and let it be’) 

In manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization, 

these two strategies for marking consonantal vav have been ex-

tended to other contexts. The placement of a dot in consonantal 

                                                 
65 Yeivin (1980, 285–286). 

66 Yeivin (1980, 286). 
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vav is found in such manuscripts in word-initial, word-medial and 

word-final position, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

רֶץוָָּ֖  אִָ֑  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 162 | L [BHS]: רֶץ  .Psa וָאִָ֑

69.35 ‘and earth’) 
ם  ַ֣ ם :T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 162 | L [BHS]) וְּע  ִ֥  Psa. 69.29 וְע 

‘and with’) 
 ָ֖ ִָ֑֖קְוָָּ֖ת  ית   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 162 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ ִָ֑֖ת   .Psa  יקְוָת 

71.5 ‘my hope’). 
יוּ  ָ ל  לָיו :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]) ע   Job 39.23 עְָּ֭

‘upon him’) 
European manuscripts 

יוּאּ ָ֖  לָ֛  (ASCNON B.I.1v, Pilocane 2004, 27 | L [BHS]: יו לָ֛  א 

Num. 27.11 ‘to him’) 
In such contexts, the vav would have been pronounced as a 

labio-dental according to the Standard Tiberian tradition. More-

over, in some cases, a vowel sign is written under it, which shows 

it must be consonantal, e.g. ָָּ֖רֶץו אִָ֑ . Comparison with the strategies 

for marking consonantal vav in the Babylonian and Palestinian 

traditions, however, suggest that the dot in the vav should be in-

terpreted as a shureq vowel sign. Its purpose in the Non-Standard 

Tiberian manuscripts was to ensure that the letter was read as a 

separate segment from the adjacent vowel, although it was only 

an approximating representation of its pronunciation, i.e. pre-

sumably a labio-dental.  
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In Babylonian vocalization, consonantal vav is sometimes 

vocalized with a sign that can only be interpreted as a shureq 

vowel, e.g.67 

ִַאָ  וי ַב  (OB, Yeivin 1985, 267 | L [BHS]: יו  Deut. 27.16 ‘his אָב  

father’) 
וי ַנָלפָוִ   (LB, Yeivin 1985, 267 | L [BHS]: יו לְפָנַָ֗  Job 21.33 ‘and וַּ֝

before him’) 
ו לגֵ   (OB, Yeivin 1985, 267 | L [BHS]: ַָ֖֣ו  Prov. 26.3 ‘for the לְג 

back’) 
According to the Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel in the passage cited 

above, the Iraqis, i.e. the Jews of Babylonia, pronounced conso-

nantal vav as a bilabial, so a shureq was more appropriate as a 

representation of its pronunciation than in the Tiberian tradition. 

In manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization, the vowel sign of 

ḥolem occasionally represents consonantal vav, e.g. 

ווֱ שתחוי   (Bod. Heb. d 44, ff. 1-4, Dietrich 1968, 25* | L 

[BHS]: ֹו חֲווּ־ל  שְׁת  י   (’Kings 2.15 ‘and they bowed before him 2 ו 
 ֱ עתיוֱ ש   (T-S 20.53, Murtonen 1958, לד, Allony and Díez 

Macho 1958, 259 | L [BHS]: י עְת  ִ֥ וּ   (’Psa. 30.3 ‘I cried שׁ 
The ḥolem sign here, as with the Tiberian shureq, must be 

regarded as an approximating representation of the labio-dental 

pronunciation of Palestinian consonantal vav. 

In Gen. 46.13 L has a dot in the second vav of וּפֻוָּ ה. Some 

early codices do not have the dot, e.g. S: ָֻ֖הֿוָ ָ֖וּפ . In B a dot appears 

                                                 
67 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
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to have been written and then erased.68 The name occurs also in 

Num. 26.23 where L and other early codices have ה  without the לְפֻוֵָ֕

dot. It is likely that the dot in the vocalization of L in Gen. 46.13 

should be identified as shureq to mark the consonantal pronuncia-

tion of the letter rather than a dagesh and the reading [fuːˈwɔː] was 

intended, as in other manuscripts.69 The Babylonian vocalization 

of וּפֻוָּ ה (L, Gen. 46.13) is ָופו ה (Yeivin 1985, 764), with a shureq 

over the vav and no vocalization on the pe. This could be com-

pared to Tiberian vocalizations such as ָ֖  which al-Fāsī claims ,רוּח 
contained a bilabial glide: [ʀu̟ːwaħ]. Babylonian ָפו ה is likely to 

have been intended to represent [fuːˈwɔː]. 
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, rafe is marked on 

consonantal vav in a wider range of contexts than in the Standard 

Tiberian codices. It is found on vav in word-initial and word-me-

dial position, e.g. 

ג  ם   Ruth 1.12 ‘and וְג  ם :T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 99 | L [BHS]) ו ְ

also’) 
ק ְָ֖  הו ָ ָ֖ת   (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 99 | L [BHS]: קְוָ ה  .Prov  ת 

29.20 ‘hope’) 
אֲָּ֖  ַָ֣֖ג  תו    (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 99 | L [BHS]: ַ֣ת אֲו   Prov. 29.23 ג 

‘pride’) 
                                                 
68 A trace of dot is visible and the parchment has been scraped. 

69 In later sources the dot in the word is referred to as a dagesh. Jedidiah 

Norzi (seventeenth century) in his work Minḥat Shai (Mantua, 1742–44 

ad loc. Gen. 46.13) refers to it as dagesh and notes that there were 

differences of opinion about its presence in the name in Gen. 46.13 in 

the sources available to him. 
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The function of the rafe here is to mark the letter as conso-

nantal but ungeminated. 

Occasionally a rafe sign is used to mark consonantal un-

geminated vav in Palestinian vocalization, e.g. 

ל ֱוֱ עֱ    (T-S 12.195, Kahle 1930, 83 | L [BHS]: וֶל  Psa. 53.2 עַַָ֝֗

‘iniquity’) 
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, a consonantal vav is 

indicated by a shewa sign, often written within the letter. The 

shewa makes it clear that the letter closes a syllable and so is to 

be read as a consonant, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

יוְָ֖עָל ָ ָ֖   (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: יו  Psa. 89.46 עָלָ 

‘on him’) 
יוְָ֖כְנָפַָָ֣֖   (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: יו  Psa. 91.4 כְנָפַָ֣

‘his wings’) 
European manuscripts 

 ָ֖ יוְָ֖וּל ָ ָ֖וְש   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 219 | L [BHS]: 

יו  (’Isa. 6.1 ‘and his train וְשׁוּלָ 
יוֹתָ ָ֖  יוְָ֖וְהָר   (BL Add 21161 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ ָיוֹת יווְהָר   Hos. 14.1 ‘and his 

pregnant women’) 
The distinction in the Middle Ages between the pronuncia-

tion of vav as a labio-dental in Palestine and its pronunciation as 

bilabial in Iraq is continued in modern reading traditions. In 

reading traditions of the Levant, such as Aleppo, consonantal vav 

is pronounced as a labio-dental, e.g. 
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 ħajˈjav (Aleppo, Katz 1981,4 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ יויַָָ֖֔ח  Gen. 47.28 ‘his 

life’) 
 ˌveɣamˈhuˑ ˌjiɣˈdal (Aleppo, Katz 1981,9 | L [BHS]: ַָ֖֣ם־ה ָ֖אוּוְג 

גְָ֖ לדִָָ֑֖י   Gen. 48.19 ‘and he also will be great’) 
In the Samaritan reading tradition, consonantal vav has 

shifted to [b] (except in the case of conjunctive vav), reflecting 

its merger with fricative bet [v] and the consequent shift of fric-

ative bet [v] to plosive bet [b] (Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 33–34), e.g.70 

 båb̄īyyima (Samaritan, Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 33-34 | L [BHS]: 

ם יהֶ   (’Exod. 26.32 ‘their hooks וָו 
 īšåb (Samaritan, Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 33-34 | L [BHS]: ו שָּֽ  ע 

Gen. 25.25 ‘Esau’) 
The occurrence of pe in place of consonantal vav in a bibli-

cal manuscript from Qumran could be taken as evidence that the 

labio-dental pronunciation already existed in the Second Temple 

period:71 

ב :4Q111 3.8 | L [BHS]) צפהָ֖אדוניָ֖ליעקוב  עֲק   וָָּּ֧הָ֖יְהוָ֛הָ֖לְי   .Lam צ 

1.17 ‘The Lord commanded Jacob’) 
The pre-Masoretic transcriptions into Greek and Latin, 

however, reflect a pronunciation of the consonantal vav as a bi-

labial [w]. In Greek this is represented by ου or υ and in Latin by 

u, e.g.72 

                                                 
70 Here and elsewhere the transcription system of Ben-Ḥayyim is used 

for the Samaritan tradition. 

71 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 

72 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 



 Consonants 189 

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.) 

 Οὐκάν (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ן עֲֲקָּֽ  Gen. 36.27 ו 

‘Akan’) 
 Εὕαν (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: וַָּ֣ה  (’Gen. 4.1 ‘Eve ח 
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) 

 ουαδωρ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ר  Psa. 49.12 וָד ִ֑

‘and generation’) 
 βγηουαθω (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ֹו אֲוָתַ֣  .Psa בְג 

46.4 ‘at its swelling’) 
Jerome (346-420 C.E.) 

 uaiomer (Jerome, Epistula LXXIII.55.18, ed. Hilberg | L 

[BHS]: אמֶר י ָּ֧  (’Gen. 4.15 ‘and he said ו 
 illaue (Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos, ed. 

de Lagarde et al., 6.5, 6, 12 | L [BHS]: לָּוֶֹ֤ה  Gen. 29.34 ‘[my י 

husband] will join himself [to me]’) 
In medieval Greek transcriptions, on the other hand, con-

sonantal vav is represented by β, which reflects [v], e.g. 

Nikolaos of Otranto (1155/60–1235) 

 βεέθ (Kantor forthcoming | L [BHS]: ת ִ֥  Gen. 1.1 ‘and וְא 

(direct object marker)’) 
 βιγιομερου (Kantor forthcoming | L [BHS]: ּו אמְרַ֔ י ַ֣  Ex. 32.4 ו 

‘and they said’) 
In modern Iraqi reading traditions, such as Baghdad (Morag 

1977, 8) and Kurdistan (Sabar 2013), vav is pronounced as a bi-

labial [w]. The same applies to the Yemenite reading tradition, 
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which was closely related historically with Babylonia in the Mid-

dle Ages (Morag 1963; Yaʾakov 2015), e.g. 

 wejɪdˈgu (Baghdad, Morag 1977,8 | L [BHS]: ּו דְָ֖גִ֥  Gen. 48.16 וְי 

‘and let them increase’) 
 wăʃɔfatˁ (Yemen, Morag 1963,42 | L [BHS]: ִָ֖֙ט  Isa. 2.4 וְשָׁפ 

‘and He will judge’) 

I.1.7. ZAYIN ן י   (ז) ז 

Voiced alveolar sibilant [z] 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the Tiberians called this letter zāy 

 which is the name of the corresponding Arabic letter.73 A ,(זאי)

shortened form of the name, zay, was also used in Jewish 

Palestinian Aramaic (Sokoloff 1992, 175) and Syriac (Payne 

Smith 1879, 1116).  

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ states that the place of the articulation of 

the letter is the teeth.74 This evidently refers to the movement of 

the teeth accompanying the pronunciation of the sibilants. The 

author does not mention the action of the tongue, which was the 

main articulator.75 The Sefer Yeṣira describes zayin as being 

articulated between the teeth with a ‘resting tongue’, or a ‘flat 

                                                 
73 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.1.2. 

74 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.8. Eldar (1980, 

fol. 10b, line 77). 

75 Cf. Eldar (1980, n.70). 
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tongue’ according to some versions.76 In both these passages, the 

intention may have been that the tongue tip was not engaged in 

the articulation of the letter, i.e. it was articulated with the blade. 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ mentions that there is a variant form of 

zayin which is called zāy makrūkh, but the author says he knows 

nothing about it.  

It is said that there are some who attribute a particular 

feature to zayin and call it zāy makrūkh. I have not, 

however, been able to identify their purpose in using the 

term makrūkh, so that I could have described it.77 

It has been stated previously that I do not know anything 

that I can report about the zāy makrūkh. I have only 

mentioned it so that it be known that letters have different 

attributes.78 

The term makrūkh was used to refer to an emphatic, i.e. 

pharyngealized, form of resh (§I.1.20.). It appears, therefore, that 

                                                 
בלשוןָ֖ ,’between the teeth and with a resting tongue‘ ביןָ֖שיניםָ֖ובלשוןָ֖ישן 76
 ;with a resting and flat tongue’ (ed. Gruenwald 1971, 147‘ שכובהָ֖ושטוחה

ed. Hayman 2004, 92–98). 

77 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.2. 

78 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.9.8. Cf. also Eldar 

(1984a, 32). The Yemenite orthoepic treatise known as the Hebrew 

Maḥberet ha-Tījān, which was based on the long version of the Hidāya, 

contains a similar statement: אצלינוָ֖אינוָ֖ידועוכןָ֖ישָ֖להםָ֖זי׳׳ןָ֖נקראָ֖מכרוךָ֖ו  ‘They 

(i.e. the Jews of Palestine) have a zayin called makrūkh, but it is 

unfamiliar to us (i.e. the Jews of Yemen)’ (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 81); 

cf. Morag (1960, 210, n. 45 ). 
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the zāy makrūkh was an emphatic [zˁ], though its distribution is 

unknown.  

An anonymous Masoretic treatise refers to two variant 

forms of the letter ṣade in the Tiberian Hebrew reading tradition: 

There is another letter (with two realizations), which the 

people of Palestine never utter (in their vernacular 

speech). This is ṣade and (variant) ṣade. It is, however, 

familiar to the inhabitants of the lands (of the diaspora) 

due to their living in close proximity to other peoples and 

their using other languages and languages of other 

nations.79 

It is possible that this is referring to a voiced variant of ṣade, 

i.e. [zˁ]. Ibn Khaldūn (North Africa, d. 1406), indeed, refers to a 

voiced allophone of ṣade [zˁ] in the pronunciation of the name 

צְיָהוּ i.e. [ʔamazˁˈjɔːhuː].80 ,אֲמ 
 

Sībawayhi describes the existence of an emphatic [zˁ] 
sound in Arabic, which arose through partial assimilation of the 

letter ṣād to an adjacent voiced consonant. With regard to the 

pronunciation of the ṣād in the word maṣdar ‘source’ he states: 
                                                 
79 Ed. Allony (1973, 102, lines 29-32 [Allony’s reading has been 
corrected in places]): ָ֖והוָ֖צדיָ֖צדיָ֖ואנמאָ֖חרףָ֖אכרָ֖לאָ֖יקולוהָ֖אהלָ֖אלשאםָ֖בתה
ָ֖בגירָ֖ ָ֖ואלאסתעמאל ָ֖קבאילהם ָ֖בגיר ָ֖ואלמסאכנה ָ֖ללמגאורה ָ֖אלבלדאן ָ֖סכאן אלפוה
-Allony attributed this text to ʿAli ben Yehudah ha .לגתהםָ֖ולגהָ֖אמםָ֖גירהם
Nazir, but this attribution has been disputed by Eldar (1984a, 33, n.54, 

1986, 59–61). 

80 He describes the ṣade as al-ṣād al-mušamma bi-l-zāʾ ‘ṣād flavoured with 

zāʾ’; cf. Schreiner (1886, 254). 
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They make it (the ṣād) similar to the homorganic letter that 

is most like dāl, i.e. zāy, since it is unaspirated and not 

emphatic, but they do not change it into pure zāy, lest the 

emphatic quality of the letter be removed.81 

An emphatic Arabic zāy was recognized as an additional 

Arabic letter in some medieval works on the correct recitation of 

the Qurʾān (tajwīd), where a voiced variant of an Arabic ṣād is 
intended.82 The Tiberian terminology may have been influenced 

by this tradition in the Arabic tajwīd literature.  

The statement in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ concerning the zāy 

makrūkh implies that it is a variant of the written letter zayin 

(‘there are some who attribute a particular feature to zayin’). The 
foregoing discussion, however, suggests that the term is referring 

to the voiced oral reading of the ṣade.  

I.1.8. ḤET ית  (ח) ח 

Unvoiced pharyngeal fricative [ħ] 
This letter is transcribed by Arabic ḥāʾ (unvoiced pharyngeal 

fricative) in the Karaite transcriptions, e.g. 

                                                 
ָ֖بهָ֖اشبهָ֖الحروفָ֖بالدالָ֖منָ֖موضعهָ֖وهىָ֖الزاىָ֖لانهاָ֖مجهورةָ֖غيرָ֖مطبقةָ֖ولمָ֖يبدلهاָ֖ 81 فضارعوا

للاطباقָ֖بهاָ֖الاجحافָ֖كراهيةָ֖خالصةָ֖زايا , al-Kitāb, ed. Derenbourg (1889, 476–77). 

82 Makkī ibn ʾAbī Ṭālib al-Qaysī (d. 437/1045), for example, refers to 

ṣād allatī yuḵāliṭu lafẓuhā lafẓa al-zāy ‘A ṣād whose pronunciation is 

mixed with that of zāy’, as in (قصد =) قزد and (الصراط =) الزراط, al-Riʿāya 
li-Tajwīd al-Qirāʾa wa-Taḥqīq Lafẓ al-Tilāwa (ed. Farḥāt 1996, 107). 
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טְא :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 100r, 8 | L [BHS]) حيۛ ط   .Deut ־ח  

19.15 ‘sin’) 

ذُۣ٘ك۟احُۣۜۜ  اس ۜ  (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3 | L [BHS]: סֶד חֶָ֜  .Gen כ 

21.23  ‘like the kindness’) 

يحُۣ۟  ָ֖ :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 67v, 1 | L [BHS]) ه۟مۚزبࣤۛ ח  זְב ַ֔ מ   .Gen ־ה 

22.9 ‘the altar’) 
According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the pharyngeals and the 

laryngeals had the same place of articulation: 

The letters אהחע have a single place of articulation. This is 

the throat and the root of the tongue. The Tiberians call it 

the ‘root of the tongue’ and ‘place of swallowing’.83 

It is possible that the division of this place of articulation 

into the ‘root of the tongue’ and ‘place of swallowing’ was in-
tended to refer to the production of the pharyngeals and laryn-

geals respectively. Some medieval grammarians state that ḥet and 

its voiced counterpart ʿayin were articulated less deep in the 

throat than ʾalef and he.84  

In the Standard Tiberian tradition, ḥet does not take dagesh. 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the letter ḥet could not be made 

                                                 
83 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.2. 

84 Ibn Janāḥ, Kitāb al-Lumaʿ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 26–27), Menaḥem 

ben Saruq, Maḥberet (ed. Filipowski 1854, 6). 



 Consonants 195 

‘heavy’ with dagesh,85 i.e. it could not be pronounced with 

different degrees of muscular pressure. 

In Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization, the distribution of 

dagesh is different from that of the Standard Tiberian tradition. 

The distribution of dagesh characteristic of the בגדכפת consonants 

is extended to most other consonants, with the result that, like 

the בגדכפת consonants, they take dagesh after a silent shewa or at 

the beginning of a word when not preceded by a word ending in 

a vowel and a conjunctive accent (Morag 1959; Blapp 2018). The 

dagesh in these consonants represented gemination (Yeivin 1983; 

Khan 2017). Further details of this system of marking dagesh will 

be given in §I.3.3. What is significant here is that the extension 

of dagesh to consonants other than בגדכפת in Non-Standard Tibe-

rian manuscripts does not include the pharyngeals, which in the 

vast majority of cases do not take dagesh. This reflects the diffi-

culty of geminating these consonants. A dagesh is found only very 

sporadically marked on ḥet in Non-Standard Tiberian manu-

scripts, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

ם  יִ֑ י   :T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 163; 2018, 143 | L [BHS]) ח  

ִ֑ים י   .(’Psa. 69.29 ‘the living ח 
European manuscripts 

ָָּ֧֖מ ְָ֖ח ָָ֖ל ְָ֖מ ָ֖  תְך   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 219 | L 

[BHS]: מְתְךָָּ֧֖ לְח   (’Sam. 11.25 ‘your fighting 2  מ 
                                                 
85 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.5. 
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This may have been a strategy for ensuring that the letter 

was read correctly and did not lose its consonantal pronuncia-

tion, rather than marking gemination. The rafe sign is occasion-

ally used with a similar function in Non-Standard Tiberian man-

uscripts. As in some other contexts in Non-Standard Tiberian 

manuscripts, the rafe here marks the letter as consonantal but not 

geminated, e.g. 

ָּֽ֖כְָ֖נ  ָ֖  וּדֿח ָ  (Blapp 2017, 175 | L [BHS]:  ְָ֖כ דֿנ  וּחָּֽ  Psa. 69.6 ‘they are 

[not] hidden’) 
Both of these strategies for ensuring that the letter is read 

and not weakened are found in Palestinian vocalization, e.g. 

Dagesh 

היֱ ח ֱלֱ    (Fassberg 1987, 84 | L [BHS]: ּה חֱיַָ֔  Lam. 1.2 ‘her לֶּֽ

cheek’) 
Rafe 

וֱ אלח ֱנֱ    (T-S 12.195, Kahle 1930, 82-84 | L [BHS]: ּחו אֱלִָ֥  .Psa נֶֶ֫

53.4 ‘they have become corrupt’) 
The potential vulnerability of ḥet to weakening is reflected 

in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts by the practice of marking 

a shewa sign under the letter in word-final position. The purpose 

of this was to draw attention to the fact that they are consonants 

closing a syllable and are not to be weakened and read as vowel 

letters, e.g.  

Genizah manuscripts 

ָ֖וָָ֖  ָ֖֛ת  חְָ֖שְכ   (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 48 | L [BHS]: ח שְׁכ  ת  ְּ֭  Job ו 

39.14 ‘and she forgot’) 
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ִָ֑֖לָָּ֖  חְָ֖צ  ָ֖נ ֶ  (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 127 | L [BHS]: ח  .Psa לָנִֶ֑צ 

89.47 ‘forever’) 
European manuscripts 

בְָ֖  י  חְָ֖רָָֹ֤֖ו   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]: 

ח ֹ֤ בְר  י   (’Kings 11.40 ‘and he fled 1 ו 
ַֽ חְָ֖זִָ֑ ר   (ASCNON B.I. 2r, Pilocane 2004 | L [BHS]: ח  .Chr 1 זִַָֽ֑ר 

2.4, ‘Zerah’) 
Within the Standard Tiberian reading tradition a ḥet was 

prevented from potential weakening in some contexts by length-

ening the vowel before it (§I.2.10.), e.g. ה חְיִָ֨ ּֽ  and‘ [wufˌθaˑḥˈjɔː] וּפְת 

Pethahiah’ (Neh. 11.24), חְיִָ֥ה ּֽ -reviving’ (Ezra 9.8). An‘ [miˑḥˈjɔːˌ] מ 

other strategy to protect the consonantal pronunciation of ḥet at 

the end of a word-internal syllable was to place a dagesh in the 

following letter (§I.3.1.11.2.). This is found in some early manu-

scripts (Yeivin 1980, 295; Ginsburg 1897, 133), e.g. 

חְמְָ֖  ך ָ֖ל  .(JTS ENA 346 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ חְמְך  (your bread’ Ezek. 4.15‘ ל 

There is clear evidence from the Dead Sea scrolls of the 

weakening of ḥet in some biblical reading traditions in the Second 

Temple period, especially that of 1QIsaa. This is reflected by the 

occurrence of he or ʾalef where the Masoretic tradition has ḥet, 

e.g.86 

ךְ :1QIsaa 35.27 | L [BHS]) מהשוכים  חְשִָׁ֨  Isa. 42.16 מ 

‘darkness’) 
                                                 
86 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. Cf. also Reymond (2014, 92). 
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ל :1QIsaa 37.6 | L [BHS]) ואהללה  לּ   אֲח   Isa. 43.28 ‘and I will ו 

profane’) 
י :1QIsaa 44.17 | L [BHS]) ויהללהו  חֱל ַ֔  Isa. 53.10 ‘he caused הֶּֽ

him sickness’) 
ָ֖ :1QIsaa 48.6 | L [BHS]) בצצחות  חְצָחוֹתִ֙  Isa. 58.11 ‘in בְצ 

scorched places’) 
In the modern Samaritan reading tradition ḥet has weak-

ened in most contexts to ʾalef or zero (Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 38–39), 

e.g.87 

 ʾēsəd (L [BHS]: סֶד  (’Gen. 24.14 ‘grace חֶ 
 ʾamrāʾēfåt (L [BHS]: פֶת חֶ   (’Gen. 1.2 ‘was hovering מְר 
 ruwwi (L [BHS]: י ֹ֤   (’Gen. 6.3 ‘my spirit רוּח 
 mār (L [BHS]: ָָ֖רמ חַָ֔  Gen. 30.33 ‘tomorrow’) 
 wrū (L [BHS]: ָ֖ וּח   (’Gen. 1.2 ‘and the spirit of וְרַ֣

The weakening of the pharyngeals reflected in the Dead Sea 

scrolls and the Samaritan tradition had its roots in the contact of 

Hebrew with non-Semitic languages, in particular Greek, in the 

pre-Islamic period. The measures taken to ensure the correct 

reading of the ḥet in the medieval manuscripts described above 

show that a special effort had to be made to avoid its being weak-

ened in the transmission of the Masoretic biblical reading tradi-

tions still in the Middle Ages. Indeed, in the medieval period 

there is evidence for the weakening of the pharyngeals in Pales-

tinian liturgical poetry (§I.0.9.).  

                                                 
87 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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I.1.9. ṬET ית  (ט) ט 

Emphatic (i.e. pharyngealized, with retracted tongue root and 

increased muscular pressure) unvoiced alveolar plosive [tˁ]  
According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, it was articulated with the tongue 

tip and the gums.88 In the Karaite transcriptions, it is represented 

by Arabic ṭāʾ, which was a pharyngealized [tˁ], e.g. 

طوۢبو ُُۣۣم۟ا   (BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 131v, 11 | L [BHS]: ּבו ה־ט ִ֥  מ 

Num. 24.5 ‘how fair are [your tents]’) 

חוּטִָ֖֙ :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 57r, 8 | L [BHS]) مۚيحوطُۣ۟   .Gen ־מ 

14.23 ‘from a thread’) 

ط۟اح۟وي ُۣ  ַ֣י :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 3 | L [BHS]) كۚم  חֲו  מְט   כ 

Gen. 21.16 ‘like the shots of’) 
In Greek transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic period, ṭet is 

represented by Greek tau, which was an unaspirated stop [t]. In 

Latin transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic period it is repre-

sented by Latin t, which likewise represented an unaspirated stop 

[t]. These reflected the unaspirated realization of the ṭet, which 

is also a feature of Arabic ṭāʾ. Examples:89 

                                                 
88 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.7.; ed. Eldar 

(1980, fol. 10b, lines 67–69). 

89 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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Septuagint (third century B.C.E.) 

 Φουτιὴλ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ָּֽ֖לִָ֖֙וּפ יא  ט   Ex. 6.25 

‘Putiel’) 
 Ἰεκτάν (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ן  Gen. 10.25 יָקְטָּֽ

‘Joktan’) 
 Λώτ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: וֹט  (’Gen. 11.27 ‘Lot לּֽ
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) 

 βατε (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ח ִ֥  Psa. 28.7 ‘[my בָט 

heart] trusted’) 
 εμματ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ֶָ֖וֹטמִָ֥֖א  Psa. 30.7 ‘I 

[will not] be moved’) 
 φελλετηνι (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ָ֖ ילְָּ֖פ נ  ּֽ ט   Psa. 31.2 

‘rescue me! (ms)’) 
Jerome (346-420 C.E.) 

 phut (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Glorie, 

VIII.27.935 | L [BHS]: ּטִָ֖֙וּפו  Ezek. 27.10 ‘Put’) 
 atemoth (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Glorie, 

XII.40.517–518 | L [BHS]: וֹת  Ezek. 40.16 ‘narrowing אֲטֻמַ֣

(fp)’) 
 bete (Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos, ed. 

de Lagarde et al., 54.5 | L [BHS]: ִֶָ֖֑חב ט   Gen. 34.25 ‘security’) 
 mesphat (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, II.42.6 

| L [BHS]: ָ֖ טִָ֖֙פָָ֖שְָׁ֖לְמ  Isa. 5.7 ‘judgment’) 
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 phaleta (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed. 

Adriaen, Joel, II, p. 197, line 783 | L [BHS]: ה יטַָ֗  Joel 3.5 פְל 

‘I will pour’) 

I.1.10. YOD (י) יוֹד  

Palatal unrounded semi-vowel [j]; voiced palatal stop [ɉ] when 

geminated 

Saadya states that the Tiberians pronounced yod with dagesh like 

Arabic jīm:  

As for jīm, it is in between gimel and yod. This is why the 

Tiberians pronounce it [i.e. jīm] when (reading) yod with 

dagesh.90
 

According to the early Arabic grammarians Sībawayhi and 

al-Khalīl (eighth century C.E.), jīm was realized as a voiced 

palatal stop [ɉ], which had the same place of articulation as the 

Arabic yāʾ (the semi-vowel [j]), so presumably Saadya is referring 

to the realization of yod with dagesh as [ɉ], e.g. ַָ֖֣ שְׁמ  י  דו   

[vaɉɉaʃˈmeːeð] ‘and he destroyed’ (1 Kings 16.12), which resulted 

from the strengthening of the articulation of [j] to a stop.91 

                                                 
 ,ואמאָ֖אלג׳יםָ֖פפיָ֖מאָ֖ביןָ֖אלגימלָ֖ואליוד,ָ֖ולד׳לךָ֖ג׳עלהאָ֖אלטבראניוןָ֖פיָ֖אליודָ֖אלדגש 90
Commentary on Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Lambert 1891, 42–43). 

91 In some of the early Arabic dialects geminated yāʾ was pronounced 

like jīm; cf. Roman (1983, 101–6, 218). Ibn Sīnā in the eleventh century 

describes jīm as pronounced slightly further forward (Roman 1983, 

243–46). 
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In many Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, a word-final 

consonantal yod is marked by a lower dot, which can be identi-

fied as a ḥireq vowel. Occasionally the yod is also marked with a 

rafe sign, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

י ָ֖ל  ָ֖אֱָּ֖  הָּֽ  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 84 | L [BHS]: י  Prov. 30.9 אֱלֹהָּֽ

‘my God’) 
 ָ֖ ָ֖פָָ֖ש ְַ֝ י ָ֖ת ַ֗  (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 130 | L [BHS]: ָָ֖פ ָ֖שְָ֜ ית ַ֗  Psa. 

89.35 ‘my lips’) 
European manuscripts 

י  ָ֖צָרַָָ֖֔מ ָ֖   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 220 | L [BHS]: 

י ַ֔ צָר   (’Isa. 1.24 ‘from my enemies מ 
וֹי ִָ֖֙גֿ   (BL Add 21161 | L [BHS]: ֿוֹיִָ֖֙ג  Joel 1.6 ‘nation’) 

In Babylonian vocalization, a ḥireq is marked not only on 

word-final consonantal yod but also on consonantal yod that 

occurs within a word, e.g.92 

ִַט ַנָ  יו  (OB, Yeivin 1985, 277 | L [BHS]: וּי  (’Psa. 102.12 ‘bent נָטִ֑
ַֹה   ִַג יו  (OB, Yeivin 1985, 277 | L [BHS]: וֹי גַ֣  Jer. 18.8 ‘the ה 

nation’) 
ִַיִוֲ  יה  (OB, Yeivin 1985, 275 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ י יְה   Ezek. 17.6 ‘and it ו 

became’) 
ילִח יִַ   (MB, Yeivin 1985, 275 | L [BHS]: ל י  ְּ֭  Prov. 31.10 ח 

‘virtue’) 
                                                 
92 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
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Another strategy for marking word-final consonantal yod 

that is sporadically found in Non-Standard Tiberian is to write a 

dot within the body of the letter, which can be identified as a 

mappiq sign, e.g. 

י  ִ֥ י :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]) לְפָנ  ִ֥  Job 41.2 לְפָנ 

‘before me’) 
These strategies for marking word-final consonantal yod re-

flect the perception that the letter was a weak consonant and was 

vulnerable to being slurred over. 

There is some sporadic evidence in various Greek transcrip-

tions from the pre-Masoretic period of the weakening and con-

traction of yod where it is consonantal in the Masoretic tradition, 

e.g.93 

Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) 

Final ay represented by eta possibly reflecting contraction to ē 
(Kantor 2017, 234): 

 ωεβη (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: י ַ֣  Psa. 35.19 ‘my א יְב 

enemies’) 
 σωνη (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ש נְאִַ֥י Psa. 35.19 

‘those who hate me’) 
Septuagint (third century B.C.E.) 

Zero representation where consonantal yod appears in the 

Masoretic tradition: 

                                                 
93 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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 Ἀλληλί (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: י ּֽ ל  חְלְא  י   .Num ה 

26.26 ‘Jahleelite’) 
 Ἀσιηλί (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: י ִ֑ ל  חְצְא  י   Num. 26.48 ה 

‘Jahzeelite’) 
 Ἐτεβάθα (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: תָה  .Num בְיָטְבָּֽ

33.33 ‘Jotbathah’) 
In some of the biblical Dead Sea scrolls, an ʾalef occasion-

ally appears where there is consonantal yod in the Masoretic tra-

dition, which reflects weakening, e.g.94 

ג :1QIsaa 13.3 | L [BHS]) אהרוג  הֲר ּֽ  (’Isa. 14.30 ‘it/he will kill י 
ִ֑ה :1QIsaa 16.22 | L [BHS]) הראה   (’Isa. 21.8 ‘lion אַרְי 
ם :1QIsaa 18.8 | L [BHS]) גואים  ּֽ  (’Isa. 23.3 ‘nations גוֹי 
יםִָ֖֙ :1QIsaa 34.23 | L [BHS]) שפאים   (’Isa. 41.18 ‘hilltops שְׁפָי 
ַ֣ב :4Q98g f1.6 | L [BHS]) אואב   (’Psa. 89.23 ‘enemy אוֹי 

I.1.11. KAF ף  (ך ,כ) כ 

Kaf with dagesh (כ): unvoiced aspirated velar stop [kh] 

Kaf without dagesh (כ): unvoiced uvular fricative [χ] 

A kaf without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by 

the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices. 

                                                 
94 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, kaf with dagesh was arti-

culated with ‘the middle of the tongue.’95 Kaf without dagesh, on 

the other hand, was articulated further back, on the posterior 

‘third of the tongue, which is adjacent to the pharynx, opposite 

the (soft) palate.’96 In the Karaite transcriptions fricative kaf is 

represented by Arabic khāʾ, which was pronounced as an 

unvoiced uvular fricative,97 e.g.  

للۜااۜخ٘وُۣࣤۢ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74r, 2 | L [BHS]: ל  .Gen לֶאֱכ ַ֔

24.33 ‘to eat’)  

ب۟اخُۣ٘  ࣦ ךְ :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68r, 3 | L [BHS]) ب۟س   סְב    .Gen ב 

22.13 ‘in the thicket’) 

اخ۠اُۣۜبعۛينُۣۜۜ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 2 | L [BHS]: ִָ֖֙יך ינִֶ֙  .Gen בְע 

21.12 ‘in your (ms) eyes’) 
Greek transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic period 

represent plosive kaf with the letter χ, which represented an 

aspirated voiceless velar stop [kh] until the Byzantine period, 

rather than κ, which represented an unaspirated [k]. This 

                                                 
95 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.6. Ed. Eldar 

(1980, fols. 10a-10b, lines 61-73). 

96 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.6. Ed. Eldar 

(1980, fol. 10a, lines 58-59). 

97 Roman (1983, 218). 
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demonstrates that plosive kaf at the time of these transcriptions 

was aspirated, e.g.98 

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.) 

 Χαναναῖοι (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: י עֲנ   כְנ  ּֽ  Gen. 12.6 וְה 

‘Canaanite’) 
 Χάσαδ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: שֶד  Gen. 22.22 כֶַ֣

‘Chesed’) 
 Χαλὲβ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ב  Num. 13.6 כָל  

‘Caleb’) 
 Ἀσχανὰζ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ז ִ֥  Gen. 10.3 אַשְׁכֲנ 

‘Ashkenaz’) 
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) 

 χααφαρ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ר  Psa. 18.43 כְעָפִָ֥

‘like dust’) 
 χαμμα (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ה מָָ֪  Psa. 35.17 כ 

‘how long/much ... ?’) 
 χελλωθαμ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ם לּוֹתָּֽ  .Psa כ 

18.38 ‘wiping them out’) 
 δερχω (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ֹו רְכִ֥ ֶ֫  Psa. 18.31 ד 

‘his way’) 
Likewise, in the Tiberian pronunciation tradition, plosive 

kaf was almost certainly aspirated. In the Karaite transcriptions, 

                                                 
98 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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plosive kaf with dagesh is represented by Arabic kāf, which was 

an aspirated stop.99 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ describes the stop [kʰ] as primary (ʾaṣl) and 

the fricative [χ] as secondary (farʿ).100 

I.1.12. LAMED (ל) לָמֶד 

Voiced alveolar lateral continuant [l] 

In Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ the name of this letter is spelt למאד, which 

appears to reflect a different pronunciation from that of the 

normal Hebrew form of the name לָמֶד, with stress on the final 

syllable.  

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the articulation of this letter 

involved the contact of the tongue tip with the gums.101 

I.1.13. MEM ם  (ם ,מ) מ 

Voiced bi-labial nasal [m] 

In Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ the name of this letter is spelt מאם. 

                                                 
99 Roman (1983, 55). 
100 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.6. Ed. Eldar 

(1980, fols. 8b, 10a, 254, n.58). Watson (2007, 43–44) considers the 

uvular fricative [χ] in Modern Arabic dialects to be the emphatic 

counterpart of the dorsal [kʰ], involving a primary dorsal and non-
primary ‘guttural’ feature. 
101 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.7. Ed. Eldar 

(1980,  fol. 10b, lines 67–69). See the description of dalet (§I.1.4.) for a 

discussion of the passage. 
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I.1.14. NUN (ן ,נ) נוּן 

Voiced alveolar nasal [n] 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, it was articulated with the end of 

the tongue and the gums.102 

I.1.15. SAMEKH ְ(ס) סָמֶך 

Unvoiced alveolar sibilant [s] 

In Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ the name of this letter is spelt סמאך, which 

appears to reflect a different pronunciation from that of the 

normal Hebrew form of the name ְסָמֶך, with stress on the final 

syllable. 

According to the medieval sources, it was articulated in the 

same place as the letter zayin,103 apparently with the blade of the 

tongue rather than the tip (see the description of zayin §I.1.7.). 

In some medieval Muslim sources, the samekh in the name 

נְחָס  ,Schreiner 1886) فنحاص :Phinehas’ is transcribed by ṣād [sˁ]‘ פ 

254). This apparently reflects its pharyngealization after the 

pharyngeal ḥet. 

                                                 
102 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.7. Ed. Eldar 

(1980, fol. 10b, lines 67–68). lbn Janāḥ (Kitāb al-lumaʿ, ed. Derenbourg, 

27-28) distinguishes between the nun with a following vowel, which 

was pronounced with an admixture of nasal resonance, and nun without 

a vowel, which was articulated entirely in the nasal cavity. 

103 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3; 

ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 10b, line 77); Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Gruenwald 1971, 

147; ed. Hayman 2004, 92–98). 
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Sporadic examples of the pharyngealization of samekh in 

the environment of pharyngeals is attested in the Dead Sea 

scrolls, e.g.104 

ם :4Q76 4.12 | L [BHS]) ועוצותם  סוֹתֶַ֣  Mal 3.21 ‘and you [pl] וְע 

will trample’) 

I.1.16. ʿAYIN ן י   (ע) ע 

Voiced pharyngeal fricative [ʕ] 
This letter is transcribed by Arabic ʿayn (voiced pharyngeal 

fricative) in the Karaite transcriptions, e.g. 

اه۠اعۛينُۣࣤۜ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64v, 3 | L [BHS]: ָָ֖יה ינֶַ֔  .Gen ־ע 

21.19 ‘her eyes’) 

 ُۣ ש :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3 | L [BHS]) و۟يࣴا۟ع۟س  ֹ֤ע  י   .Gen ו 

21.8 ‘and he made’) 

اعم ُۣ۟س  ُۣ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 3 | L [BHS]: ע ַ֣  .Gen שְׁמ 

21.12 ‘hear!’) 
Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ does not distinguish between the place of 

articulation of the laryngeals and that of the pharyngeals. Some 

medieval grammarians, however, state that ḥet and its voiced 

counterpart ʿayin were articulated less deep in the throat than 

ʾalef and he (see §I.1.8.). 

In the Standard Tiberian tradition, ʿayin does not take 

dagesh. According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the letter ʿayin could not be 

                                                 
104 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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made ‘heavy’ by dagesh,105 i.e. the consonant could not be 

pronounced with different degrees of muscular pressure. Also in 

Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, where the use of dagesh has 

been extended, ʿayin does not take dagesh. 

In Palestinian vocalization dagesh is sporadically marked on 

ʿayin, it seems as a measure to ensure that it was pronounced 

correctly and not weakened, e.g. 

ֱעֱ   ית   (T-S NS 249.6, Dietrich 1968, 74* | L [BHS]: י תָּֽ  1 ע 

Chron. 2.35 ‘Attai’) 
[ה]עֱ [פר]   (T-S A43.1, Kahle 1930, 94 | L [BHS]: ה רְע ָּ֧  .Jer פ 

25.19 ‘Pharaoh’) 
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, ʿ ayin is occasionally 

marked with a rafe sign, marking the letter as consonantal but 

not geminated, e.g. 

ךְ ָ֖ע ֲָ֖יּֽ ָ֖  ר ַ֣  (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 140 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ ְך עֲר ַ֣  Psa. 89.7 י 

‘is comparable’) 
 ָָ֖ םע ָָ֖ל   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 177 | L [BHS]: ָ֖ם לָעַָ֗ Psa. 68.36 

‘to the people’) 
The rafe sign is occasionally found on ʿayin also in Palestin-

ian vocalization, e.g. 

ינֱ ָ֖  יע  (T-S NS 249.3, Dietrich 1968, 128 | L [BHS]: ינִָ֑י  .Psa ע 

77.5 ‘my eyes’) 
                                                 
105 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.3.2., §II.L.1.3.3. 
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In many Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts a word-final 

ʿayin is marked with shewa, indicating that it was a consonant 

that closed a syllable, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

 ִָ֖֑ עְָ֖הוֹדֿ   (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 127 | L [BHS]: ע ִ֑  .Psa הוֹד 

90.12 ‘teach!’) 
עְָ֖  ע :T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 156 | L [BHS]) רָשִָׁ֑  Psa. 71.4 רָשִָׁ֑

‘wicked’) 
European manuscripts 

 ָ֖ שְ  י  עְָ֖מָָֹ֤֖ו   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]: 

ע ֹ֤ שְׁמ  י   (’Sam. 22.7 ‘and he heard 2 ו 
עְָ֖  ע :ACAMO 28 2v, Pilocane 2004, 29 | L [BHS]) הָר    ’evil‘ הָר  

1 Kings 16.25) 

The use of dagesh, rafe and shewa in the manuscripts with 

Non-Standard Tiberian and Palestinian vocalization reflect the 

perceived vulnerability to weakening of the ʿayin. Similar strate-

gies of vocalization were also used for other gutturals in these 

manuscripts (§I.1.1, §I.1.5., §I.1.8.).  

Within the Standard Tiberian reading tradition a ʿayin was 

prevented from potential weakening in some contexts by length-

ening the vowel before it (§I.2.10.), e.g. ּעְיִָ֥הו ּֽ  [ʃaˌmaˑʕˈjɔːhuː] שְׁמ 
‘Shemaiah (2 Chron. 11.2), ע־נָֹ֤א ּֽ  .listen’ (1 Sam‘ [ʃaˌmaˑʕ-ˈnɔː] שְׁמ 

28.22). Another strategy to protect the consonantal pronuncia-

tion of ʿayin at the end of a word-internal syllable was to place a 

dagesh in the following letter (§I.3.1.11.2.). This is found in some 

early manuscripts (Yeivin 1980, 295; Ginsburg 1897, 133), e.g.  
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C: ַָ֖֔ עְק בי   (L [BHS]: ב עְק ַ֔  (he supplants’ Jer. 9.3‘ י 

There is clear evidence from the Dead Sea scrolls of the 

weakening of ʿayin in some biblical reading traditions in the Sec-

ond Temple period, especially that of 1QIsaa. This is reflected, for 

example, by the omission of ʿayin where it occurs in the Standard 

Tiberian Masoretic Text, or its replacement by ʾalef or he, e.g.106 

עֲב רִָ֖֙ Q עבר 1QIsaa 22.19 | L [BHS]: K) יבור  ּֽ  Isa. 28.15 ‘[the י 

flood/whip] shall pass’) 
ָ֖ :1QIsaa 22.26 | L [BHS]) משתריים  ע  ִ֑ שְתָר  ה  ּֽ  Isa. 28.20 ‘[is too מ 

short] to stretch out’) 
ב :5Q6 f1v.6 | L [BHS]) ז֯לפותָ֖ר֯עב  וֹתָ֖רָעָּֽ לְעֲפִ֥  Lam. 5.10 ‘fever ז 

from hunger’) 
ע :4Q27 f24ii+27–30.18 | L [BHS]) נטה  ַ֣  Num. 24.6 נָט 

‘[Yhwh] planted’) 
ע :1QIsaa 13.17 | L [BHS]) מסלה  ל  סֶַ֣  (’Isa. 16.1 ‘from Sela מ 
תָהִָ֖֙ :1QIsaa 4.16 | L [BHS]) ואתה   (’Isa. 5.5 ‘and now וְע 
וֹת :1QIsaa 19.27 | L [BHS]) אצית  צִ֥  (’Isa. 25.1 ‘counsel  ע 

In the modern Samaritan reading tradition ʿayin has weak-

ened in most contexts to ʾalef or zero (Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 38–39), 

e.g.107 

 ʾaz (L [BHS]: ז  (’Lev. 3.12 ‘goat ע  
                                                 
106 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. Cf. also Reymond (2014, 92). 

107 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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 yišmå̄ʾ u (L [BHS]: ּו שְׁמְעַ֔  Gen. 11.7 ‘they will (not) י 

understand’) 
 miyyūlåm (L [BHS]: ם עוֹלָ   (’Gen. 6.4 ‘of old מ 
 šār (L [BHS]: ר עִָ֑  (’Gen. 25.25 ‘hair ש 
 šū (L [BHS]: ָ֖ וּע   (’Gen. 38.2 ‘Shua שִׁ֑

The measures taken to ensure the correct reading of the 

ʿayin in the medieval manuscripts described above show that a 

special effort had to be made to avoid its being weakened in the 

transmission of the Masoretic biblical reading traditions still in 

the Middle Ages. 

I.1.17. PE ָ֖ הפ  (ף ,פ) 

Pe with dagesh (פ): unvoiced aspirated bi-labial stop [ph] 

Pe without dagesh (פ): unvoiced labio-dental fricative [f] 

A pe without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by 

the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices. 

In Masoretic treatises the name of this letter is sometimes 

spelt פי or 108.פא 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, pe with dagesh was 

pronounced by closing the lips firmly and pe without dagesh was 

pronounced by closing the lips lightly.109 Taken by itself, this 

could be a description of a bilabial articulation [ɸ]. This appears, 

                                                 
108 E.g. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.S.1.7. 

109 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.9.; ed. Eldar 

(1980, fols. 10b-11a, lines 84-88). 



214 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

however, to be only a partial description of the sound, as is the 

case with the description of bet without dagesh (see §I.1.2.). The 

light closure of the lips would have accompanied a labio-dental 

articulation [f] and no doubt it is this secondary feature that the 

author refers to.110 

We know from Greek and Latin transcriptions that in the 

pre-Masoretic period plosive pe was aspirated.111 This is shown 

by the fact that it is represented in Greek by φ, which in the pe-

riods in question represented an aspirated stop [pʰ], and in Latin 
by the digraph ph, the h reflecting aspiration [pʰ]. Greek π and 

Latin p represented unaspirated [p]. Examples:112 

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.): 

 Φαλτιὴλ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ל יא   לְט   .Num פ 

34.26 ‘Paltiel’) 
 Ἀρφαξὰδ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ד כְשׁ    .Gen וְאַרְפ 

10.22 ‘Arpachshad’) 
 Ζέλφα (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ִָ֖֙לְפָה  Gen. 30.12 ז 

‘Zilpah’) 
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) 

 φααδ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ד ח  ִ֥  Psa. 36.2 ‘fear פ 

of (cstr.)’) 
                                                 
110 Cf. the commentary to this passage by Eldar (1980, n.75.). 

111 Kutscher (1965, 24–35).  

112 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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φαδιθ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: יתָה  Psa. 31.6 פָד  

‘you redeemed’) 
φαλητ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ִ֑ט לּ   Psa. 32.7 פ 

‘deliverance’)  
 αρφαθ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ת ַ֣  Psa. 89.51 חֶרְפ 

‘the reproach of (cstr.)’) 
λαμεσφατι (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: י ִ֑ שְׁפָט   .Psa לְמ 

35.23 ‘to my judgment’) 
Jerome (346-420 C.E.) 

pharis (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Glorie, 

VI.18.504 | L [BHS]: יץ  (’Ezek. 18.10 ‘violent one פָר  
 phacud (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Glorie, 

VII.23.1001 | L [BHS]: וֹד  (’Ezek. 23.23 ‘Pekod פְקֹ֤
 iesphicu (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, I.52.4 

| L [BHS]: ּיקו ּֽ שְפ   (’Isa. 2.6 ‘[they] clap י 
 mesphat (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, II.42.6 

| L [BHS]: ִָ֖֙שְׁפָט  (’Isa. 5.7 ‘judgment לְמ 
Saadya refers to the existence of a ‘hard pe’ (al-fāʾ al-ṣulba) 

in the hapax legomenon ֹו דְנַ֔ פ   his palace’ (Dan. 11.45), which he‘ א 

describes as ‘between bet and pe with dagesh’.113 This appears to 

be referring to an unaspirated, fortis realization of [p]. One may 

infer from this that the normal unvoiced stop pe was aspirated 

also in the Middle Ages. Dunash ibn Tamim reports that the 

                                                 
 Commentary on Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Lambert ,פיָ֖מאָ֖ביןָ֖אלביָ֖ואלפיָ֖אלדגש 113

1891, 42). 
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scholar Isaac Israeli (ninth-tenth centuries), who was ‘an expert 

in the reading of the Tiberians’, pronounced the dalet in this word 

like an Arabic ḏ̣āʾ, i.e. as emphatic (pharyngealized).114 This 

implies that the ‘hard’ pe was also emphatic, the dalet being 

pronounced emphatic by assimilation (Steiner 1993). 

The word ֹו דְנַ֔ פ   is a loanword from Old Persian. The source א 

word in Old Persian is reconstructed by Iranists as apadāna, 
āpadāna or appadāna ‘palace, audience chamber’. The p in Old 

Persian was unaspirated. The lack of aspiration was preserved 

when the word was loaned into Hebrew and this was transmitted 

in the Tiberian oral tradition down to the Middle Ages. There is 

no consensus among Iranists about the length of the initial vowel 

in the Old Persian word and whether the p was geminate or not 

(Ciancaglini 2008, 113–14). According to Henning (1944, 110 

n.1), the p was originally geminated but the gemination of the 

Old Persian p was lost in Middle Persian (Old Persian appadān > 
Middle Persian *āpaðan). In the Tiberian tradition, the pe is gem-

inated, which could, therefore, be an ancient feature. The antiq-

uity of the gemination is shown, moreover, by the fact that the 

Old Persian word appears as a loanword in an Akkadian text 

datable to the Late Babylonian period where the p is represented 

as geminated: ap-pa-da-an (appadān).115 

                                                 
114 Dunash ibn Tamim, Commentary on Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Mann 1931, 

1:670, n.106). For this passage see §I.1.4. 

115 The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of the University of 

Chciago, A/2 (1968), Chicago: Oriental Institute, 178. 
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There is evidence for the unaspirated pronunciation of the 

pe in this word in Greek and Latin transcriptions in the pre-Mas-

oretic period, e.g.116 

 Απαδανω (Theodoretus, fifth century C.E., Commentarius in 

Visiones Danielis Prophetae, e.g. Migne, 81.1532) 

 apedno (Jerome, fourth century C.E., Commentarii in 

Danielem, ed. Glorie, IV.11)  

In these transcriptions the pe is represented by Greek π and 

Latin p without following h, both of which represented 

unaspirated [p]. Jerome (Commentarii in Danielem, IV, 11–12) 

comments on the pe in this word as follows: 

Notandum autem quod cum pe littera hebraeus sermo non 

habeat, sed pro ipsa utatur phe cuius uim graecum φ sonat, 

in isto tantum loco apud Hebraeos scribatur quidem phe 

sed legatur pe. 

But it should be noted that while Hebrew speech does not 

have the letter pe (i.e. Latin p [p]), but instead of it uses 

phe, the force of which is approximated by the sound of 

Greek φ (i.e. [ph]), in that particular place (i.e. Dan. 11.45) 

among the Hebrews phe (i.e. פ [ph]) indeed is written but 

it is read as pe (i.e., Latin p [p]). 

It should be noted, however, that some Greek transcriptions 

are extant that represent the pe in the word by φ, reflecting an 

aspirated pronunciation, e.g. 

 εφαδανω (Theodotion, second century C.E.) 

                                                 
116 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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 εφαδανω/αφαδανω (Polychronios, fifth century C.E., 

Commentarii in Danielem, ed. Moutsoulas, 11.45) 

This suggests that there were variant traditions of reading 

the pe, some preserving the unaspirated pe others pronouncing 

the pe as aspirated. 

Another feature of all the Greek and Latin transcriptions 

cited above is that they represent the pe as ungeminated, whereas 

it is geminated in Tiberian tradition.  

The word appears in various dialects of Aramaic, including 

Syriac, Jewish Babylonian Aramaic and the Aramaic of Targum 

Jonathan (Sokoloff 2009, 81, 2002, 154). In Syriac, where there 

is a reliable tradition of vocalization, the pe is ungeminated: 
ܕܢ ܐܦܳ ܐܳ   (ʾāpadhnā). There are, however, variant vocalizations of 

the word in the sources (Payne Smith 1879, 329–30). In some 

manuscripts, the pe is marked with a diacritic that is used 

elsewhere to represent the pe corresponding to an unaspirated π 

in Greek loanwords (J. B. Segal 1989, 489). The word appears in 

Arabic as fadan ‘palace’. 
The pe in ֹו דְנַ֔ פ   in the Tiberian reading tradition was א 

pronounced not only unaspirated but also pharyngealized. 

Elsewhere in the sound system of Tiberian Hebrew unaspirated 

unvoiced stops were pharyngealized, i.e. ṭet and qof. The feature 

of lack of aspiration did not exist in unvoiced stops without 

pharyngealization. Pharyngealization was, therefore, perceived 

to be the closest equivalent in the sound system of Tiberian 

Hebrew to the feature of lack of aspiration of the pe. This also 

applied to the sound system of the spoken language of the 

tradents of the reading tradition. At the time of Saadya and Isaac 
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Israeli, who report this feature, the spoken language was Arabic, 

in which unvoiced unaspirated stops were pharyngealized (i.e. 

the ṭāʾ and the qāf). It is not clear whether the pharyngealization 

of the pe in ֹו דְנַ֔ פ  -existed in the reading tradition in the pre א 

Islamic period. Greek unaspirated τ and κ, likewise, were 

perceived to correspond most closely to Hebrew emphatic ṭet and 

qof, as shown by Greek transcriptions of Hebrew, e.g. Λώτ 

(Septuagint, וֹט  Deut. 9.2 עֲנָּֽק ,Gen. 11.27 ‘Lot’), Ἐνάκ (Septuagint לּֽ

‘Anak’) and by Greek loanwords in Hebrew, e.g. ָ֖פרסטלון 

‘colonnade’ < περίστυλον (Copper Scroll 3Q15), יתָרוֹס  ketiv) ק 

 .zither’ < κίθαρος (Dan. 3.5, 7, 10, 15) (Heijmans 2013a)‘ (קתרוס

A Masoretic note to Dan. 3.21 in L reads as follows 

פסנתריןָ֖פטשיהוןָ֖אפדנוָ֖משניןָ֖לקראהָ֖וסימנהוןָ֖בפומיהוןָ֖פָָ֖֖̇מפקָָ֖֖̇גָ֖̇  

The meaning of this is not fully clear. One possible inter-

pretation is as follows: 

There are three cases where pe is pronounced differently 

by the reader, namely ין ר  נְת   .stringed instrument’ (Dan‘ פְס 

וֹן ,(3.15 ,3.10 ,3.7 ,3.5 יהַ֔ טְשׁ   פטישיהון their tunics’ (ketiv‘ פ 

Dan. 3.21), ֹו דְנַ֔ פ   .his palace’ (Dan. 11.45)‘ א 

This suggests that the pe also of the words ין ר  נְת   and פְס 

וֹן יהַ֔ טְשׁ   which occur in the Aramaic section of the Bible, were ,פ 

pronounced unaspirated. The word ין ר  נְת   is a loan from Greek פְס 

ψαλτήριον, so the pe would correspond to the unaspirated segment 

in the affricate ψ [ps]. The word וֹן יהַ֔ טְשׁ   is of uncertain פ 

etymology, but it has been suggested by Nyberg (1931, 187) that 

the source is Old Persian *patuš ‘garment’, in which case the pe 

would correspond to an Old Persian unaspirated p. The ṭet in the 

word would, moreover, reflect the Old Persian unaspirated t. 
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It should be noted that there are a number of other Old 

Persian loanwords in Biblical Hebrew in which a Hebrew pe 

corresponds to an unaspirated p in the Old Persian source word 

but which were pronounced aspirated in the Tiberian Hebrew 

reading tradition, e.g. ים רְפְנ  שְׁד  -satrap’ (< Old Persian xšaθra‘ אֲח 

pāwan) (Esther 3.12, 8.9, 9.3; Ezra 8.36), תְגָם  message’ (< Old‘ פ 

Persian *patiy-gama) (Ecc. 8.11; Esther 1.20), תְשֶׁגֶן  >) ’a copy‘ פ 
Old Persian *patiy-caγniya or *patiy-caγna) (Esther 3.14, 4.8, 

8.13) (Gindin 2013). It would appear that in such cases the 

original unaspirated p was adapted to the sound system of 

Hebrew. Greek transcriptions such as εφαδανω (Theodotion, 

second century C.E.) and εφαδανω/αφαδανω (Polychronios, fifth 

century C.E.), cited above, would reflect a similar adaption of the 

pe also in the word ֹו דְנַ֔ פ   .in some reading traditions א 

I.1.18. ṢADE י  (ץ ,צ) צָד 

Unvoiced emphatic (pharyngealized) alveolar sibilant [sˁ] 
The name of the letter is vocalized י  .in a Masoretic treatise (ed צְדֿ 

Allony and Yeivin 1985, 102), with shewa in the initial syllable, 

reflecting a pronunciation with stress on the final syllable. 

According to the medieval sources, it was articulated in the 

same place as the letters zayinָ֖and samekh,117 apparently with the 

blade of the tongue rather than the tip (see the description of 

zayin §I.1.7). In the Karaite transcriptions, it is represented by 

                                                 
117 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.3.8.; ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 10b, line 77), Sefer Yeṣira (ed. 

Gruenwald 1971, 147; ed. Hayman 2004, 92–98). 
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Arabic ṣād, which was an unvoiced pharyngealized alveolar 

sibilant [sˁ], e.g. 

וֹ :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64v, 9 | L [BHS]) صب۠اࣤاوُۣۢ   .Gen ־צְבָאַ֔

21.22  ‘his host’) 

ر۟اُۣࣵ  يۚممۚص   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 92r, 6 | L [BHS]: ם י  צְרָּֽ  .Deut ־מ 

7.18 ‘Egypt’) 
In §I.1.7. references are given to what appears to have been 

a voiced emphatic variant of ṣade [zˁ]. 
A Karaite transcription is extant in which Arabic sīn is 

written where the Masoretic Text has ṣade, reflecting the 

weakening of the emphatic pronunciation: 

ץ :BL Or 2555 fol. 111v, 3 | L [BHS]) وفوريس  ִ֥  Ecc. 10.8 וּפ ר 

‘and he who breaks’) 

I.1.19. QOF (ק) קוֹף 

Unvoiced advanced uvular unaspirated plosive [q]̟ 
According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, qof was articulated with the 

‘middle of the tongue’, and so further forward than fricative gimel 

and kaf, which were pronounced with the ‘back third of the 
tongue’.118 This suggests an advanced uvular point of articulation. 

In the Karaite transcriptions, this letter is represented by Arabic 

qāf, e.g. 

                                                 
118 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.6.; ed. Eldar 

(1980, fols. 10a–10b, lines 61–72). 
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قح۠ال۠اُۣۜ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 85v, 4 | L [BHS]: ק  .Deut חָל ָ֜

4.19 ‘he divided’) 

اقا۠رُۣۜ  ب٘۠  .Gen וּבָקָרִָ֖֙ :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74r, 5 | L [BHS]) و 

24.35 ‘and cattle’) 

ن۠اُۣࣵ  و  ولۚزق   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 2 | L [BHS]: יו׃ זְקֻנָּֽ  .Gen ל 

21.7 ‘in his old age’) 
According to the medieval Arabic grammarians, qāf was 

unaspirated and articulated between the velar stop kāf and the 

uvular fricatives khāʾ and ghayn (Roman 1983, 110), i.e. in ad-

vanced uvular position. It is the emphatic counterpart of the dor-

sal velar stop kāf (Jakobson 1978; Watson 2007, 43–44). 

The lack of aspiration of qof is reflected by Greek and Latin 

transcriptions from the first half of the first millennium C.E. In 

these the letter is transcribed by Greek κ and Latin c or g, which 

represented unaspirated stops, e.g.119 

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.) 

 Κεδαμὼθ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: וֹת מַ֔  Deut. 2.26 קְד 

‘Kedemoth’) 
 Ἐνάκ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: עֲנָּֽק Deut. 9.2 ‘Anak’) 
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) 

 κουμ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ִָ֖֑םוּק  Psa. 18.39 ‘to 

rise’) 
                                                 
119 Data suppied by Ben Kantor. 
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 ουακισα (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: יצָה הָק   .Psa וְְּ֭

35.23 ‘awake! (ms)’) 
Jerome (346-420 C.E.) 

 cira (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, Amos, 

ed. Adriaen, I.1, 217 | L [BHS]: ירָה  (’Amos 1.5 ‘Kir ק  
 boger (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, Amos, 

ed. Adriaen, III.7, 324 | L [BHS]: ר ִ֥  Amos 7.14 בוֲֹק 

‘herdsman’) 

I.1.20. RESH ׁיש  (ר) ר 

(i) Voiced advanced uvular trill [ʀ]̟ or advanced uvular 

frictionless continuant [ʁ ]̟ and (ii) pharyngealized apico-alveolar 

trill [rˁ] 
According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the Tiberians pronounced resh in 

two different ways, as was the case with the letters בגדכפת. 

Its basic articulation was with ‘the middle third of the 
tongue’, as was the case with qof and plosive kaf, suggesting an 

advanced uvular position. It is not made clear whether it was a 

trill [ʀ]̟ or frictionless continuant [ʁ ̟]̟. In what follows, it will be 

transcribed as an advanced uvular trill [ʀ]̟.120 

The secondary pronunciation of resh is said in the medieval 

sources to occur in the environment of the alveolar consonants 

 and can be inferred to be an apical alveolar trill. It is דזצתטסלן

described by Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ as being intermediate in status 

                                                 
120 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.3.6.; Eldar (1984a). 
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(manzila bayna manzilatayn ‘grade between two grades’), i.e. 
intermediate between the simple primary resh, which is described 

as ‘light’ (khafīf), and geminated resh marked with the dagesh sign 

in the Tiberian vocalization, which is termed ‘major resh’ (al-resh 

al-kabīr).121 When contrasting it with the primary resh, Hidāyat al-
Qāriʾ describes the secondary resh as having the feature of 

‘heaviness’ (thiqal) whereas the simple resh has the feature of 

‘lightness’ (khiffa).122 The intermediate status of the secondary 

resh, therefore, can be identified as being an intermediate degree 

of muscular tension, between the light advanced uvular resh and 

the maximal degree of muscular tension brought about by the 

gemination of the resh. The instances of geminated resh marked 

with dagesh in the Standard Tiberian reading tradition appear to 

have lengthened forms of the primary resh, i.e. advanced uvular 

trills. They do not occur in the contexts that are said to condition 

the secondary alveolar resh. So geminated resh ר may be 

transcribed [ʀʀ̟]̟, e.g. ּה מִָ֑ רְע   to irritate her’ (1‘ [hɑʀʀ̟i̟ʕiːˈmɔːɔh] ה 
Sam. 1.6). 

                                                 
121 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.9.6.; Eldar (1984a). 

122 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.9.5., §II.L.1.9.7. The Hebrew Maḥberet ha-Tījān (ed. J. 

Derenbourg 1871, 81) states that the Tiberians pronounced this resh 

strongly (מחזקים). An anonymous Masoretic treatise preserved in the 

Genizah fragment CUL T-S NS 311.113 states that the Tiberians 

pronounced the resh with dagesh (ידגשוהא), but ‘in our country we do 

not know (this pronunciation)’. This is presumably referring to the 
Tiberain secondary resh. 
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We know from various sources that the Hebrew letter resh 

had two different types of pronunciation in the Middle Ages. The 

earliest text referring to this is Sefer Yeṣira: 

There are seven double letters, כפר׳׳תָ֖בג׳׳ד . These are 

pronounced in two ways, which are two opposites—soft 

and hard, a strong structure as opposed to a weak one.123 

In his commentary on Sefer Yeṣira, Saadya discusses the 

double pronunciation of the Hebrew resh. He states that the 

letters בגדכפרת are called double (muḍāʿafa) ‘because each of the 

letters is pronounced with two pronunciations, a hard pronunci-

ation and a soft pronunciation’.124 He refers to a difference 

between the Tiberian and Babylonian pronunciations of resh: 

As for the double nature of the resh, the Tiberians have it 

in their reading of the Bible, whereas the Iraqis have it in 

their speech but not in their reading of the Bible. They call 

one type resh makrūkh and the other ghayr makrūkh (‘not 
makrūkh’). As for the customs of the Iraqis in this matter, 

we have examined them but have found no principle 

uniting them. As for the customs of the Tiberians, we shall 

mention them in the commentary on the fourth part of this 

book.125
 

                                                 
שבעָ֖כפולותָ֖בג׳׳דָ֖כפר׳׳תָ֖...ָ֖ומתנהגותָ֖לשונותָ֖כפולותָ֖שלתמורות:ָ֖ביתָ֖בית,ָ֖גימלָ֖ 123
 גימל,ָ֖דלָ֖דל,ָ֖כףָ֖כף,ָ֖פהָ֖פה,ָ֖רישָ֖ריש,ָ֖תיוָ֖תויָ֖כנגדָ֖רךָ֖וקשהָ֖תבניתָ֖גיבורָ֖כנגדָ֖חלש
(ed. Gruenwald 1971, 156; ed. Hayman 2004, 54). For variant versions 

see Hayman (2004, 51, 127). 

 .(ed. Lambert 1891, 29) לאןָ֖כלָ֖חרףָ֖מנהאָ֖יכ̇רגָ֖בצותיןָ֖צותָ֖כ̇שןָ֖וצותָ֖ליין 124

ואמרָ֖תצָ֖̇אעףָ֖אלרישָ֖פאנהָ֖ללטבראנייןָ֖פיָ֖אלמקרא,ָ֖וללעראקייןָ֖פיָ֖כלאמהםָ֖לאָ֖פיָ֖ 125
ָ֖הדָ֖̇ ָ֖ויקולון גירָ֖מכרוךָ֖אָ֖רישָ֖מכרוךָ֖ורישאלמקרא, ָ֖דָ֖̇ . ָ֖פי ָ֖לךפאמאָ֖רסוםָ֖אלעראקיין
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Elsewhere in his commentary on Sefer Yeṣira Saadya refers 

to the ‘hard’ resh as resh dagesh and the ‘soft’ resh as resh rafe.126  

The word makrūkh, which is used by Saadya in the passage 

cited above, has been interpreted by scholars in various ways.127 

The most satisfactory interpretation is that it is an Arabicized 

form of the Hebrew word ְכָרוּך ‘wrapped up, closed up’, analogous 

to the forms madgūsh ‘with dagesh’ and marfī ‘with rafe’, which 
are widely attested Arabicizations of the Hebrew terms ׁדָגוּש and 

 is found in Masoretic sources in reference to כָרוּךְ The term .רָפוּי

closed syllables, as in the following passage from Diqduqe ha-

Ṭeʿamim: 

ָ֖ואםָ֖לשוןָ֖ברכהָ֖עםָ֖בי׳׳תָ֖משוכהָ֖ובוָ֖הטעםָ֖תמוכהָ֖לעולםָ֖היאָ֖כרוכהָ֖כמ
והתבָרְכוָ֖בוָ֖...ָ֖ואםָ֖עלָ֖כ׳׳ףָ֖טעמוָ֖יפתחָ֖נאמוָ֖ובלשוןָ֖ינעימוָ֖כמוָ֖ואבָרֲכָהָ֖

                                                 

פיָָ֖֖כרהאואמאָ֖רסוםָ֖אלטבראנייןָ֖פאנאָ֖נדָ֖̇מעהא.ָ֖יגָָ֖֖̇דָ֖להאָ֖אצלאפאלתמסנאהאָ֖פלםָ֖נגָ֖̇
אָ֖אלכתאבתפסירָ֖אלפרקָ֖אלראבעָ֖מןָ֖הדָ֖̇  (ed. Lambert 1891, 46). In part four 

Saadya describes how the hard resh occurs in certain phonetic environ-

ments (see below). 

126 Ed. Lambert (1891, 79). In some medieval sources describing the two 

different types of Tiberian resh the terms dagesh and rafe are confused. 

This is the case, for example, in Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Baer and Strack 

1879, §7) and the Hebrew Maḥberet al-Tījān (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 

138). According to Revell (1981, 133) this confusion arose from the fact 

that in the few cases where the dagesh sign is marked in the resh in the 

Tiberian text, the resh is not preceded by the letters דזצתטסלן nor is it 

followed by לן. A resh that did occur in the environment of these letters 

was, therefore, considered to be rafe. Such sources, or the versions that 

have come down to us, must have been written by scribes who had no 

direct knowledge of the Tiberian pronunciation tradition. 

127 Morag (1960, 217–19). 
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מְבָרֲכֶיךָ֖...ָ֖חוץָ֖מאחדָ֖במקראָ֖מיוחדָ֖כיָ֖עלָ֖כ׳׳ףָ֖טעמוָ֖ולאָ֖יפתחָ֖בנאמוָ֖
תמנדעיָ֖עליָ֖יתובָ֖ ָ֖ולעלאהָ֖בָרְכ 

If a form of the root ךבר׳׳  has a bet with a vowel and the 

accent falls on it (i.e. the bet), it is always pronounced 

‘closed up’ as in ּרְכו תְבִָ֥ וָֹ֖וְי  בִ֑  ‘and may they bless themselves 

by him’ (Psa. 72.17) … But if the accent falls on the resh, 

it is opened up in speech and pronounced with a vowel as 

in ָ֖ רֲכָהִ֙ אֲבָּֽ יךָ֖ו  רְכֶַ֔ מְבַָ֣  ‘and I will bless those who bless you’ (Gen. 

12.3) … Except for one word, which is unique in the Bible, 

for its accent falls on the kaf but it is not opened up in 

speech: ִָָ֖֖֙י נְדְע  יָ֖וּמ  ַ֣ וּבָ֖עֲל  לָּאָהִָָ֖֖֙יְתַ֔ תָ֖וּלְע   and my reason returned‘  בָרְכ ַ֔

to me and I blessed the Most High’ (Dan. 4.31).128 

In this passage, the term כרוך is used to describe forms in 

which a shewa is silent, i.e. the shewa coincides with the closure 

of the syllable. The opposite of כרוך is when יפתחָ֖בנאם, which 

literally means ‘it is opened up in speech’. This refers to the fact 
that the shewa is vocalic. 

In the phrase resh makrūkh, the term is a calque of the 

Arabic phonetic term muṭbaq (literally ‘closed, covered’), which 
was used in the medieval Arabic grammatical tradition to refer 

to emphatic consonants, i.e. pharyngealized consonants.129 A 

non-emphatic letter was referred to in the Arabic grammatical 

tradition by the term munfatiḥ ‘open’. The description of the 
Arabic emphatic letters by the grammarian Sībawayhi (eighth 

century C.E.) is as follows: 

                                                 
128 Ed. Baer and Strack (1879, §53). For variant texts of this passage see 

ed. Dotan (1967, 140, 263). 

129 For details see Khan (1995). 
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When you position your tongue in the places of articulation 

of these four (emphatic) letters, your tongue forms a 

cover/closure extending from their place of articulation 

until the palate. You raise the back of the tongue towards 

the palate and when you have positioned your tongue thus, 

the sound is compressed between the tongue and the palate 

up to the place of articulation of the letters.130 

The terminological opposition between כרוכה and יפתחָ֖בנאם 
in the passage from Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim above would, therefore, 

be directly parallel to the contrasting pair of terms muṭbaq vs. 

munfatiḥ, which designated emphatic vs. non-emphatic con-

sonants. 

This variant of resh, therefore, was pronounced 

pharyngealized. Evidence for such an interpretation is found in 

the report by Dunash ibn Tamim that his teacher Isaac Israeli 

(tenth century), ‘an expert in the Tiberian reading tradition’, 
pronounced the dalet in the word ּו דְרְכֹ֤ ַֽי  ּֽ  and they bent’ (Jer. 9.2)‘ ו 

like the pharyngealized Arabic letter ḍād (ָ֖לשונם ָ֖את  by ,(ויצ̇רכו

which he meant a pharyngealized voiced interdental [ðˁ]. This 

must have arisen by the spreading the pharyngealization of the 

contiguous resh.131  

In a fragment of a Masoretic treatise datable to the tenth 

century, it is stated that this variant of resh ‘is pronounced with 
a turning of the tongue’ (yuqāl bi-taqallub al-lisān).132 This seems 

                                                 
وهذهָ֖الحروفָ֖الاربعةָ֖اذاָ֖وضعتָ֖لسانكָ֖فىָ֖مواضعهنָ֖انطبقָ֖لسانكָ֖منָ֖مواضعهنָ֖الىָ֖ماָ֖حاذىָ֖ 130

ָ֖اللسانָ֖بينָ֖ماָ֖فىָ֖محصورָ֖فالصوتָ֖لسانكָ֖وضعتָ֖فاذاָ֖الحنكָ֖الىָ֖ترفعهָ֖اللسانָ֖منָ֖الاعلىָ֖الحنك
الحروفָ֖موضعָ֖الىָ֖والحنك , al-Kitāb, ed. Derenbourg (1889, 455). 

131 For this passage see §I.1.4. 
132 Allony (1973, 102, text line 28).  
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to be referring to the retroflection of the tongue tip (Khan 1995, 

79). Retroflection of the tongue tip is a feature often associated 

with pharyngealized alveolar r in modern spoken Semitic 

languages.133 

The references to the ‘heavy’ or ‘hard’ pronunciation of the 
secondary resh and its association with the term dagesh (e.g. 

Saadya resh dagesh), can be correlated with the fact that 

pharyngealized r was pronounced with greater muscular tension.  

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ and other medieval sources, 

this apico-alveolar pharyngealized resh occurred when it is 

preceded by the consonants דזצתטסלן or followed by לן and when 

either resh or one of these consonants has shewa.134 This can be 

reformulated as the rule that alveolar resh occurs when one of the 

following conditions holds: 

(i) Resh is in immediate contact with a preceding alveolar, e.g. 

ה זְרֶ  ף ,with a pitchfork’ (Jer. 15.7)‘ [bamizˈrˁɛː] בְמ  ַ֣ צְר   מ 

[mɑsˁˈrˁeːef] ‘crucible’ (Prov. 17.3). 

(ii) Resh is in the same syllable, or at least the same foot, as a 

preceding alveolar, e.g. ֹו רְכ   .his way’ (Gen‘ [dɑrˁˈkʰoː] ד 

י ,(24.21 ֹ֤ רְפ  -the leaves’ (Ezek. 17.9). The con‘ [tˁɑrˁˈpʰeː] ט 

dition applies also to a resh in word-final position that is in 

the same syllable or at least the same foot as an alveolar, 

                                                 
133 E.g. in Neo-Aramaic dialects (Khan 2008, 32). 

134 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.9.4., §II.L.1.9.7.; Saadya, Commentary on Sefer Yeṣira (ed. 

Lambert 1891, 79); Masoretic treatise attributed to Yehudah ha-Nazir 

(ed. Allony, 104, text lines 51-56). 
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although the resh is not marked with a shewa in such cases, 

e.g. ר ר ,commander of’ (1 Sam. 18.13)‘ [sɑrˁ] ש  ִ֥ מְט   ל 
[limˈtˁɑːɑrˁ] ‘by the rain’ (Deut. 11.11).135 A consonant with 

vocalic shewa is treated as belonging to the same foot as the 

following resh in the metrical structure of the phonetic re-

alization of the word (§I.2.5.2.), e.g. ה  [(fɔːˈ)(.sˁɑ.rˁuː)] צְרוּפַָ֔
‘refined’ (2 Sam. 22.31), where feet are enclosed in round 

brackets and syllable boundaries are marked by dots. Like-

wise, as can be seen from the transcription ר ִ֥ מְט   ל 
[limˈtˁɑːɑrˁ], a closed syllable containing a long vowel has 

an epenthetic vowel of the same quality following the long 

vowel. It will be argued, however, that it is nevertheless in 

the same prosodic foot, viz. [(lim.)(ˈtˁɑː.ɑrˁ)] (§I.2.4.). On 

the phonetic level, therefore, the resh is strictly not in the 

same syllable as the alveolar in forms such as ה  צְרוּפַָ֔
[sˁɑ.rˁuː.ˈfɔː] and ר ִ֥ מְט  -The conditioning fac .[lim.ˈtˁɑː.ɑrˁ] ל 

tor for the emphatic allophone of the resh is that it occurs 

in the same foot as a preceding alveolar.  

(iii)  Resh is in immediate contact with or in the same syllable, 

or at least in the same foot, as a following ל or ן, e.g. י־ רְל  ע 
ב ּֽ י ,uncircumcised in heart’ (Jer. 9.25)‘ [ʕɑrˁleː-leːev] ל  ִ֑  גָרְנ 
[gɔrˁniː] ‘my threshing-floor’ (Isa. 21.10), ּו נְנַ֣  [rˁɑnnaˈnuː] ר 
‘rejoice!’ (Psa. 33.1), רְנָנַָ֣ה [rˁɑnɔːˈnɔː] ‘joyful cry’ (Job 3.7).  

Elsewhere resh had an advanced uvular realization, e.g. כֶב  רֶַ֣

[ˈʀɛ̟ːxɛv] ‘chariotry’ (Exod. 14.9), ה רְאֶ  maʀ̟̍] מ  ʔɛː] ‘appearance’ 
                                                 
135 These last two examples are cited by Saadya, Commentary on Sefer 

Yeṣira (ed. Lambert 1891, 79). 
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(Gen. 12.11), ר ִ֥ וֹף ,he kept’ (Gen. 37.11)‘ ̟[ʃɔːˈmaːaʀ] שָׁמ   אֶרְדַ֣

[ʔɛʀ̟̍ doːof] (Psa. 18.38). 

As can be seen in (ii) above, Saadya cites the example ר  ש 

[sɑrˁ] with sin. The letter sin (ש), therefore, also conditioned the 

occurrence of the pharyngealized resh in the appropriate con-

texts, although it is not explicitly mentioned in the list of condi-

tioning consonants in the medieval sources, which includes only 

 .The letters sin and samekh had the same realization [s] .דזצתטסלן

The written letter sin was considered to have samekh as its qere 

(§I.0.8.). 

Pharyngealized resh is not unknown in modern reading tra-

ditions, e.g. in the tradition of Morocco (with the exception of 

Tetouan) resh may be realized as an emphatic alveolar trill [rˁ], 
generally in the environment of a or u or an emphatic consonant  

 ʔúrˁ (Akun 2010, 49 | L [BHS]: וֹר וֹרָ֖/אִ֑ אּֽ  Gen. 1.3 ‘light’) 
This pharyngealization, moreover, may spread to adjacent 

consonants, e.g. 

 isˁrˁɑˈil (Akun 2010, 72 | L [BHS]: ל שְרָא ָ֜  (’Exod. 15.1 ‘Israel י 
 jɑrˁˈdˁu (Akun 2010, 72 | L [BHS]: ּו  Exod. 15.5 ‘they יָרְדִ֥

went down’) 
In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic sources from the pre-Maso-

retic period, an a or i vowel sometimes shifts to a rounded vowel 

represented by vav in the orthography. This occurs in particular 

in a syllable closed by a labial consonant or resh, e.g. גוברא (< 

*gavrā), ‘man’, רומשא (< *ramšā) ‘evening’, תורעא (< *tarʿā) 

‘door’, יורדנא (< *yardenā) ‘Jordan’ (Dalman 1894, 65). A similar 
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vowel shift is attested in Christian Palestinian Aramaic, Samari-

tan Aramaic and also Palestinian Rabbinic Hebrew (Ben-Ḥayyim 

1946, 194–96; Kutscher 1979, 496–97; Mishor 1998). Rounding 

of a vowel in the environment of labials is a natural development. 

The motivation for the rounding and backing in the environment 

of resh is not so clear, but could reflect a pharyngealized pronun-

ciation of resh. Pharyngealized consonants involve the retraction 

of the tongue and consequent lip-rounding.136 In Palestinian Ara-

maic and Rabbinic Hebrew, the vav before resh is not restricted 

to the environments that induced the pharyngealized resh in Ti-

berian Hebrew, but it may be interpreted as evidence that a phar-

yngealized resh existed in the spoken language of the Jews of Pal-

estine in the pre-Islamic period. 

In the passage from his commentary on the Sefer Yeṣira that 

is cited above, Saadya states that the Tiberians have a double resh 

in their reading of the Bible, whereas the Iraqis (i.e. Babylonians) 

have it in their speech but not in their reading of the Bible.  

Saadya does not specify which type of Tiberian resh 

resembles the resh in the Babylonian biblical reading tradition. 

Sefer Yeṣira classifies resh among the consonants pronounced at 

the front of the mouth ‘between the teeth and with a resting 

tongue’137 According to Morag (1960, 233), this reflects the 
                                                 
136 For labialization associated with pharyngealized consonants in 

modern spoken Arabic dialects see Bellem (2007) and for this feature 

in Neo-Aramaic see Khan (2016, vol. 1, 50). 

בלשוןָ֖ ,’between the teeth and with a resting tongue‘ ביןָ֖שיניםָ֖ובלשוןָ֖ישן 137
 ;with a resting and flat tongue’ (ed. Gruenwald 1971, 147‘ שכובהָ֖ושטוחה

ed. Hayman 2004, 92–98). 
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pronunciation of the Babylonian Jews. This was no doubt similar 

to the pronunciation of resh in the modern reading tradition of 

the Jews of Baghdad, in which it is realized as an alveolar trill 

(Morag 1977, 6). It is significant to note that in the modern 

Arabic dialect of the Jews of Baghdad there are two reflexes of 

Classical Arabic rāʾ, viz. (i) a back velar or uvular fricative ([ɣ], 
[ʁ]) or (ii) an alveolar trill [r] (Blanc 1964, 20–25; Mansour 

1974, vol. 1, 25-31, 34-35). This two-fold pronunciation in the 

Arabic vernacular may be the double resh of the speech of the 

Iraqis described by Saadya. So, the comparison by Saadya of the 

Tiberian resh with the Iraqi vernacular resh can be taken as 

evidence supporting the proposal to identify the two types of 

Tiberian resh as apical and advanced uvular. 

Saadya does not refer to the speech of the Tiberians, but 

other sources indicate that the distinction between different types 

of resh in the Tiberian reading is also found in the local vernacu-

lar speech. The author of one extant Masoretic Treatise datable 

to the tenth century states that he undertook fieldwork in the 

streets of Tiberias to verify his analysis of the resh of the Tiberian 

reading, on the grounds that resh had the same pronunciation in 

the local speech of the (Jewish) inhabitants of Tiberias: 

‘I spent a long time sitting in the squares of Tiberias and 

its streets listening to the speech of the common people, 

investigating the language and its principles, seeing 

whether anything that I had established was overturned or 

any of my opinions proved to be false, in what was uttered 

with regard to Hebrew and Aramaic, etc., that is the 
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language of the Targum, for it resembles Hebrew ... and it 

turned out to be correct and accurate.’138  

The interpretation of this is not completely clear. The 

Aramaic mentioned by the author could have been vernacular 

Aramaic that was still spoken in Tiberias at the period. The 

Hebrew must have been the recitation of Hebrew liturgy or the 

occurrence of a ‘Hebrew component’ (Hebrew words and 
phrases) within vernacular speech. The reference to the two types 

of resh is found also in a Hebrew treatise in the corpus published 

by Baer and Strack,139 in which, likewise, it is stated that this 

pronunciation existed in the conversational speech of the 

common people.  

I.1.21. SIN ָ֖ יןש   (ש) 

Unvoiced alveolar sibilant [s] 

This had the same pronunciation as samekh in the Tiberian 

tradition. It is not distinguished from samekh in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ. 
When it is stated in this work that ‘The fourth place of 

articulation is the teeth, from which are heard four letters, 

namely זסצש (zayin, samekh, ṣade and shin),’140 the letter ס is 

intended to refer to both samekh and sin. As discussed in the 

                                                 
וכנתָ֖אטילָ֖עלג̇לוסָ֖פיָ֖סוחאתָ֖טבריהָ֖ושוארעהאָ֖א]סת[מעָ֖כלאםָ֖אלסוקהָ֖ואלעאמהָ֖ 138
ואבחתָ֖̇עןָ֖עללגהָ֖ואצול]הא[ָ֖אנט̇רָ֖הלָ֖ינכסרָ֖שיָ֖ממאָ֖אצלתָ֖אוָ֖ינפסדָ֖שיָ֖ממאָ֖ט̇הרָ֖ליָ֖

ָ֖אל ָ֖מן[ ָ֖ב]ה ָ֖נֻקט ָ֖מא ָ֖פאנהָ֖ופי ָ֖וגירה ָ֖אלתרגום ָ֖לגה ָ֖אע̇ ָ֖ואנואעה ָ֖ואלסריאני עבראני
פכ̇רגָ֖̇צחיחָ֖מחרר... מג̇אלנסָ֖ללעבראניָ֖  (Allony 1973, 98–100). 

139 Baer and Strack (1879, §7). 

140 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.8. 
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Introduction (§I.0.8.), the written letter sin was considered to 

have samekh as its qere. 

In the Karaite transcriptions, the diacritical dot of Hebrew 

sin is sometimes written over the left side of Arabic sīn when it 

transcribes samekh, e.g. 

يدۜاخ۠اس ُۣۚحُۣ۟   (BL Or 2551 fol. 10r, 8 | L [BHS]: יך ידֶּֽ  .Psa חֲס 

52.11 ‘your saints’) 

ت۟تۛيرمۚس  ُۣ   (BL Or 2551 fol. 13v, 7 | L [BHS]: ר ִ֥ ת  סְת   Psa. 54.2 מ 

‘he who hides’) 

ذُۣ٘ك۟احُۣۜۜ  اس ۜ  (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3 | L [BHS]: סֶד חֶָ֜  .Gen כ 

21.23 ‘like the kindness’) 
As remarked in the Introduction (§I.0.8.), samekh and sin 

sometimes interchange in the same word or root in the fixed or-

thography of the Masoretic Text, e.g.  

 Ezra 4.5: ים ָּ֧ יםִָ֖֙ and they hire’ vs. 2 Chron. 24.12‘ וְס כְר   ש כְר 

In the biblical manuscripts from Qumran, there are many 

cases of sin occurring in place of Masoretic samekh and vice versa, 

which is additional evidence that the equivalence in 

pronunciation existed already in the Second Temple Period, 

e.g.141 

ח :4Q136 f1.8 | L [BHS]) פשח   (’Exod. 12.48 ‘Passover פֶס 
                                                 
141 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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ם :XHev/Se5 f1.14 | L [BHS]) ושרתם  רְתֶַ֗  Deut. 11.16 ‘and וְס 

you [mpl] will turn away’) 
ָ֖הסלעים  ים :1QIsaa 47.4 | L [BHS]) שעפי ּֽ סְלָע  ָ֖ה  י ִ֥ פ   Isa. 57.5 סְע 

‘the clefts of the rocks’) 
ָ֖ארץ  רֶץ :4Q93 1.11 | L [BHS]) ישד ד־אְֶּ֭  Psa. 104.5 ‘he יָּֽס 

established the earth’) 
הוּ :4Q134 f1.26 | L [BHS]) סדהו  ָ֜  (’Deut. 5.21 ‘his field שָד 
ף :1QIsaa 24.23 | L [BHS]) ולחסוף  חְש ִ֥  Isa. 30.14 ‘and to וְל 

scoop’) 
י :1QIsaa 41.16 | L [BHS]) סאי  ּֽ   (’!Isa. 49.18 ‘lift up [fs] שְא 

Ibn Janāḥ (Spain, eleventh century) states that the dagesh 

in the sin of וֹת שְבִ֥  herbage’ (Prov. 27.25) has the purpose of‘ ע 

ensuring that it is not interchanged with zayin.142 This suggests 

that sin in contact with voiced consonants was susceptible of 

being read as voiced. 

In some medieval Muslim sources, sin is represented by ṣād 
[sˁ] in the name שָו  This apparently .(Schreiner 1886, 254) عيصو :ע 

reflects its pharyngealization after the pharyngeal ʿayin. 

The pharyngealization of sin in the environment of em-

phatic consonants is attested in some modern reading traditions, 

e.g. 

Yemen 

[wajjɪsˁtˁɞːm]) (Morag 1963, 37-38 | L [BHS]: ם שְט ֹ֤ י   .Gen ו 

27.41 ‘and [Esau] hated’)  
                                                 
142 Kitāb al-Lumaʿ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 240), Schreiner (1886, 241). 
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I.1.22. SHIN ין  (שׁ) שׁ 

Unvoiced palato-alveolar fricative [ʃ] 
According to the medieval sources, its place of articulation was 

the same as that of the sibilants zayin and samekh, namely the 

teeth.143 As was pointed out above in the section on zayin 

(§I.1.7.), this did not necessarily imply that the teeth were one of 

the primary articulators. It is described by Ibn Janāḥ as a ‘spread-

ing letter’,144 which no doubt referred to its palatalized 

articulation. In the Karaite transcriptions, it is represented by 

Arabic shīn, which, according to the Arabic grammarians, was a 

palatal fricative [ç], a pre-palatal fricative [ç+] or an alveolo-

palatal [ɕ].145 Tiberian shin was not primarily palatal, since it was 

not included by Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ among the letters that are 

pronounced with the middle of the tongue. 

I.1.23. TAV (ת) תָו 

Tav with dagesh (ת): unvoiced aspirated alveolar stop [th] 

Tav without dagesh (ת): unvoiced alveolar fricative [θ] 
A tav without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by 

the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices. 

                                                 
143 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.3.8.; ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 10b, line 77). Sefer Yeṣira (ed. 

Gruenwald 1971, 147; ed. Hayman 2004, 92–98). 

 .(Kitāb al-Lumaʿ, ed. Derenbourg, 27) חרףָ֖אלתפשי 144

145 Roman (1983, 202, 218, 248). 
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In some manuscripts of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the name of this 

letter is spelt תיו or 146.תאו 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, tav was articulated with ‘the 
end of the tongue and the flesh of the teeth’, i.e. the gums or 
alveolar ridge.147 Likewise, Saadya describes the place of 

articulation of tav as being adjacent to the inside of the upper 

teeth.148 When the letter had dagesh, the tongue was pressed 

firmly against the gums. When it was without dagesh, the tongue 

was pressed lightly against the gums. Both forms of the letter 

were articulated in the same place according to the medieval 

sources. It appears to have been pronounced with the tip of the 

tongue rather than the blade (see the description of dalet §I.1.4.). 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ describes the stop [tʰ] as primary (ʾaṣl) and 

the fricative [θ] as secondary (farʿ).149 

We know from Greek transcriptions that in the first half of 

the first millennium C.E. plosive tav was pronounced with 

aspiration.150 In Greek transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic pe-

riod, plosive tav is represented by Greek theta, which was an as-

pirated stop [tʰ]. In Latin transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic 

                                                 
146 E.g. short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.3.0., §5.1. 

147 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.7.; ed. Eldar 

(1980, fol. 10b, lines 67–69). 

148 Commentary on Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Lambert 1891, 75). 

149 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.2. 

150 Kutscher (1965, 24–35). 
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period, it is represented by the Latin digraph th, which likewise 

represented an aspirated stop [tʰ]. Examples:151 

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.) 

 Θάρα (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ח ר   Gen. 11.24 תָּֽ

‘Terah’) 
 Νεφθαλί (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: י ּֽ פְתָל   Gen. 30.8 נ 

‘Naphtali’) 
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) 

 θαμιμ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ים מ ַ֗  Psa. 18.26 תַָ֝

‘blameless’) 
 αμαρθι (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: י רְת  ַ֣  Psa. 30.7 אָמ 

‘I said’) 
Jerome (346-420 C.E.) 

 tharsis (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Gorie, 

III.10.763 | L [BHS]: ׁיש ּֽ רְשׁ   (’Ezek. 10.9 ‘Tarshish ת 
 machthab (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, 

XI.14.6 | L [BHS]: ב כְתָ   (’Isa. 38.9 ‘writing מ 
This aspirated realization of plosive tav continued in the 

Tiberian reading tradition. In the Karaite transcriptions, plosive 

tav with dagesh is represented by Arabic tāʾ, which was aspirated 

according to the medieval Arabic grammarians.152 

                                                 
151 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 

152 Roman (1983, 55). 
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I.1.24. CONSONANT PHONEMES 

The inventory of consonant phonemes in the Tiberian reading 

tradition can be reconstructed as follows:153 

Phoneme Allophones Orthography Comments 

/ʔ/ [ʔ] א  

/b/ [b] ב  

/v/ [v] ב See §I.1.25. below 

/g/ [g] ג  

/ʁ/ [ʁ] ג See §I.1.25. below 

/d/ [d] ד  

/ð/ [ð] ד See §I.1.25. below 

/h/ [h] ה  

/v/ [v], [w] ו There are variations in 

the realization of the al-

lophones across differ-

ent sub-traditions of 

reading (§I.1.6.). 

/z/ [z] ז  

/ħ/ [ħ] ח  

/tˁ/ [tˁ] ט  

/j/ [j], [ɟ] י The stop allophone [ɟ] 
occurs only when the 

consonant is gemi-

nated. 

                                                 
153 The inventory of consonant phonemes presented here corresponds to 

that proposed by Schramm (1964, 63) on the basis of the graphemes of 

Tiberian Hebrew, although he did not have access to the original 

phonetic realizations. 
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/kʰ/ [kʰ] ךּ ,כ  

/χ/ [χ] ך ,כ See §I.1.25. below 

/l/ [l] ל  

/m/ [m] ם ,מ  

/n/ [n] ן ,נ  

/s/ [s] ש ,ס These were equivalent 

in the oral reading tra-

dition. The distinction 

in orthography is an ar-

chaism (§I.0.8.). 

/ʕ/ [ʕ] ע  

/pʰ/ [pʰ] פ  

/pˁ/ [pˁ] פ This is attested only in 

וֹ דְנַ֔ פ   .his palace’ (Dan‘ א 

11.45), where its occur-

rence is not conditioned 

by the phonetic envi-

ronment, so it should be 

identified as a phoneme 

(§I.1.17.). 

/f/ [f] פ See §I.1.25. below 

/sˁ/ [sˁ], [zˁ] צ For the voiced variant 

see §I.1.7. 

/q/̟ [q]̟ ק  

/r/ [ʀ]̟, [rˁ] ר The two variant realiza-

tions are conditioned 

by the phonetic envi-

ronment and so should 

be identified as allo-

phones (§I.1.20.). 
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/ʃ/ [ʃ] ׁש  

/tʰ/ [tʰ] ת  

/θ/ [θ] ת See §I.1.25. below 

 

I.1.25. DISTRIBUTION OF THE VARIANTS OF בגדכפת 

In general, the fricative variants of the בגדכפת letters (i.e. the 

forms written without a dagesh sign: [v], [ʁ], [ð], [χ], [f] and [θ], 
respectively) occur after a vowel when the letter is not 

geminated, e.g. ב ַ֣ שְׁכְבוִָּ֖֙ ,much’ (Gen. 24.25)‘ [ʀa̟ːavˈ] ר   [jiʃkʰaˈvuː] י 
‘they will lie’ (Isa. 43.17). In principle, therefore, the stop and 

fricative variants appear to be allophones conditioned by the 

environment. In many cases, however, the preceding vowel had 

been elided in some previous stage of the language, but the 

consonant nevertheless remained a fricative, e.g. 

 > when he had written’ (Jer. 45.1)‘ [baχɔθˈvoː] בְכָתְבוֹ ָ֖ 

*bakutubō 

י  ִ֥ לְכ   kings of’ (Gen. 17.16) < *malakē‘ [malˈχeː] מ 
In a few such cases, a plosive and a fricative are in free 

variation, e.g. 

י  שְׁפ  י ,(Psa. 76.4) [ʀi̟ʃˈfeː] ר  שְׁפ ֵ֕  ’flames‘ (Cant. 8.6) [ʀi̟ʃˈpʰeː] ר 
The distribution of the plosive and fricative allophones, 

therefore, is not completely predictable from the phonetic 

context in Tiberian Hebrew. Consequently, the plosive and 

fricative variants of the letters should be distinguished in a 

synchronic phonological representation, e.g. 
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י  ִ֥ לְכ   malχē/ [malˈχeː] ‘kings of’ (Gen. 17.16)/ מ 

ל  נְפ    binfol/ [binˈfoːol] ‘at the falling of’ (Isa. 30.25)/ ב 

In the corpus of the Hebrew Bible, however, there is no 

certain minimal pair arising from the phonemicization of the 

variants of the בגדכפת consonants, though such oppositions could 

hypothetically occur in Tiberian Hebrew. Such minimal pairs are 

found in Aramaic, where the בגדכפת consonants were likewise 

phonemicized (Khan 2005, 84–87). 

  



I.2. VOWELS AND SYLLABLE STRUCTURE

I.2.1. BASIC VOWEL SIGNS

I.2.1.1. The Qualities of the Vowels

The basic vowel signs in the standard Tiberian vocalization 

system indicated distinctions in vowel quality rather than 

distinctions in length. The qualities of the various vowels can be 

reconstructed as follows from the sources that are discussed 

below (the signs are added to the letter א): 

These qualities correspond to the eight primary cardinal 

vowels, which are represented diagrammatically according to 

their position of articulation below: 

Pataḥ תַח  Open, unrounded front [a] or back [ɑ] :(אַַ) פָּ
Qameṣ מֵץ  Back, open-mid rounded [ɔ] :(אַָּ) קָּ

Segol (אֶַ) סֶגוֹל: Front, open-mid unrounded [ɛ] 

Ṣere (אֵַ) צֵרֵי: Front, close-mid unrounded [e] 

Ḥireq (אִַ) חִירֶק: Front, close, unrounded [i] 

Ḥolem חוֹלֶם (  Back, close-mid rounded [o] :(אַֹֹ

Shureq 

Qibbuṣ 
) שׁוּרֶק וּא ) 

 :(א ַ) קִבּוּץ

Back, close, rounded [u] 

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.02
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I.2.1.2. The Terms Pataḥ and Qameṣ 
The terms pataḥ and qameṣ are found in the early Masoretic and 

grammatical sources. They are in origin Aramaic active 

participles and are vocalized as such in some manuscripts, viz. 

תַח מֵץ and פָּ  In some Masoretic treatises forms with a final he 1.קָּ

are used, viz. פתחה and קמצה. The suffix may be the Aramaic 

definite article or the feminine ending.2 In Arabic sources such as 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ equivalent Arabic feminine participles are used, 

viz. פאתחה fātiḥa and קאמצה qāmiṣa.3 The terms referred to the 

distinct lip positions of the two vowels, pataḥ ‘opening’, qameṣ 
‘closing, contracting’,4 indicating that the pataḥ was pronounced 

                                                 
1 For examples in early Karaite grammatical texts (Khan 2000a, 28). 

2 For the sources see Steiner (2009). 

3 Eldar (1994, 123–24) 

4 In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic the verb קמץ is used in the sense of 

‘closing (eye, mouth), e.g. דיַקמיץַחדאַופתחַחדא ‘because (the sleeping 

deer) opens one (eye) and closes the other’ (Palestinian Talmud, Shabbat 

14b) (Sokoloff 1992, 496). 
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with open, spread lips whereas the qameṣ was pronounced with 

a smaller aperture of the mouth on account of some degree of lip-

rounding. The fact that the terms are Aramaic in origin indicates 

that they must have been created in the early Masoretic period, 

before the tenth century, when Aramaic was in productive use by 

the Masoretes. By the tenth century, Masoretic treatises were 

written in Hebrew or Arabic (§I.0.13.1.). The names of these 

vowels came to receive a variety of different vocalizations in later 

sources. The practice developed of vocalizing the first syllable of 

the names of vowels symbolically with the vowel it designated, 

so pataḥ came to be vocalized as פַתַח. This type of vocalization, 

which according to Dotan was used from the eleventh century 

onwards,5 is the vocalization used, for example, by Elias Levita 

(1469-1549). Subsequently, the vowel of the second syllable of 

the names of vowels was also given a similar symbolic 

vocalization. These often reflect pronunciation traditions that did 

not distinguish between the pronunciation of the two vowels and 

one finds vocalizations such as מַץ ח ,קָּ ח and פַתָּ  6.פַתָּ

I.2.1.3. More on the Quality of Pataḥ and Qameṣ 
Saadya and Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ give details of the articulatory 

distinction between the vowels within the oral cavity. Their 

descriptions are based on a theory of the production of vowels, 

which can be traced to the Muslim physician Ibn Sīnā (980–1037 

C.E.), that involves both the position of buccal organs and the 

                                                 
5 Dotan (2007, 634). 

6 For details see Steiner (2009). 
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direction of the dynamic flow of air.7 The Hidāya states that the 

place of articulation of pataḥ is the ‘surface of the tongue at the 
bottom (of the mouth)’.8 Saadya similarly states that ‘its strength 
(i.e. dynamic realization by airflow) goes over the surface of the 

tongue moving downwards.’9 With regard to qameṣ the Hidāya 
indicates that its place of articulation is ‘slightly above the root 
of the tongue, that is the (back) third of the tongue, and its 

movement is towards the (place) above the palate.’10 Saadya 

indicates that the place of articulation of qameṣ is next to that of 

ḥolem: 

‘If one wants to move the vowel from this place (of ḥolem) 

and then articulate it, the strength (i.e. realization) of 

qameṣ comes about, and its movement (i.e. direction of 

airflow) is towards the place above the palate in 

particular.’11  

According to the theory of the realization of vowels by 

dynamic airflow, the realization of pataḥ took place through the 

free flow of air across the surface of the tongue in a low position, 

                                                 
7 For details see Eldar (1983). 

ַאספל 8 ַמן ַאללסאן  ,long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book ,סטח

§II.L.2.15.3.; Eldar (1994, 130). 

 .(Dotan 1997, 445) קותהאַסאירהַעליַסטחַאללסאןַמנחדרהַאליַאלספל 9

פוקַאלחנך 10 והרכתהאַאליַ ת̇לתַ̇אללסאןַ קלילאַוהוַ  ,long version ,פוקַאצלַאללסאןַ

edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.15.2.; Eldar (1994, 130). 

ואןַשאַאןַיתגאוזַבהאַהדאַאלמוצ̇עַתםַיפצלהאַט̇הרתַקוהַעלקמץַוכאנתַחרכתהַ 11
 .(Dotan 1997, 445) אליַאעליַאלחנךַכאצה
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whereas in the realization of qameṣ there was some obstruction 

that directed the air upwards towards the palate.12 

From the vowel names and the aforementioned des-

criptions of articulation, it can be determined that Tiberian pataḥ 

was an open, unrounded vowel in the region of [a] or [ɑ] 
whereas qameṣ was a back half-open rounded vowel below ḥolem 

in the region of [ɔ].  

As indicated, it is likely that pataḥ had both an open front 

quality [a] and an open back quality [ɑ]. The back quality [ɑ] 
would have been induced in particular by the environment of 

consonants involving retraction of the tongue root, especially 

pharyngeals and pharyngealized consonants. Indirect evidence 

for this is found in the modern reading traditions of Middle 

Eastern communities, in which the front open vowels have back 

open variants in particular when adjacent to pharyngeal or 

pharyngealized consonants. This is the case in the Sefardi type 

traditions, in which pataḥ and qameṣ have a default quality of [a], 

e.g. 

Baghdad 

[a] quality: 

 ˈjaːʕaˌbod (Morag 1977, 53 | L [BHS]: ד  Exod. 21.2 ‘he יַעֲבֹֹ֑

will work’) 
 šaˈnaː (Morag 1977, 56 | L [BHS]: ַ ֹ֑השָּׁ נָּ  Gen. 47.28 ‘year’) 
                                                 
12 For this interpretation see Eldar (1983, 47). 
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[ɑ] quality: 
 wajjiˈṭɑbˑ (Morag 1977, 54 | L [BHS]: ַַיטַבַ יִַּו  Esther 1.21 ‘and 

[the matter] was good’) 
 ˈbɑːʕaˌra (Morag 1977, 56 | L [BHS]: ַָּּהב ָ֥ עֲרָּ  Esther 1.12 ‘[his 

anger] burned’) 
Aleppo 

[a] quality: 

 ˌjaʕaˈqọːb (Katz 1981, 45 | L [BHS]: ַ  (’Gen. 47.28 ‘Jacob יַעֲקבֹ 
 ʃaˈnim (Katz 1981, 45 | L [BHS]: ַ יםשָּׁ נִִ֔  Gen. 47.28 ‘years) 

[ɑ] quality: 
 lezɑrʕɑˈxa (Katz 1981, 46 | L [BHS]: ַָ֥לְזַרְעֲך Gen. 48.4 ‘to 

your (ms) seed’) 
Jerba 

[a] quality: 

 ˌwenaˈfale (Katz 1977, 82 | L [BHS]: ל פַָ֥  Exod. 21.18 ‘and וְנָּ

he falls’) 
 joˈmar (Katz 1977, 83 | L [BHS]:  ַיאֹמַר Exod. 21.5 ‘[the 

slave] will say’) 
 hiʃˈʃa (Katz 1977, 83 | L [BHS]: ִַַא ה ַשָּּׁ  Exod. 21.3 ‘woman’) 
[ɑ] quality: 
 ˈjɪqqɑħ (Katz 1977, 84 | L [BHS]: ִֽ ַיִ  ח־קַּ   Exod. 21.10 ‘he will 

take’) 
 wẹˈjɑsˁiˈha (Katz 1977, 75 | L [BHS]: ְַצ האָָ֥וְיָּ  Exod. 21.3 ‘[his 

wife] will leave’) 
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In the Karaite transcriptions long pataḥ and qameṣ are 

generally represented by mater lectionis ʾalif, e.g. 

۟ال   BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 2 | L) [vaɟɟiggɔːˈmaːal] و۟يج۠ام 

[BHS]: ל מַֹ֑  (’Gen. 21.8 ‘and he was weaned וַיִּגָּ
The qualities of pataḥ [a] and [ɑ] would have been 

allophones of Arabic long /ā/, the latter in pharyngealized 

environments (known as tafkhīm). The choice of ʾalif in the 

Karaite transcriptions for the rounded qameṣ [ɔ] was due to its 

proximity to the normal range of allophones of Arabic /ā/. 

The back rounded open-mid quality of qameṣ and its 

distinctness from pataḥ is reflected by some of the medieval 

Karaite transcriptions. The vowel is, for example, sporadically 

represented by Arabic wāw, e.g.  

 Genizah MS 12, Khan 1990a, 151 | L) [vɔʔɔːˈsaːaf] واوساف 

[BHS]: ף סַַ֣  (’Num. 19.9 ‘and he will gather up) וְאָּ

[ص]وروحا   [vaʀɔ̟ːˈħɑːɑsˤ] (Genizah MS 12, Khan 1990a, 

151 | L [BHS]: ץ חַָ֥   (’Num. 19.8 ‘and he will bathe וְרָּ

-II Firkovitch Arab.-Evr. 1, Harviai) [hɔːʔaːˈħaːθ] هواحاث 

nen 1994, 36 | L [BHS]: ַַ אַחַת  הָּ  Gen. 4.19 ‘the one’) 

 II Firkovitch Arab.-Evr. 1, Harviainen) [jisrˁɔːˈʔeːel] يسروال 

1994, 36 | L [BHS]: אֵל  (’Israel‘ יִשְרָּ
In the British Library manuscript Or 2554, the qualitative 

distinction between the open vowel pataḥ and the open-mid back 

round vowel qameṣ is reflected by the fact that syllables with 
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pataḥ are marked by the Arabic vowel fatḥa, but fatḥa is not 

marked on syllables with qameṣ, e.g. 

ןַ :BL Or 2554 fol. 38v, 1 | L [BHS]) [nɔːˈθaːan] ناثَْانْ  תַָ֥  .Cant נָּ

1.12 ‘it gave’) 

 :BL Or 2554 fol. 87r, 9 | L [BHS]) [jalɔːˈðaːaθχɔː] يَلاذَاثْخا 

תְך דַ   (’Cant. 8.5 ‘she gave birth to you יְלָּ

I.2.1.4. The Quality of Qameṣ in Other Traditions 

The medieval Babylonian pronunciation tradition also had a 

qualitative distinction between open pataḥ and rounded qameṣ. 
This is reflected by Babylonian terminology for the vowels, viz. 

miftaḥ pumma (ַפומא  opening of the mouth’, which‘ (מיפתח

corresponds to the Tiberian term pataḥ, and miqpaṣ pumma 

ַפומא)  contraction (i.e., rounding) of the mouth’, which‘ (מיקפץ

corresponds to the Tiberian term qameṣ. The roundedness of 

Babylonian qameṣ and its proximity in the vowel space to ḥolem 

is reflected also by the representation of the vowel with wāw in 

medieval Arabic transcriptions written by Muslims in the eastern 

region of the Islamic world where Babylonian Hebrew 

pronunciation was used, e.g. al-Bīrūnī, Chronology of Nations 

(Khan 2013d): מִיד) هتوميد  حمو ,(’Av‘ אָב) اوب ,(’the daily offering‘ הַתָּ

ה) ה) بثولو ,(’sun‘ חַמָּּ  Virgo’). In Hebrew words in incantation‘ בְּתוּלָּ

bowls from Babylonian datable to the pre-Islamic period of the 

first millennium C.E. there are some occurrences of vav that 

corresponds to qameṣ, e.g. בורוך ‘blessed’ (Tiberian ְרוּך  קודוש ,(בָּּ
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‘holy’ (Tiberian ׁדוֹש  ;Juusola 1999, 54–68; Mishor 2007, 219) (קָּ

Molin 2020). 
The roundedness of qameṣ and its proximity in the vowel 

space to ḥolem is reflected by numerous occurrences of vav in 

biblical texts from Qumran where the Tiberian tradition has 

qameṣ. Several of these are in the environment of labial 

consonants, which could have conditioned the rounding of the 

vowel, e.g.13 

ֹ֑ם :11Q5 13.13 | L [BHS]) חנום   Psa. 119.161 ‘without חִנָּּ

cause’) 
רוםו[אבי   (4Q27 f6–10.12 | L [BHS]: ם ָ֜  Num. 16.1 ‘and וַאֲבִירָּ

Abiram’)  
 Isa. 24.14 מִיָּּ ם :4Q57 f9ii+11+12i+52.40 | L [BHS]) מיום 

‘from the sea’) 
In many cases, however, it is likely that the vav reflects a 

different morphological form or exegesis from that of the 

Tiberian tradition (Kutscher 1979, 247, 473–74), e.g.  

ים :1QIsaa 5.3 | L [BHS]) כבושים  שִִׂ֖  (’Isa. 5.17 ‘sheep כְבָּ
ִֽיִךְ :1QIsaa 41.16 | L [BHS]) בוניך  ֹ֑ נָּ  Isa. 49.17 ‘your [fs] בָּּ

children’) 
הּ ַ :1QIsaa 18.11 | L [BHS]) קדמותה  תָּ  Isa. 23.7 ‘its former קַדְמָּ

time’) 
שׁ :4Q59 f4–10.2 | L [BHS]) חוש  ָ֥  (’Isa. 8.3 ‘Hash חָּ
ר :1QIsaa 5.17 | L [BHS]) כצור   (’Isa. 5.28 ‘like flint כַצַַ֣
                                                 
13 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. 
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ה :1QIsaa 11.12 | L [BHS]) חוזה  זִָּ֔  (’Isa. 13.1 ‘[Isaiah] saw חָּ
רוַּ  :1QIsaa 19.3 | L [BHS]) חורו   Isa. 24.6 ‘[and inhabitants חָּ

of the land] are scorched’) 
ן :1QIsaa 27.29 | L [BHS]) שוכן  כִֵׂ֖  (’Isa. 33.24 ‘inhabitant שָּׁ
ין :1QIsaa 33.19 | L [BHS]) להוכין  כִָ֥  (’Isa. 40.20 ‘to prepare לְהָּ

In the ancient Greek transcriptions of Hebrew, long qameṣ 
is generally represented by α. There are a few sporadic cases 

where ω or ο correspond to Tiberian long qameṣ. Most of these, 

however, are likely to reflect different morphological patterns or 

have some other explanation rather than reflecting a back 

rounded quality, e.g.14 

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.) 

 Ἰωυὰν (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ִַֽ֣ן וָּ  Gen. 10.2 וְיָּ

‘Javan’) 
 Ἰωβέλ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ל ֹ֑ בָּ  Gen. 4.20 יָּ

‘Jabal’) 
 Γαυλὼν (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ן ָ֥  Deut. 4.43 גוֹלָּ

‘Golan’) 
The exceptional case Ιωυαν may be explained as an 

imitation of the Greek word with a similar meaning, ἴων. The 

examples Ιωβελ and Γαυλων probably reflect different patterns 

(Knobloch 1995, 181, 314, 394-395). 

                                                 
14 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) 

 ουεσοκημ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS] ם קֵֵ֗ אֶשְׁחָּ  .Psa וְ 

18.43 ‘and I crush them’) 
 εμωσημ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: צֵם מְחָּ  .Psa אֶֶ֭

18.39 ‘I strike them’) 
 σφωθαϊ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: י תֵַ֗ פָּ  Psa. 89.35 שְְ֝

‘my lips’) 
 ολδ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: לֶד  Psa. 49.2 ‘(the) חָּ 

world’) 
The first two forms most likely reflect an /o/ theme vowel 

(rather than an /a/ theme vowel) in these verbs. The final two 

forms are likely to reflect variant morphological patterns.15 

In the writings of Jerome (346-420 C.E.), there are a few 

cases where the vowel o occurs corresponding to Tiberian long 

qameṣ, e.g. 

 zochor (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, 

VIII.23.56 | L [BHS]: ר כָּ  (’Isa. 26.14 ‘male זָּ
 chauonim (Jerome, Commentary on Jeremiah, ed. Reiter, 

100.21–22 | L [BHS]: ים נִָ֜  (’Jer. 7.18 ‘cakes כַוָּּ
 gob (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Glorie, V.16.85 | 

L [BHS]: גֶֹ֑ב Ezek. 16.24 ‘pit’) 
 bosor (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, X.14.82–

84 | L [BHS]: ר שָּ  (’Isa. 34.6 ‘flesh ?בָּּ
                                                 
15 Yuditsky compares σφωθαϊ to forms like בשפאותיכה and שפות in the 

Dead Sea Scrolls (Yuditsky 2017). 
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In most cases, however, Jerome represents the vowel cor-

responding to Tiberian long qameṣ by a, e.g. 

 enach (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed. 

Adriaen, Amos, III.7, p. 318, line 178 | L [BHS]: ְִֹֽ֑ך  Amos אֲנָּ

7.7 ‘plumbline’) 
 hissa (Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos, ed. 

de Lagarde et al., 45.1 | L [BHS]: ה  (’Gen. 2.23 ‘woman אִשִָּּׁ֔
 ethan (Jerome, Commentary on Jeremiah, ed. Reiter, 72.14 

| L [BHS]: ן ַ֣  (’Jer. 5.15 ‘enduring אֵיתָּ
 aiala (Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos, ed. 

de Lagarde et al., 70.20 | L [BHS]: ַ֣ה לָּ  (’Gen. 49.21 ‘doe אַיָּּ
 emsa (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed. 

Adriaen, Zechariah, III.12, p. 863, line 132 | L [BHS]: ה ָ֥  אַמְצָּ

Zech. 12.5 ‘strength’) 
There are also some cases where the vowel corresponding 

to long qameṣ is e, e.g. 

 besor (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed. 

Adriaen, Zechariah, III.11, p. 849, line 25 | L [BHS]: צוּר  הַבָּּ

[lege יר צִ   (’Zech. 11.2 ‘thick (ms) [הַבָּּ
 ciceion (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed. 

Adriaen, Jonah, IV, p. 414, line 126 | L [BHS]: י֞וֹן  Jonah קִיקָּ

4.6 ‘gourd/plant’) 
The cases of o corresponding to long qameṣ are, therefore, 

marginal and it is likely that they either reflect morphological 

patterns that are different from the Tiberian tradition or are 

conditioned by the consonantal environment (Harviainen 1977, 
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104–6). This applies, for example, to zochor and bosor, in which 

the o may have been conditioned by the r. In Palestinian Aramaic 

dialects and Rabbinic Hebrew resh often brings about such a 

vowel shift.16 

The fact that long qameṣ had a back rounded quality in both 

the Tiberian and Babylonian traditions of pronunciation could, 

nevertheless, be proposed as an argument for this to be a shared 

feature that the two traditions have retained from a proto-

Masoretic tradition of reading in Second Temple Palestine. 

The open-mid back rounded quality [ɔ] of qameṣ, distinct 

from the open quality of pataḥ, has been preserved in the modern 

traditions of pronunciation of most Yemenite communities, 

which have their roots in the Babylonian tradition, e.g. 

 mɪðbɔːrɔː (Morag 1963, 100 | L [BHS]: ה רָּ ֹ֑  Isa. 16.1 ‘in מִדְבָּּ

the desert’) 

I.2.1.5. Segol and Ṣere 

In the early Tiberian Masoretic sources the terms pataḥ and qameṣ 
were used not only for the vowels represented by the signs pataḥ 

and qameṣ in the Tiberian vocalization, but also for the vowels 

segol and ṣere respectively. This early terminology appears to 

have developed before the creation of the vowel signs and 

indicated broad differences in lip-position of the vowels, as a 

guide to instruct readers how to distinguish between the various 

                                                 
16 See §I.1.20 and Ben-H ̣ayyim (1946, 194–96), Kutscher (1979, 496–
97) and Mishor (1998). 
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vowel qualities.17 The vowels pataḥ and segol were pronounced 

with spread, open lips, whereas there was some degree of closure 

of the lips in the pronunciation of qameṣ and ṣere. In a later 

version of this terminology, segol was referred to as pataḥ qaṭan 

‘small pataḥ’ and ṣere as qameṣ qaṭan ‘small qameṣ’ with Hebrew 

adjectives qualifying the originally Aramaic term.18  

The term segol comes from Aramaic סְגוֹל ‘cluster of grapes’, 
referring to the graphic appearance of the vowel sign rather than 

its phonetic production. Its vocalization with shewa under the 

samekh is attested in some early Masoretic treatises.19 In Hidāyat 
al-Qāriʾ it has the form סגולה with a feminine ending.  

The term ṣere is from the Aramaic verb א  to split’. Since‘ צְרָּ

these terms are Aramaic, they are likely to have been created in 

the early Masoretic period and they indeed appear in early 

sources, such as the grammar book of Saadya.20 It is not clear 

                                                 
17 Bacher (1974, 15), Steiner (2005b, 374, 377–78), Posegay (2020). 

18 Baer and Strack (1879, §10), Dotan (2007, 634). The attribute qaṭan 

‘small’ reflects the concept that the [ɛ] and [e] qualities were in some 

way more attenuated and more closed than the [a] and [ɔ] qualities 

respectively. This theory of vowels can be traced back to Syriac 

grammatical sources where the Syriac term qaṭṭīn ‘narrow’ is used to 
describe the higher front vowels (Posegay 2020). An Arabic version of 

this terminology is found in the Masoretic treatise Kitāb al-Muṣawwitāt 
(ed. Allony 1963, 140–42): al-qamṣa al-kabīra ‘big qameṣ’ (= qameṣ), al-

qamṣa al-ṣaghīra ‘small qameṣ’ (= ṣere), al-patḥa al-kabīra ‘big pataḥ’ (= 
pataḥ), al-patḥa al-ṣaghīra ‘small pataḥ’ (= segol). 

19 E.g. Allony and Yeivin eds. (1985, 96). 

20 Dotan (1997, 113; 2007, 634). 
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what the original form of the name ṣere was. The author of 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ states that it means ‘splitting’ (šāqq) (through the 

lips),21 suggesting that he read it as a participle רֵי  In some .צָּ

manuscripts of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, however, it is vocalized 22.צֵרִי It 

is sometimes spelt, moreover, צירי both in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ and in 

Saadya’s work, with mater lections yod after the ṣade, and this is 

vocalized צֵירִי in some places.23 In a Masoretic treatise published 

by Allony and Yeivin (1985, 96) it has the form ִַאיַָּרְַצ . It is likely 

that the term is related to the Jewish Babylonian Aramaic word 

א  split, fissure.’24 The name refers to the contraction of the‘ צִירְיָּ

lips to the extent that there is only a small aperture between 

them. In later sources the practice developed of vocalizing the 

first syllable with the vowels that the terms designated, i.e. סֶגוֹל, 

יצֵרֵַ  and eventually also changing the quality of the second 

syllable in symbolic representation of the pronunciation of the 

vowel, resulting in forms such as 25.סֶגֵל 

In some Masoretic treatises and early grammatical texts, 

segol and ṣere are referred to by the phrases ‘three dots’ (ַשלוש
ַנקודות) ’thalāth nuqaṭ) and ‘two dots ,נקודות  (nuqṭatāni ,שתי
                                                 
21 Short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.6.0. 

22 E.g. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.17. 

23 E.g. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.7.8.; short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.6.0. 

24 Eldar (1994, 124).  

25 Steiner (2009, 496). For other vocalizations of the vowels see Dotan 

(2007, 634). 
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respectively.26 This is probably a relic from a period in which 

only the names pataḥ and qameṣ were in existence. 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ describes the articulation of segol as being 

on ‘the lower surface of the mouth,’27 as is the case with pataḥ, 

but with ‘contraction of the sides of the mouth’.28 Saadya states 

that the segol is articulated in the same position as pataḥ when 

the speaker ‘fills the lower sides of the mouth with it.’29 This can 

be interpreted as referring to a smaller degree of opening of the 

mouth in the pronunciation of the vowel and a consequential 

protuberance of the cheeks. The smaller aperture is reflected also 

in the term ‘small pataḥ’ (פתחַקטן) in some Masoretic sources.30 

The result is an open-mid unrounded [ɛ].  

In the Karaite transcriptions, long segol is represented by 

mater lectionis ʾalif, e.g. 

                                                 
26 Cf. Dotan (2007, 634), e.g. Baer and Strack (1879, 34–36), the treatise 

on the shewa published by Levy (1936), the Masoretic fragments 

published by Mann (1969, 2:44), the Diqduq of Ibn Nūḥ (ed. Khan 2000, 

28). 

ַסטחַאלפםַאלספלאני 27  ,long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book ,עלי

§II.L.2.15.4., Eldar (1994, 132). 

 ,short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.7.0 ,צ̇םַאגאבַאלפם 28

Eldar (1994, 131). 

 .(Dotan 1997, 445) ימלאַמנהאַגאנביַפמהַאלספליין 29

30 This interpretation of פתחַקטן is in the Yemenite redaction of Hidāyat 
al-Qāriʾ known as the Arabic Maḥberet ha-Tījān (J. Derenbourg 1871, 

16; Eldar 1994, 123). 
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ال  bɑʀ̟̍] ب۟رۖزۜࣤ zɛːɛl] (BL Or 2549 fol. 145r, 4 | L [BHS]: ל  בַּרְזִֶ֔

Ezek. 4.3 ‘iron’) 
The quality [ɛ] was an allophone of Arabic long /ā/, due to 

a process known by the medieval grammarians as ʾimāla 

‘inclining’, i.e. inclining towards the vowel /ī/.  

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ presents the articulation of the vowels ṣere 
and ḥireq as involving similar gestures. The place of articulation 

of ṣere is ‘the teeth, without closure, because it breaks through 

them’31 whereas the articulation of ḥireq involves ‘the closure of 
the teeth tightly.’32 Saadya likewise links the articulation of the 

two vowels: 

If the end of the tongue approaches the teeth but does not 

cover them, ṣere is produced, but if it covers them, ḥireq is 

produced.33  

The Masoretic term ‘small qameṣ’ (קמץַקטן) for ṣere would 

refer to the lesser degree of closure of the lips than in the 

articulation of qameṣ.  
                                                 
ַבינהאַשקא 31 ַישק ַלאנה ַבלאַאטבאק ַאלאסנאן ַוהו ַאלצרי  ,long version ,מחל

edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.15.5. 

ַבקוה 32 ַאלאסנאן  ,long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book ,אטבאק

§II.L.2.15.6.; Eldar (1994, 132). 

 A similar .(Dotan 1997, 445–47) קרבַטרףַאללסאןַאליַאסנאנהַולםַיטבקהא 33

description of ḥireq is given by Dunash ibn Tamīm in his commentary 

on Sefer Yeṣira: יחתכוהוַסוףַהלשוןַבעזרַמלתעותַמןַהשניים ‘They articulate it 

with the tip of the tongue with the help of (= in conjunction with) the 

incisors’ (Grossberg 1902, 20–21; Eldar 1994, 133). 
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I.2.1.6. Ḥireq 

The original vocalization of the name ḥireq is uncertain. The 

name is spelt חרק in the manuscript of Saadya’s grammar book. 

The vocalization as a segolate form חֶרֶק is found in some 

manuscripts of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ and medieval sources,34 or 35.חֵרֶק 

In the Masoretic treatise published by Allony and Yeivin (1985, 

92) it has the Aramaic form חרקא. The form חִירֶק reflects the later 

development of vocalizing the first syllable with the vowel the 

name designates. In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, the verbal root 

ḥrq in the peʿal and paʿel has the meaning of ‘to gnash (one’s 
teeth)’, which is likely to refer to the tight closure of the teeth in 
the articulation of the vowel referred to in the Hidāya.36 The 

vowel is also referred to in some early sources as ‘one dot’ (ַנקודה
 nuqṭa wāḥida).37 Abraham ibn Ezra (1089–c. 1167) used the ,אחת

Hebrew term שבר ‘breaking’ to refer to this vowel (Lambert 1889, 

124–25). 

In the Karaite transcriptions, both long ṣere and ḥireq are 

normally represented by Arabic mater lectionis yāʾ, e.g. 

                                                 
34 E.g. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.7.8. For other sources see Ben Yehuda (1980, vol. 4, 1783), 

Dotan (2007, 634). 

35 E.g. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.S.6.0, MS S18, fol. 7r. MS S14, fol. 3r. 

36 Haupt (1901, 15) proposes that the name is related etymologically to 

Arabic kharq ‘rent, fissure’ (cf. Rabbinic Hebrew רַק  (’to cut a gap‘ חָּ
referring to the narrow opening of the lips. 

37 Dotan (2007, 634), Khan (2000, 28). 
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 BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3 | L) [higgɔːˈmeːel] هۚج۠امࣵيۛل 

[BHS]: ל מֵָ֥  (’Gen. 21.8 ‘to be weaned הִגָּ

 BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 105r, 7 | L) [vohoːˈʀi̟ːðuː] وۖهوۢرۚيذ٘و 

[BHS]: ּדו  (’Deut. 21.4 ‘and they will bring down וְהוֹרִִ֡
The choice of mater lectionis yāʾ to represented the quality 

[eː] of ṣere was no doubt due to its being perceived as approx-

imating more closely to the prototypical quality of Arabic /ī/ 

than to that of Arabic /ā/. 

I.2.1.7. Ḥolem, Shureq and Qibbuṣ 
According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the meaning of name ḥolem ֶַֹםחל  is 

‘fullness’38 since the vowel ‘fills the mouth’.39 In the Masoretic 

treatise published by Allony and Yeivin (1985, 92) it has the 

Aramaic form חלמא. An alternative name for the vowel in some 

Masoretic sources is מְלאַֹפוּם ‘filling the mouth’. This is presented 

in opposition to קִבּוּץַפוּם ‘contraction of the mouth’ (also called 

פומאקמץַ ) which refers in these sources to the /u/ vowel of shureq 

and qibbuṣ.40 This terminology relates to the smaller rounding of 

the lips in the production of the shureq quality. A few medieval 

                                                 
 ,short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.6.0, Eldar (1994 ,מלו 38

120). Cf. the Hebrew root חלם ‘to be healthy (i.e. whole in health)’. 
 .ibid ,לאנהאַתמלאַאלפם 39

40 Bacher (1974, 16), Dotan (2007, 634), Eldar (1994, 121, 125). 



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 263 

sources vocalize the name ḥolem as a segolate חֶלֶם or 41.חֵלֶם Some 

early sources refer to ḥolem by the description the ‘upper dot’ 
 or similar phrases.42 (al-nuqṭa al-fawqāniyya ,נקודהַעליונה)

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ states that the place of articulation of the 

ḥolem is the root of the tongue and the ‘place of swallowing’, i.e. 
the pharynx43 and that the ‘movement of the vowel (i.e. the 
airflow in its realization) is across the whole area of the mouth’.44 

According to Saadya’s description, ḥolem is the vowel that is 

articulated furthest back in the mouth and its ‘strength (i.e. 
dynamic airflow in its realization) moves forward without 

deviating upwards or downwards.’45  

The Hidāya interprets the name shureq as ‘whistling’, 
because it ‘gathers the lips together’,46 i.e. the lips are rounded in 

the position they have when one whistles. The Hidāya uses this 

as a general term to refer to the vowel quality /u/, including what 

was later called specifically qibbuṣ (i.e. the sign ַ  without a vowel א 

                                                 
41 Ben Yehuda (1980, vol. 3, 1466-67). The manuscript of Saadya’s 
grammar book has חֵלֶם (Dotan 1997, 447). This vocalization is also 

found in the Genizah fragment of a Masoretic treatise CUL T-S NS 

301.69. 

42 Dotan (2007, 634), Khan (2000, 28). 

 long version, edition in vol. 2 of this ,מחלַאלחלםַעקרַהלשוןַוביתַהבליעה 43

book, §II.L.2.15.1.; (Eldar 1994, 129). 

 ,long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book ,ומסירהַעליַסטחַאלפםַכלה 44

§II.L.2.15.1.; Eldar (1994, 129). 

 .(Dotan 1997, 445) וקותהַסאלכהַאמאמהַגירַחאידהַאליַפוקַולאַאליַאספל 45

 ;.long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.14 ,תגִַמעַאלשפתין 46

Eldar (1994, 125). 
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letter).47 It occasionally refers to the sign ַ א, however, by the term 

al-zujj (literally: ‘the arrow-head’).48 The term qibbuṣ was 

introduced by Joseph Qimḥi, who categorized them as two 

separate vowels, the former long and the latter short.49  

In some medieval sources, including manuscripts of the 

Hidāya, the name shureq is vocalized as a segolate 50.שֶׁרֶק In the 

Masoretic treatise published by Allony and Yeivin (1985, 92) it 

has the Aramaic form שרקא. According to the Hidāya, the place 

of its articulation was ‘the lips (when) gathered together like (for) 

whistling.’51 Likewise, Saadya states that it is pronounced 

‘between the teeth and the lips’.52  

In the Karaite transcriptions, long ḥolem and long 

shureq/qibbuṣ are normally represented by Arabic mater lectionis 

wāw, e.g. 

                                                 
47 In some manuscripts with Non-standard Tiberian vocalization the sign 

is written reversed, with the three dots sloping up from left-to-right; see 

Outhwaite (2020). 

48 E.g. long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.12.1.6. This 

term is also used by the author of the Treatise on the Shewa (ed. Levy 

 .(יט ,1936
49 Joseph Qimḥi, Sefer Zikkaron (ed. Bacher 1888, 17), Bacher (1974, 

17). 

50 Dotan (2007, 634). 

 ,long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book ,אלשפתיןַמצ̇מומתיןַכאלצפיר 51

§II.L.2.15.7.; Eldar (1994, 133). 

 .(Dotan 1997, 447) פיַמאַביןַאלאסנאןַואלשפתיין 52



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 265 

وۢله۟ج۠ادࣦ    [haggɔːˈðoːol] (BL Or 2544 fol. 74v, 2 | L [BHS]: 

ל דִֹׂ֖  (’Exod. 3.3 ‘the great הַגָּ

 :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 93v, 5 | L [BHS]) [tiħˈjuːun] تۚحي࣬وٟن 

וּן חְיָ֜  (’Deut. 8.1 ‘you (mpl) will live תִ 
Sporadically mater lectionis ʾalif represents ḥolem in the 

transcriptions, e.g. 

 Genizah MS 12, Khan 1990a, 151 | L) [baθoːˈχɔːɔm] بثاخام 

[BHS]: ם ִׂ֖  (’Num. 19.10 ‘in their midst בְּתוֹכָּ

Such a transcription could be an attempt to represented the 

lower quality of ḥolem compared to that of shureq/qibbuṣ rather 

than a fronted quality of ḥolem. This is demonstrated by a 

transcription of Hebrew liturgical poetry in the Genizah 

manuscript T-S Ar.37.89,53 which represents ḥolem by ʾalif, e.g: 

ם) لعالام ,(נַפְשׁוֹ) نفشا  In this text, the glide between ḥolem and .(לְעוֹלָּ

a following furtive pataḥ is transcribed by wāw, demonstrating 

that the ḥolem was pronounced as a back [oː]: בוֹעַַ) وساباوع  .(וְשָּ

I.2.1.8. Medieval Classifications of Vowels 

In some sources, the seven Tiberian vowels are classified into the 

three groups (i) pataḥ, segol, qameṣ, (ii) ṣere, ḥireq and (iii) 

shureq/qibbuṣ, ḥolem by associating them with three prototype 

vowels. Saadya, for example, associates each of these groups with 

the Arabic case vowels a (naṣb ‘holding steady’), i (khafḍ 

                                                 
53 The text was published by Razhaby (1983). 
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‘lowering’) and u (rafʿ ‘raising’) respectively. He classifies them 
further within these categories according to the notion of degree 

of height of the airflow in their production,54 viz. 

 al-rafʿ al-kabīr ‘big rafʿ’ = ḥolem 

 al-rafʿ al-ʾaṣghar ‘smaller raising’ = shureq  

 al-naṣb al-ʾakbar ‘greater naṣb’ = qameṣ 
 al-naṣb al-ʾawsaṭ ‘intermediate naṣb’ = pataḥ 

 al-naṣb al-ʾaṣghar ‘smaller naṣb’ = segol 

 al-khafḍ al-ʾaṣghar ‘smaller khafḍ’ = ṣere 
 al-khafḍ al-ʾakbar ‘greater khafḍ’ = ḥireq55 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ makes a similar classification, using both 

the names of Arabic case vowels (naṣb, khafḍ, rafʿ) and also the 

generic names of Arabic vowels (fatḥa, kasra, ḍamma). The 

Hebrew vowels pataḥ, segol and qameṣ, for example, are identified 

as variant types of fatḥa, which are termed ‘big fatḥa’, ‘medium 
fatḥa’ and ‘small fatḥa’ respectively. This does not correspond to 
Saadya’s classification of degrees of height but rather relates to 
varying degrees of lip-spreading. The vowel pataḥ was 

pronounced with the maximal degree of lip-spreading and qameṣ 
                                                 
54 Eldar (1983), Dotan (1997, 113–14). 

55 Dotan notes that the terms al-khafḍ al-ʾaṣghar and al-khafḍ al-ʾakbar 
appear to be referring to a reference point in the middle of the mouth, 

from which ḥireq would constitute a greater lowering than ṣere. The 

other terms have a reference point at the top of the mouth. 
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with the lowest degree, with segol exhibiting an intermediate lip 

position.56 

The basic Arabic vowel qualities a, i and u are also 

associated with the Arabic vowel letters ʾalif, yāʾ and wāw. Any 

other qualities of Arabic vowels were variations (furūʿ) of these 

basic qualities, e.g. [ɛ] was termed ʾalif mumāla ‘inclining ʾalif’ 
(i.e. inclining towards i) and [ɑ] or [ɔ] ʾalif al-tafkhīm ‘ʾalif of 

thickness’.57 The three-way classification of Tiberian vowel 

qualities also corresponds to the three Arabic matres lectionis ʾalif, 
yāʾ and wāw that are the normal transcription of the vowels of 

these three categories respectively in the Karaite transcriptions, 

viz. ʾalif = pataḥ, qameṣ, segol, yāʾ = ṣere, ḥireq and wāw = 

shureq/qibbuṣ, ḥolem. 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ correlates these groups of vowels with the 

Hebrew vowel letters (i) ʾalef/he, (ii) yod and (iii) vav when the 

vowels were pronounced long.58 This reflects the theory that long 

vowels were the result of ‘soft letters’ (ḥurūf al-līn), i.e. vowel 

letters. This theory was borrowed from the Arabic grammatical 

tradition and developed more systematically by the Hebrew 

grammarian Ḥayyūj (Spain, early eleventh century). Unlike in 

Arabic, these vowel letters were sometimes elided in the 

orthography, especially those of group (i).59 

                                                 
56 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.3.–
§II.L.2.8. 

57 Cf. Sībawayhi, al-Kitāb (ed. H. Derenbourg 1889, 452–53). 

58 See Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.S.4.2. 

59 Eldar (1994, 102–5). 
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I.2.2. VOWEL LENGTH 

I.2.2.1. General Principles 

The length of vowels represented by the basic vowel signs (i.e. 

vowel signs that are not combined with shewa) is to a large extent 

predictable from syllable structure and the placement of stress. 

The general principles are as follows: 

 Vowels represented by basic vowel signs are long when 

they are either (i) in a stressed syllable or (ii) in an un-

stressed open syllable. 

Vowels represented by basic signs that are in an unstressed 

closed syllable are short. 

Examples: ְלֶך עַר ,’king‘ [mɛːlɛχˈ] מֶֶ֫ ה ,’youth‘ ̟[naːʕɑʀˈ] נֶַ֫ כְמֶָּ֫  חָּ

[ħɔχˈmɔː] ‘wisdom’, וּא היַעֲלֶֶַ֫ ,’that‘ [haːˈhuː] הַהֶ֫  [yaːʕaˈlɛː] ‘he goes 

up’, ּתו ִׂ֖הוּ ,they have ruined’ (Nah. 2.3)‘ [ʃiːˈħeːθuː] שִׁחֵ   בֶּרֶכְיָּ

[bɛːʀɛ̟χˈjɔːhuː] ‘Berechiah’ (1 Chron. 2.24). 

These principles are clearly reflected by the Karaite 

transcriptions, which represent long vowels with Arabic matres 

lectionis. They are also referred to in various other medieval 

sources.60 Examples from the Karaite transcriptions are presented 

below. 

                                                 
60 In Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, for example, it is stated that the pronunciation of 

the stressed pataḥ in words such as מַר כַר and שָּׁ  indicates the existence‘ זָּ

of ʾalef’ (short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.4.0), i.e. it is 

pronounced long with a hidden vowel letter. For further references see 

Hommel (1917, 99f.), Ben-David (1957a, 21–23), Yeivin (1981b, 42); 

also the Masoretic note to Lev. 1.11 quoted by Wickes (1887, 25): ַלַח׳ עַַ֣
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When a long vowel occurs in a closed syllable, an epen-

thetic vowel is inserted after the long vowel before the syllable-

final consonant, e.g. ֶַ֫ בָּ רדָּ  and ר מֶַ֫  should be represented as שָּׁ

[dɔːˈvɔːɔʀ]̟ and [ʃɔːˈmɑːɑʀ]̟ respectively. This feature of syllable 

structure is discussed in detail in §I.2.4. 

I.2.2.2. Stressed Syllables 

(marked by shading in the roman phonetic transcription) 

Qameṣ  

ה  ֹ֑ רָּ ار۠ ا — (’Gen. 21.7 ‘Sarah) [sɔːˈʀɔ̟ː] שָּ  ,BL Or 2539 MS A) س ۠

fol. 63r, 1) 

ה  ִׂ֖ اࣦ  — (’Gen. 22.1 ‘he tempted) [nisˈsɔː] נִסָּ  BL Or 2539) نۚس ۠

MS A, fol. 66r, 7) 

ר  ָ֛ בָּ ارࣦ  — (’Gen. 21.11 ‘the word) ̟[haddɔːˈvɔːɔʀ] הַדָּ اب٘۠  BL) ه۟دࣦ۠ 

Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 8) 

ם  ֹ֑ הָּ ا۠م — (’Gen. 21.11 ‘Abraham) [ʔavʀɔ̟ːˈhɔːɔm] אַבְרָּ  BL) ا۟بۖر۠اه 

Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 8) 

                                                 

בטעםַבספרא  with עַל instances in Leviticus lengthen the particle 8‘ מאריכיןַ

an accent’. Lengthening of vowels in open unstressed syllables is alluded 

to by Saadya in his commentary on Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Lambert 1891, 76–
77; 1889, 125).  
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Pataḥ 

ࣦ — (’Gen. 21.8 ‘and he made) [vaɟˈɟaːʕas] וַיַַּּ֤עַש   BL Or) و۟يࣴا۟ع۟س 

2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3) 

اع۟رࣦ  — (’Gen. 21.17 ‘the boy) ̟[hanˈnaːʕɑʀ] הַנַּעַר֒   BL Or) ه۟نࣦ۟ 

2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 5) 

יִם  ࣦۚم — (’Gen. 21.15 ‘the water) [hamˈmaːjim] הַמִַּׂ֖ ايۚ  BL Or) ه۟مࣦ۟ 

2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 1) 

ל  מַֹ֑  — (’Gen. 21.8 ‘and he was weaned) [vaɟɟiggɔːˈmaːal] וַיִּגָּ

۟ال  (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 2) و۟يج۠ام 

ךְ  ب۟اخࣦ٘ — (’Gen. 22.13 ‘in the thicket) [bassaˈvaːaχ] בַּסְבִַׂ֖  ب۟س ۖ 
(BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68r, 3) 

Segol 

בֶר  ابۜر — (’Psa. 52.9 ‘the man) ̟[hagˈgɛːvɛʀ] הַגֵֶ֗  BL Or) ه۟جٟۜ

2551 fol. 9v, 3) 

נִֶׂ֖יך  انۜ اخ۠ا — (’Isa. 26.17 ‘before you) [mippʰɔːˈnɛːχɔː] מִפָּ  مۚفࣦ۠ 

(BL Or 2548 fol. 186r, 4)  

ה  ࣦتۜاࣦ  — (’Gen. 21.8 ‘feast) [miʃˈtʰɛː] מִשְׁתֶַ֣  BL Or 2539 MS) مۚسۖ 

A, fol. 63r, 3)  
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ל  bɑʀ̟̍] בַּרְזִֶ֔ zɛːɛl] (Ezek. 4.3 ‘iron’) — ال  .BL Or 2549 fol) ب۟رۖزۜࣤ

145r, 4) 

תֵיכֶם ַ   — (’Exod. 3.16 ‘your fathers) [ʔavoːθeːˈχɛːɛm] אֲבֹ 

  (BL Or 2544 fol. 77v, 8) ا۟بوۢثۛيخۜامࣦ 

Ṣere 

שֶׁב  ࣦۜب — (’Gen. 21.16 ‘and she sat) [vatˈtʰeːʃɛv] וַתֵֵּ֨ س  يࣦ   BL) و۟تٟۛ

Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 4)  

ל  מֵָ֥  هۚج۠امࣵيۛل — (’Gen. 21.8 ‘to be weaned) [higgɔːˈmeːel] הִגָּ

(BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3) 

שׁ  רֵָ֛ ࣦ — (’!Gen. 21.10 ‘cast out) [gɔːˈʀe̟ːeʃ] גָּ  BL Or) ج۠اريࣦۛس  

2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 6) 

Ḥireq 

דוּ   (’Deut. 21.4 ‘and they will bring down) [vohoːˈʀi̟ːðuː] וְהוֹרִִ֡

 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 105r, 7) وۖهوۢرۚيذ٘و —

בֶן  يۚبۜن — (’Gen. 22.9 ‘and he built) [vaɟˈɟiːvɛn] וַיִֵּּ֨  BL Or) و۟ي 

2539 MS A, fol. 67r, 9) 

 ,BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 58r) ايࣦۚۚم — (’Gen. 15.4 ‘if) [ʔiːimˈ] אִם ַ 

4) 
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ן   (BL Or 2540, fol. 6r, 4) مࣦۚ ين — (’Exod. 2.7 ‘from) [miːinˈ] מִִׂ֖

Ḥolem 

וֹ  אִ֔  BL Or) صب۠اࣤاوࣦۢ — (’Gen. 21.22  ‘his host) [sˁɑvɔːˈʔoː] צְבָּ

2539 MS A, fol. 64v, 9) 

ל  דִֹׂ֖ وۢل — (’Exod. 3.3 ‘the great) [haggɔːˈðoːol] הַגָּ  BL) ه۟ج۠ادࣦ 

Or 2544 fol. 74v, 2) 

ת  נִֹ֔ גְדָּ  — (’Gen. 24.53 ‘precious things) [wumiʁdɔːˈnoːoθ] וּמִֵּ֨

 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 76v, 4) ومۚغۖد۠انࣤوۢث

Shureq/qibbuṣ 
מוּ  ָ֛ ָּק   — (’Gen. 22.19 ‘and they rose up) [vaɟɟɔːˈqu̟ːmuː] וַיָּּ

وٟࣦ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68v, 6) و۟ي۠اقوٟم 

וּל  بوٟل — (’Psa. 78.54 ‘border of) [gaˈvuːul] גְבַ֣  BL Or 2551) جٟۖ

fol. 32v, 13) 

ם  ִׂ֖ م — (’Jer. 2.22 ‘utterance of) [nuˈʔuːum] נְא   BL Or 2549) نۖاوٟ 

fol. 3v, 12) 

ן   — (’Deut. 4.28 ‘and they (mp) will smell) [jɑʀi̟ːˈħuːun] יְרִיח  

 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 87v, 4) يۖرۚيحۣون
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I.2.2.3. Open Unstressed Syllables  

(marked by shading in the roman phonetic transcription) 

Qameṣ 

ל  דִֹׂ֖ وۢل — (’Exod. 3.3 ‘the great) [haggɔːˈðoːol] הַַגַָּ  BL Or) ه۟ج۠ادࣦ 

2544 fol. 74v, 2) 

ים  מִָ֥ يم — (’Jer. 31.38 ‘days) [jɔːˈmiːim] יַָּ  .BL Or 2549 fol) ي۠امۚࣵ

93v, 8) 

יךַ    — (’Gen. 21.12 ‘in your (ms) eyes) [beʕeːˈnɛːχɔː] בְּעֵינֶ 

اخ۠اࣦ بعۛينࣦۜ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 2) 

Pataḥ 

וא   BL Or 2539 MS) ه۟اهࣦࣤيࣦۚ — (’Gen. 21.22 ‘that) [haːˈhiː] הַַהִִ֔

A, fol. 64v, 8) 

סֶד   — (’Gen. 21.23 ‘like the kindness) [kʰaːˈħɛːsɛð] כַחֶָ֜

ذࣦ٘ك۟احࣦ࣬ۜ اس ۜ  (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3) 

דֶשׁ  وۢذۜس — (’Neh. 9.1 ‘of the month) [laːˈħoːðɛʃ] לַַחַֹ֣  BL) ل۟احࣦ 

Or 2556, fol. 52v, 8) 
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Segol 

רֶב  ֹ֑  بۜاح۠ارۜب — (’Num. 14.43 ‘by the sword) [bɛːˈħɔːʀɛ̟v] בֶַּחָּ
(Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 26) 

ִׂ֖ב   BL) وۖنۜاعۜز۠ اب — (’Isa. 27.10 ‘forsaken) [vanɛːʕɛˈzɔːɔv] וְנֶעֱזָּ

Or 2548 fol. 187r, 12) 

ה  ַ֣  نۜاعۜسث۠ا — (’Num. 15.24 ‘it [f] was done) [nɛːʕɛsˈθɔː] נֶעֶשְתָּ
(Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 27) 

Ṣere 

ה  ַּ֤ עֵַדָּ  — (’Num. 14.27 ‘for the congregation) [lɔːʕeːˈðɔː] לַָּ

 (Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 23) ل۠اعۛيذ۠ا

ךְ   ,BL Or 2540) اۛيلۛيخࣦ  — (’Exod. 3.11 ‘I will go) [ʔeːˈleːeχ] אֵַלִֵׂ֖

fol. 9r, 1) 

Ḥireq 

וּץ  وٟص — (’Deut. 23.11 ‘from outside) [miːˈħuːusˁ] מִַחַ֣  ميۚحࣦ 

(BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 113v, 5) 

 BL) مۚيحوطࣦۚ — (’Gen. 14.23 ‘from a thread) [miːˈħuːutˁ] מִַחוּט ַ 

Or 2539 MS A, fol. 57r, 8) 
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Ḥolem 

ים  يۚم — (’Gen. 21.22 ‘God) [ʔɛloːˈhiːim] אֱַלֹהִַַ֣  BL Or 2539) اۖلۜوۢهࣦ 

MS A, fol. 65r, 1) 

ית  אשׁנִִַֹ֔ רִַ֣  ه۠ارۚ ࣦيشوۢنࣦࣤۚيث — (’Jer. 25.1 ‘the first) [hɔːʀi̟ːʃoːˈniːiθ] הָּ

(BL Or 2543 MS A, fol. 5v, 2)  

Shureq/qibbuṣ 

ן   BL Or) رۖاوٟبۛ ࣦين — (’Exod. 1.2 ‘Reuben) [ʀu̟ʔuːˈveːen] רְַאוּבֵַ֣

2540, fol. 3v, 2) 

ים   — (’Josh. 4.12 ‘those who are armed) [ħamuːˈʃiːim] חֲַמ ַשִִׁ֔

يم  (BL Or 2547 fol. 6v, 12) حۘموٟشۚࣤ

ל  טָּ  ال — (’Job. 41.1 ‘he will be hurled down) [juːˈtˁɑːɑl] יַ   يوٟط۠ 
(BL Or 2552 fol. 85v, 4) 

י  אֵַ֣ اۛ ࣦي — (’Jer. 24.1 ‘baskets of) [duːðɔːˈʔeː] דוּדָּ  BL Or) دوٟذ٘۠

2543 MS A, fol. 3r, 8) 

דוּ   (’Exod. 1.13 ‘and they made to serve) [vaɟɟaːʕaˈviːðuː] וַיַּעֲבִַ 

— 
ذوٟࣦاع۟بۚيࣦ و۟يࣦ۟   (BL Or 2540, fol. 4v, 2) 

I.2.2.4. Closed Unstressed Syllables 

(marked by shading in the roman phonetic transcription) 



276 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

Qameṣ61 

י  דְשֵׁ   BL) ق۠دۖشۛي — (’Num. 18.32 ‘the holy gifts of) [qɔðˈʃeː] קָּ

Or 2539 MS B, fol. 126v, 12) 

ל־   (BL Or 2548 fol. 32r, 12) ك۠ل- — (’Isa. 38.17 ‘all) [kʰɔl] כָּ

ת  מָּ ַּ֤  BL Or) و۟ت۠ام۠ث — (’Num. 20.1 ‘she died) [vatˈtʰɔːmɔθ] וַתָּ

2539 MS B, fol. 128r, 10) 

Pataḥ 

י   — (’Jer. 26.3 ‘and I will repent) [vaniːħamˈtʰiː] וְנִחַמְתִַ֣

مۖتۚيࣦ وۖنۚيحࣦ۟  (BL Or 2543 MS A, fol. 8r, 5) 

 ,BL Or 2543 MS A) ه۟زٟۜ ࣦا — (’Jer. 23.32 ‘this) [hazˈzɛː] הַזִֶׂ֖ה 

fol. 2r, 7) 

Segol 

י  ۚي— (’Gen. 21.23 ‘to my posterity) [wulnɛχˈdiː] וּלְנֶכְדִֹ֑  وۣلنۜخۖد 

(BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3) 

                                                 
61 The distinction between long and short qameṣ is expressed by the 

terms qameṣ gadol and qameṣ ḥaṭef in the works of the early Hebrew 

grammarians of Spain (Lambert 1889, 124). 
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סֶד  — (’Gen. 21.23  ‘like the kindness) [kʰaːˈħɛːsɛð] כַחֶָ֜

ذࣦ٘ك۟احࣦ࣬ۜ اس ۜ  (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3) 

Ḥireq 

ה  ࣦتۜاࣦ  — (’Gen. 21.8 ‘feast) [miʃˈtʰɛː] מִשְׁתֶַ֣  BL Or 2539 MS) مۚسۖ 

A, fol. 63r, 3) 

יִל  يࣦۚل — (’Gen. 22.13 ‘ram) [ʔaːjilˈ] אִַ֔  .BL Or 2539 MS A, fol) ا۟ࣤ

68r, 2) 

Shureq/qibbuṣ 

ן  ָ֛ לְחָּ ن— (’Exod. 25.30 ‘the table) [haʃʃulˈħɔːɔn] הַשּׁ  لۖح۠ا   ه۟شۣࣦ 

(BL Or 2544, fol. 125r, 5) 

וּ  כֵ֗  — (’Exod. 5.14 ‘and they were beaten) [vaɟɟukˈkʰuː] וַיּ 

كٟ ّࣦ وࣦ و۟يٟۣ  (BL Or 2540, fol. 14v, 6) 

The vowels ḥolem and ṣere are invariably long and have no 

short variants. This also is essentially dependent on stress and 

syllable structure, in that they occur only in the aforementioned 

environments that condition vowel length, e.g. ִֶַ֫יאמֵב  [meːˈviː] 
‘brings’, ַ השְׁתֵֶ֫  [ʃaˈθeː] ‘drink!’, ֶַ֫וֹמְקוֹמ  [maqo̟ːˈmoː] ‘his place’. 

I.2.3. VOWEL PHONEMES 

In order to establish the synchronic phonological representation 

of the vowels of the Tiberian reading tradition one must 



278 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

distinguish between (i) vowels which are invariably long and 

include length in their underlying phonological representation 

and (ii) vowels whose length is determined by syllable structure 

and stress so are of unspecified length at a phonological level 

(Khan 2013g).62 

I.2.3.1. Vowel Phonemes with a Specified Length 

Feature 

The long vowel phonemes with a length feature specified in their 

underlying representation include: long qameṣ /ɔ/̄, ḥolem /ō/, 

ṣere /ē/, long shureq /ū/, long ḥireq /ī/ (typically written with 

yod), e.g. 

ה  תֶָּ֫  ’ʃɔθ̄ɔ/̄ [ʃɔːˈθɔː] ‘he drank/ שָּׁ
 ֶַ֫ העֵדָּ  /ʕēðɔ/̄ [ʕeːˈðɔː] ‘community’ 
וֹ   ’bēθō/ [beːˈθoː] ‘his house/ בֵּיתֶ֫
וּמוּ   ’!qū̟mū/ [ˈqu̟ːmuː] ‘arise/ קֶ֫
א  ֶ֫  ’jīrɔ/̄ [jiːˈʀɔ̟ː] ‘he fears/ יִירָּ
                                                 
62 For an alternative analysis of the phonemes of Tiberian Hebrew based 

on the phonetic realizations I have reconstructed from medieval sources 

see Suchard (2018). For phonemic analyses based on earlier views of 

the phonetic realization of the vowels see, for example, Morag (1962) 

and Schramm (1964, 63). 
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I.2.3.2. Vowel Phonemes without a Specified Length 

Feature 

The vowel phonemes unspecified as to length include: pataḥ /a/, 

segol /ɛ/, ḥireq /i/, qibbuṣ/shureq /u/. In principle, these are long 

when they bear stress, e.g. 

ד  מֶַ֫  ’ʕɔm̄að/ [ʕɔːˈmaːað] ‘he stood/ עָּ
ם  הֶֶ֫  ’lɔh̄ɛm/ [lɔːˈhɛːɛm] ‘to them/ לָּ
ן   ’min/ [ˈmiːin] ‘from/ מִֶ֫

The length of the vowel, therefore, is a phonetic phenome-

non induced by stress and is not a feature of the underlying vowel 

phoneme.  

As shown above, vowels of this category represented by 

basic vowel signs that occur in unstressed closed syllables are 

short, whereas those that occur in open unstressed syllables are 

realized as long.  

An open syllable with a long vowel (CV̄) can be considered 

to have the same weight as a closed syllable with a short vowel 

(CVC). Their codas both contain two weight components, known 

as morae, and both types of syllable are termed bimoraic. Bi-

moricity is, in fact, not obligatory in open syllables. There are 

some cases of short lexical vowels in open unstressed syllables, 

mainly rounded vowels with the quality of qameṣ, indicated in 

the vocalization by ḥaṭef qameṣ, e.g. צֳרִי [sˁɔˈʀi̟ː] ‘balm’, ֳַמִיד  

[dɔˈmiː] ‘silence’ (§I.2.7.). The lengthening of the vowels of un-
specified length in open syllables must, therefore, be conditioned 

by factors other than the need to conform to a principle of canon-

ical bimoricity.  
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One subset of vowels of this category that are lengthened 

in open syllables occur before gutturals that were historically 

geminated, but have now lost their gemination. In traditional de-

scriptions of Hebrew, this is referred to as ‘virtual doubling’ of 
the guttural, i.e. the vowel is the type one would expect in a syl-

lable closed by gemination of the following consonant. The pho-

netically long realization of the vowel can be explained as having 

arisen due to spreading of the vowel in compensation for the lost 

gemination. This can be represented as the replication of the pho-

neme thus: 

 */hahhū/ > /haahū/ [haːˈhuː] וּא  ’that‘ הַהֶ֫
 */ʃiħħēθū / > /ʃiiħēθū/ [ʃiːˈħeːθuː] ּתו  ’they have ruined‘ שִׁחֵ 

(Nah. 2.3), 

This can be regarded as a morphologically motivated 

replication of the vowel, in order to bring the morphological 

pattern of a word or prefixed particle (definite article or 

preposition) into line with the pattern of these forms in other 

contexts, in which they are typically followed by a geminated 

consonant, e.g. ִַתהַבַּי  /habbajiθ/ ‘the house’, מִפֹה /mippʰō/ ‘from 

here’, שִׁבֵּר /ʃibber/ ‘he shattered’, or have a long vowel phoneme, 

e.g. ם עָּ ירמֵעִַ ,’hɔʕ̄ɔm̄/ ‘the people/ הָּ  /mēʕīr/ ‘from the city of’, מֵאֵן 

/mēʔēn/ ‘he refused’. 
A second subset of vowels of this category that are 

lengthened in open syllables occur before gutturals with a ḥaṭef 
vowel, e.g. ֶַ֫וּיַעֲל  ‘they go up’, ה יִם ,’he brought up‘ הֶעֱלֶָּ֫ הֳרֶַ֫  .’noon‘ צָּ
Here the lengthening is conditioned by metrical factors. This will 

be discussed below (§I.2.5.4.). 
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A third, marginal, subset of vowels of this category that are 

lengthened in open syllables occur in segolate forms that do not 

bear the main stress, e.g. ִּׂ֖הו  Berechiah’ (1‘ [bɛːʀɛ̟χˈjɔːhuː] בֶּרֶכְיָּ
Chron. 2.24). This also appears to have a metrical motivation 

(§I.2.6.). 

To the category of vowel phonemes that lack a specified 

length feature we should add also /e/ and /o/. These are repre-

sented by the ṣere and ḥolem vowel signs respectively in the 

stressed syllable of certain forms. Since stressed vowels are al-

ways long, on a phonetic level these are not distinguishable from 

ṣere and ḥolem representing phonemes with underlying length. 

This is necessary to account for apparent discrepancies in the his-

torical development of vowels in several morphological forms, in 

which pataḥ (a vowel with no specified length feature) occurs in 

parallel with ṣere and ḥolem (Sarauw 1939, 56–64; Khan 1994). 

This applies, for example, to nouns with an originally doubled 

final consonant. In forms deriving from the *qall pattern the 

vowel is pataḥ, e.g. ֶַַ֫בר  [ˈʀɑ̟ːɑv] ‘much’, and in forms deriving from 

the *qill and *qull pattern, the vowel is ṣere and ḥolem respec-

tively, e.g. ֵֶַ֫בל  [ˈleːev] ‘heart’, ֶַֹ֫זע  [ˈʕoːoz] ‘strength’. Such words 

would all have a vowel of unspecified length on the phonological 

level /rav/, /lev/, /ʕoz/ and the length would have been a con-

sequence of stress. There is, therefore, no discrepancy in their 

pattern. The same applies to the underlying phonological repre-

sentation of the pataḥ, ṣere and ḥolem in verbal forms of the pat-

terns טַל טֵל ,קָּ טלֹ ,קָּ קְטלֹיִַ ,יִקְטֵל ,יִקְטַל ;קָּ  and in segolate nouns of the 

patterns לִיחַֹֹ֑ ,קדֶֹשׁ ,סֵפֶר ,נַעַר  [pausal form], which would have the 

phonemes /a/, /e/ and /o/ respectively: 
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ד  מֶַ֫  ’ʕɔm̄að/ [ʕɔːˈmaːað] ‘he stood/ עָּ
דבֵֶַ֫כַָּ   /kʰɔv̄eð/ [kʰɔːˈveːeð] ‘it became heavy’ 
ן  טֶֹ֫  ’qɔ̟t̄ˁon/ [qɔ̟ːˈtˁoːon] ‘it became small/ קָּ
ב   ’jiʃkʰav/ [jiʃˈkʰaːav] ‘he lies down/ יִשְׁכֶַ֫
 ַ ןיִתֵֶ֫  /jittʰen/ [jitˈtʰeːen] ‘he gives’ 
ר   ’jiʃˈmoːʀ/̟ [jiʃˈmoːoʀ]̟ ‘he guards/ יִשְׁמֶֹ֫
עַר   ’naʕr/ [ˈnɑːʕɑʀ]̟63 ‘youth/ נֶַַ֫
פֶר   'sefr/ [ˈseːfɛʀ]̟ ‘book/ סֵֶ֫

דֶשׁקֶַֹ֫   /qo̟ðʃ/ [ˈqo̟ːðɛʃ] ‘holiness' 

לִיחַֹֹ֑   /ħoly/ [ˈħoːliː] ‘sickness’ 
In syllables that do not have the main stress, the vowels /e/ 

and /o/ are generally realized phonetically as [ɛ] or [ɔ] respec-

tively, which overlap in quality with the phonemes /ɛ/ and /ɔ/̄, 

e.g. 

רֶד   ’vajjēreð/ [vaɟˈɟeːʀɛ̟ð] ‘and he came down/ וַיֵֶּ֫
 ַ וֹדְַקָּ שֶׁ֫  /qoðʃō/ [qɔðˈʃoː] ‘his holiness’ 
יחֳלִֶַ֫   /ħoly/ [ħɔˈliː] ‘sickness’ 
ים  שִֶׁ֫ qoðɔ̄̍/ קֳדָּ ʃīm/ [qɔðɔːˈʃiːim]  

A secondary stress may be marked on short [ɔ], and in such 

cases it is generally lengthened to [ɔː] rather than [oː], as in ים שִִׁ֔ דָּ  קָּ 

[ˌqɔːðɔːˈʃiːim] ‘holinesses’ (Exod. 29.37).  

                                                 
63 The second vowel in segolates is epenthetic and does not appear in 

the underlying phonological form; see §I.2.6. 
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There are some marginal cases in the Tiberian tradition 

where short [ɛ] and short [ɔ] are realized as [ɛː] and [ɔː], rather 

than [eː] and [oː], with the main stress of an accent. The accent 

in such cases is usually a conjunctive, though sporadic cases of 

disjunctives are attested, e.g. seven cases of בֶּן ‘son’ (Gen. 17.17, 

Lev. 1.5, Lev. 24.10 [disjunctive yetiv], Isa. 8.2, Esther 2.5, 1 

Chron. 9.21, Neh. 6.18), three cases of אֶת object marker/‘with’ 
(Psa. 47.5, Psa. 60.2, Prov. 3.12) and at least two cases of ל  ’all‘ כָּ
(Psa. 35.10, Prov. 19.7),64 e.g. 

יר  אִ  ןַיָּ  (’Esther 2.5 ‘son of Yair) בֶַּ֣
םַנַהֲרַיִםאֶַָ֥  תַאֲרַַ֣  (Psa. 60.2 ‘with Aram-naharaim’) 
שׁ  לַאֲחֵי־רָּ  ָ֥  (’Prov. 19.7 ‘all the brothers of a poor man) כָּ

This phenomenon is likely to be due to the fact that, in the 

Tiberian prosodic chant, words that were originally unstressed in 

an earlier form of the reading tradition were occasionally as-

signed an accent. Such prosodic ‘transformations’, according to 

DeCaen and Dresher (2020), occurred due to the length of a verse 

and the desire to slow down the chant. 

Conversely there are a few sporadic cases of /o/ and /e/ 

realised with the qualities of [oː] and [eː] in syllables two sylla-

bles back from the main stress that may be considered to be the 

                                                 
64 These are listed in Masoretic treatises, e.g. Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. 

Dotan 1967, sections 6-8), Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 

2 of this book, §II.L.3.2.5., §II.L.3.2.6. The sources differ regarding the 

number of cases of ל  with a main stress. Psa. 87.7, which is one of the כָּ

three cases cited in Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim, has a maqqef in L [BHS]: ל־ כָּ 
י נַָ֥  .(’Psa. 87.7 ‘all my springs) מַעְיָּ
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result of lengthening by a secondary stress (§I.2.8.2.), although 

this is not always indicated by the accentuation, e.g. 

ים  לִ   אֹהֶל cf. singular ;(’Gen. 25.27 ‘tents) [ʔoːhɔːˈliːimˌ] אֹהָּ

/ʾohl/ (see §I.2.6. for further details concerning the 

underlying form) 

ה  עֲלִָּ֔  see) (’Hab. 1.15 ‘he has brought up) [heːʕaˈluːˌ] הֵ 

§I.2.5.4. for further details concerning the underlying form) 

Vowel phonemes without a specified length feature in their 

underlying form, which have been lengthened through stress or 

compensatory reduplication (e.g. /haahū/ [haːˈhuː] וּא  are ,(הַהֶ֫

vowels that appear to have acquired phonetic length relatively 

late in the history of the Tiberian tradition. In the Greek 

transcriptions of the Hexapla of Origen (c. 185–254 C.E.) they 

are still represented as short where length distinctions could be 

made in Greek, viz. between the short and long ‘e’ and ‘o’ vowels 
(Khan 1994). Where Tiberian had lengthened /e/ [eː] and 

lengthened /o/ [oː], the Hexapla generally has ε and ο 

respectively, which represented short ‘e’ and ‘o’, as opposed to η 

and ω, which represented long ‘e’ and ‘o’. Examples:65 

Verbal forms 

 ααλλελ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ל  Psa. 89.35 אֲחַלֵָּ֥

‘I will [not] profane’) 
 ουϊεθθεν (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ן  Psa. 18.33 וַיִּתִֵׂ֖

‘and he set’) 
                                                 
65 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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 ουβαρεχ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ְך רֵָ֥  Psa. 28.9 וּבָּ

‘and bless! (ms)’) 
 ουκ*σσες (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ץ  Psa. 46.10 וְקִצֵַ֣

‘and [he] shatters’) 
 ιδαββερ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ר  Psa. 49.4 יְדַבֵַּ֣

‘[my mouth] will speak’) 
 ιμαλλετ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ט  Psa. 89.49 יְמַלֵֵּּ֨

‘[he] will rescue’) 
 εχαζεβ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: אֲכַזֵ ב Psa. 89.36 

‘I will lie’) 
 εεζεκ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: הַחֲזֵַ֣ק Psa. 35.2 

‘take hold of! (ms)’) 
 ερδοφ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: וֹף  Psa. 18.38 אֶרְדַ֣

‘I chase’) 
 ιαδομ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ם  Psa. 30.13 ‘[it יִדֹֹ֑

will not] be silent’) 
 ισροφ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ף  Psa. 46.10 יִשְרָֹ֥

‘[he] burns’) 
 ηζχορ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ר  Psa. 89.51 זְכַֹ֣

‘remember! (ms)’) 

*qill and *qull nominal forms 

 λεβ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ב  Psa. 32.11 לֵ 

‘heart’) 
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 εμ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ם  Psa. 35.14 אְֵֵ֝֗

‘mother’) 
 βαες (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ׁש אֵ   Psa. 46.10 בָּּ

‘with fire’) 
 οζ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ז  Psa. 30.8  עָֹ֥

‘strength’) 
 λαχολ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ל  Psa. 18.31 ‘for  לְכַֹּ֤

all) 

Segolate forms 

 ιεθερ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: תֶר  Psa. 31.24 יְֵֶ֝֗

‘remainder/abundance’) 
 ρεγε (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: גַע  Psa. 30.6 ‘a רֵֶּ֨

moment’) 
 κεσθ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: שֶׁת  Psa. 18.35 קֶ 

‘bow of (cstr.)’) 
 μενεγδ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: מִנֶּ ִֽגֶד Psa. 31.23 

‘from before’) 
 δερχ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ְרֶך ֹ֑  Psa. 89.42 דָּ

‘(the) way’) 

 βεχι (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: כִי  Psa. 30.6 בֵֶּ֗

‘weeping’) 
 βοκρ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: קֶר  Psa. 46.6 בֹּ 

‘morning’) 
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 κορ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: רַח -Psa. 49.1 ‘Ko  קֹֹ֬

rah’) 
Contrast other adjectival and nominal forms, which have η, 

representing long ‘e’, as the counterpart of Tiberian ṣere, and ω, 

representing long ‘o’, as the counterpart of Tiberian ḥolem, e.g. 

 αηλ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]:  ַאֵל  Psa. 18.31 הָּ

‘God’) 
 εκκης (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ׁש קֵֵּ֗  Psa. 18.27 עְִ֝

‘crooked’) 
 κωλ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: וֹל  Psa. 28.6 קַ֣

‘voice’) 
 μαζμωρ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: וֹר  Psa. 31.1 מִזְמָ֥

‘melody/psalm’) 
 φεδιων (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: וֹן  Psa. 49.9 פִדְיָ֥

‘the redemption of (cstr.)’) 
The counterpart of stressed ṣere and ḥolem in most verbal 

forms that are pausal in the Tiberian tradition are transcribed by 

the long vowels η and ω respectively in the Hexapla, e.g. 

 θηληχ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ְתֵלֵֹ֑ך Psa. 32.8 ‘you 

go’) 
 ιησηβ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ב  Psa. 9.8 ‘he יֵשֵֹׁ֑

sits’) 
 ιδαββηροθ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ּרו בֵָּ֥  .Psa יְדֶַ֫

35.20 ‘the speak’) 
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 ιαλληλου (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ּלו  Psa. 89.32 יְחַלֵֹּ֑

‘they violate’) 

 ιεσμωρου (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ּרו  .Psa יִשְׁמֹ 

89.32 ‘they (do not) keep’) 

This evidence supports the assumption that the ṣere and 

ḥolem in such forms are the phonemes /ē/ and /ō/ with a length 

feature. Segolate nouns and nouns with the historical pattern *qill 

and *qull that are pausal in Tiberian tradition, by contrast, are 

transcribed in the Hexapla with ε and ο (see the lists above). 

There is one possible case in the Hexapla corresponding to 

forms such as ם ץוּמִחֶַ֫ ’he was comforted‘ נִחֶַ֫  ‘outside’ with ‘virtual 

doubling’ of the guttural. The case in question is the following: 

 μερεσθ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: שֶׁת  Psa. 31.5 מֵרֶַ֣

‘from (the) net’) 
Here the resh has lost its gemination and the transcription 

represents the preceding vowel as short. This form is interpreted 

by Kantor (2017, 223) as equivalent to forms with ḥireq in 

Tiberian such as ֶַ֫וּץמִח , i.e. the forebear of a hypothetical form 

 If this is correct, this would be evidence that the vowel .מִרֶשֶׁת

before ‘virtual doubling’ that we are proposing was a vowel 
phoneme without a specified length feature in Tiberian was 

represented as short in the Hexapla like other vowels of this 

category. 

I.2.4. LONG VOWELS IN CLOSED SYLLABLES 

When long vowels with the main stress occur in closed syllables, 

there is evidence that an epenthetic with the same quality as that 



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 289 

of the long vowel occurred before the final consonant in its 

phonetic realization, e.g. (syllable boundaries are marked by 

dots): 

וֹלקֶַ֫   /qō̟l/ [ˈqo̟ː.ol] ‘voice’ 
דיֶַָּ֫   /jɔð̄/ [ˈjɔː.ɔð] ‘hand’ 
קֶַ֫  וּםלָּ  /lɔq̄ū̟m/ [lɔː.ˈqu̟ː.um] ‘to rise’ 
ידהִשְׁמִֶַ֫   /hiʃmīð/ [hiʃ.ˈmiː.ið] ‘he destroyed’ 
יתבֵֶַּ֫   /bēθ/ [ˈbeː.eθ] ‘house of’ 

This syllable split on the phonetic level was not 

representedַin the vocalization notation since it did not change 

the vowel quality. Onַaccount of the lack of change in phonetic 

quality across theַsyllable boundary the epenthetic syllable could 

not have beenַvery distinct perceptually. 

The most compelling evidence for the insertion of an 

epenthetic in a closed syllable with a long vowel phoneme is the 

so-called furtive pataḥ, e.g. ַַוּח  spirit’. This short [a]‘ [ʀu̟ː.aħˈ] רֶ֫

vowel is to be interpreted as the epenthetic vowel, which has 

shifted quality through assimilation to the vocal tract 

configuration of the following laryngeal or pharyngeal. If the 

whole of the vowel nucleus were a unitary long vowel in the same 

syllable, one would have expected the assimilation to affect it as 

a unit.66 

                                                 
66 The splitting of a long vowel into two syllable nuclei is a phenomenon 

that is attested in the Samaritan reading tradition, e.g. rēʾoš ‘head’ (= 
Tiberian ׁראֹש), which, according to Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 67), developed 

from *rōoš with the first nucleus dissimilating. 
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The occurrence of this epenthesis appears to reflect a con-

straint against syllables heavier than two morae. An open syllable 

with a long vowel (CV̄) and a closed syllable with a short vowel 

(CVC) are bimoraic, i.e. they have two morae in their codas, 

whereas a closed syllable with a long vowel (CV̄C) would have 

three morae. The constraint causes the CV̄C syllable to be broken 

into two bimoraic syllables on the phonetic level CV̄.VC.  

The underlying syllable structure of a word such as קוֹל 

could be represented thus: /qō̟.l/, with a stray extrasyllabic con-

sonant. This follows from the assumption that the epenthetic 

vowel must have been added at the phonetic level and the afore-

mentioned constraint against superheavy syllables must have ex-

isted also at the underlying level. Following the analysis by 

Kiparsky (2003) of Arabic syllable structure, we may say that 

such unsyllabifiable consonants at the underlying level, or ‘word-

level’ according to Kiparsky’s terminology, are licensed by morae 
adjoined to the higher node of the prosodic word rather than the 

syllable node. Kiparsky refers to these consonants as ‘semisylla-
bles’. In the following tree ω = prosodic word, σ = syllable, and 

μ = mora: 

   ω 

 

   σ 

 

   μ μ μ   

 

  q̟ ō  l 

 /qō̟.l/ ‘voice’ 
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We may postulate that the epenthetic is added at the pho-

netic level, or ‘post-lexical level’ according to the terminology of 
lexical semantics used by Kiparsky, to turn the semisyllable into 

a syllable, i.e. /qō.l/ [qoː.ol], since in Tiberian Hebrew semisyl-

lables were not allowed at the phonetic level. The underlying syl-

lable structure of the other examples given above would, there-

fore, be /jɔ.̄ð/, /lɔ.̄qū̟.m/, /hiʃ.mī.ð/ and /bē.θ/. 

It will be argued (§I.2.6.) that in the metrical parsing the 

epenthetic in the phonetic syllable structure of a word such as 

[ˈqo̟ː.ol] belonged together with the preceding long vowel in the 

same prosodic foot.67 This foot would have consisted of a trochaic 

metrical pattern with a strong syllable followed by a weak epen-

thetic syllable. This can be represented as follows, where brackets 

enclose the foot and * = strong beat: 

 [ˈqo̟ː.ol] 

 (* .) 

In the examples given above of epenthesis the closed sylla-

bles have a vowel phoneme with inherent length. There are some 

words with furtive pataḥ in a word-final stressed closed syllable 

that, according to their etymology, would be expected to have an 

underlying vowel phoneme without a length specification. This 

applies to the *qull noun forms ַַֹרע [ˈʀo̟ːaʕ] ‘badness’ (< *ruʿʿ, root 

-The con .(מחח muḥḥ, root* >) ’marrow‘ [moːaħˈ] מֹחַַ and (רעע

straint against syllables heavier than two morae and the splitting 

                                                 
67 J. McCarthy (1979, 155) also proposed that such syllables were feet 

containing ‘two rhyme nodes’, though he did not identify an epenthetic 

in his framework of analysis. 
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of the final consonant from the rest of the syllable would have 

operated here at the phonetic level only after the phoneme had 

been lengthened at the phonetic level by stress, i.e. /roʕ/ 

[ˈʀo̟ː.aʕ]. We should analyse, therefore, the syllable structure of 

short vowel phonemes that are lengthened by stress in syllables 

without a furtive pataḥ as having epenthetic vowels with the 

same quality of the vowel on the phonetic level, thus:  

ד  מֶַ֫  ʕɔ.̄mað/ [ʕɔː.ˈmaː.að]/ עָּ

כֶֶַ֫  םלָּ  /lɔ.̄χɛm/ [lɔː.ˈχɛː.ɛm] 

ז   ʕoz/ [ˈʕoː.oz]/ עֶֹ֫

ב   lev/ [ˈleː.ev]/ לֵֶ֫

The existence of the vowel split on the phonetic level in 

closed syllables with a long vowel is also reflected by the 

phenomenon of nesiga. This is a metrical measure to avoid the 

clash of two accents, whereby the stress represented by a con-

junctive accent in the first of a sequence of two words is retracted 

when the second word has initial stress (Praetorius 1897; Revell 

1983; Yeivin 1980, 236–40). It most regularly occurs when the 

first word ends in an open syllable or else a closed syllable that 

contains a vowel phoneme without a length specification, in par-

ticular pataḥ and segol, e.g. 

יִם  ֹ֑ לֵאַמָּ ַ֣  (’Psa. 65.10 ‘full of water) מָּ
נוּ  ָ֛ בִיאַלָּ  (’Gen. 39.14 ‘he has brought for us) הֵָ֥
חֶם  אכַלַלִֶ֔ ַֹ֣  (’Gen. 3.19 ‘you will eat bread) ת
אַר  יפַתַתִֹ֔  (Sam. 25.3 ‘beautiful of form 1) וִַ֣
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וֹ  יתֶםַל   (’Jud. 9.16 ‘you have done to him) עֲשִָ֥
The accent is in principle not retracted when it falls on a 

closed syllable containing a long vowel phoneme, e.g.  

יִדַ  וּדַצִַׂ֖ צָ֥ לָּ (Gen. 27.5 ‘to hunt for game’) 
ךְ  יבַלָּ  שִָׁ֥  (’Zech. 9.12 ‘I will restore to you)ַ אָּ
ֹ֑חַד  ַ֣םַיָּ  (’Psa. 74.8 ‘we will oppress them together) נִינָּ
שׁ  וֹתַאֵֹ֑ פַ֣  (’Isa. 1.7 ‘burnt by fire) שְר 
ם  בַשִָּׁ֔  (’Kings 17.19 ‘he is dwelling there 1) ישֵַֹׁ֣

Praetorius (1897, 16) already suggested that the long 

vowels in stressed closed syllables that fell adjacent to another 

stressed syllable, as in the examples cited above, had an accent 

with ‘two peaks’, which tended to split it into a disyllable. Ac-

cording to our formulation, this second syllable can be identified 

as the result of the insertion of an epenthetic vowel, and this 

would have acted as a buffer between the two stresses, thus 

rendering nesiga unnecessary: 

יִד  וּדַצִַׂ֖ צָ֥   .[lɔː.ˈsˁuː.uð ˈsˁɑː.jið] לָּ

Likewise, the accent is not retracted from the final syllable 

when the epenthetic vowel is clearly discernible in the form of a 

furtive pataḥ, e.g. 

הּ  ֹ֑ יחַַבָּּ רִַ֣   (’Exod. 30.38 ‘to smell it) לְהָּ
We have seen that nesiga takes place when a vowel 

phoneme without a length specification occurs in a final closed 

syllable, e.g. חֶם אכַלַלִֶ֔ ַֹ֣  When stressed, such a vowel .(Gen. 3.19) ת

would be phonetically long and split by an epenthetic, which 
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would have rendered retraction unnecessary. The fact that nesiga 

does take place is most easily explained as reflecting that the 

retraction took place at an earlier historical period, when vowels 

that are phonemes with unspecified length in the Tiberian 

tradition were still pronounced short when stressed. The position 

of the accents would have been fixed at this period. 

There is a considerable degree of variation in the occur-

rence of nesiga when a word-final closed syllable contains ṣere. 
Some of this variation reflects the fact that ṣere is the realization 

either of a long vowel phoneme /ē/ or of the vowel phoneme /e/ 
of unspecified length that is lengthened by stress. Retraction 

often takes place when the ṣere belongs to the latter category, as 

one would expect from the discussion above. This is the case, for 

example, in verbal inflections. Since the /e/ phoneme is not 

stressed, it has the allophone [ɛ], which is represented by segol, 

e.g.  

לֶךְַלִיַ    (’Cant. 4.6 ‘I go) אֵַּ֤
הּ  תֶרַבָּּ  ָ֥  (Zech. 13.8 ‘it will be left in it) יִוָּּ

הּ  חֶשַׁבָּּ   (’Hos. 9.2 ‘it will fail them) יְכַָ֥
In some cases, there is retraction of an accent on ṣere in a 

closed syllable even where it would be expected to be a long /ē/ 
phoneme. This is found especially in participles, which are 

nominal forms. When this occurs, the ṣere remains long 

(generally indicated by a gaʿya), since its length is not dependent 

on stress, e.g. 

עַת  ֹ֑ בַדָּ הֵ   (’Prov. 12.1 ‘loves knowledge) אַֹ֣
רֶב  ףַחָּ  לֵ   (’Jud. 8.10 ‘drawing a sword) שָֹׁ֥
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בַגוֹי  עֵ  ַּ֤  (’Isa. 49.7 ‘one abhorred by the nations) למְתָּ
Retraction even takes place in such forms where the ṣere 

occurs before a guttural and has a furtive pataḥ, e.g. 

יִם  עַַמַ  וָֹּקֵ   (’Isa. 63.12 ‘cleaving the waters) בַּּ֤
ר  עַַבֶָּּ֭ נֵ   (’Prov. 11.26 ‘one who holds back grain) מַֹ֣

This retraction in forms with a long /ē/ phoneme in 

participles may be due to analogy with the retraction in verbal 

forms with ṣere, where the ṣere is a realization of the phoneme 

/e/ without a specified length feature. It is significant to note that 

the vowel corresponding to the ṣere in the final syllable of 

participles in the Greek transcriptions of the Hexapla is normally 

η, which represents a long vowel, but in one case ε, which 

represents a short vowel, e.g.68 

 αννωθην (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ן  Psa. 18.48 הַנּוֹתֵַ֣

‘the one who gives’) 
 νωσηρ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ר  Psa. 31.24 נֹצֵַ֣

‘preserving’) 
 ωζηρ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: עזֵָֹ֥ר Psa. 30.11 

‘helper’) 
 ααφης (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ץ פֵֵ֗ חָּ  Psa. 35.27 הֶָ֜

‘the one who delights’) 
 μαλαμμεδ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ד  .Psa מְלַמֵַּ֣

18.35 ‘trains (ms)’) 
                                                 
68 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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In the Hexapla, ε is the counterpart of Tiberian ṣere also in 

verbal forms (§I.2.3.2.). This isolated use of ε in a participle may 

likewise reflect the fact that the vowel has undergone partial 

analogical levelling with that of the verbal inflections.69 Other 

nominal and adjectival forms regularly have η, representing long 

‘e’, as a counterpart of ṣere in the Tiberian tradition, e.g. 

 αηλ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]:  ַאֵל  Psa. 18.31 הָּ

‘God’) 
 εκκης (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ׁש קֵֵּ֗  Psa. 18.27 עְִ֝

‘crooked’) 
A typological parallel to the hypothesized insertion of an 

epenthetic vowel in closed syllables containing a long vowel in 

Tiberian Hebrew existed in Classical Arabic. According to the 

medieval Arabic grammars and works on the recitation of the 

Qurʾān, when a long vowel occurred in a closed syllable on 

account of a subsequent geminated consonant, e.g. šābbatun 
‘young woman’, qūṣṣa ‘he was avenged’, the long vowel was 
pronounced longer than a long vowel in an open syllables.70 The 

grammarian Ibn Jinnī in his work al-Khaṣāʾiṣ states that this 

phenomenon arose from the fact that syllables such as šāb and 

qūṣ contained the inadmissible sequence of two quiescent letters. 

                                                 
69 Yuditsky (2017, 153–54) and Brønno (1943, 260) argue that the short 

vowel is because the form is in construct with what follows. Such an 

explanation, however, is not totally satisfactory because other nominal 

forms with final η in the Hexapla transcription do not necessarily 

shorten in construct (Ben Kantor, personal communication). 

70 See the sources cited by Roman (1983, 720–21). 
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In the Arabic grammatical tradition, a long vowel was thought to 

consist of a short vowel + quiescent letter of extension (ḥarf al-

madd) or ‘soft’ letter (ḥarf al-lin), i.e. šā (شا) would be analysed as 

šīn + a + quiescent soft ʾalif. This theory was introduced into 

the medieval tradition of Hebrew grammar by Ḥayyūj. The extra 

length of the vowel in closed syllables is said by Ibn Jinnī to have 
occurred ‘as a substitute for the short vowel that is necessitated 
by the clustering of two quiescent letters’.71 The Arabist André 

Roman has proposed that the syllable structure described by Ibn 

Jinnī should be represented as šaa-ab etc.,72 i.e. the overlong 

syllable is split by an epenthetic vowel of the same quality as the 

preceding long vowel. This sequence of long vowel + epenthetic 

would have been perceived as an extra-long unitary vowel. 

Roman suggests that the onset of the syllable of the epenthetic 

vowel was constituted by a light constriction of the vocal folds. 

This form of syllable onset was attested elsewhere as a weak 

variant of the glottal stop (hamza), called by Sībawaihi hamza 

bayna bayna (‘sound between hamza and zero’). Although the 
virtually null articulation of the hamza bayna bayna was, in effect, 

simultaneous with the beginning of the subsequent vowel, it 

formed sufficient division between two vowels for the resultant 

structure to be scanned as two syllables in poetry.73 

It is reasonable to assume that the onset of the phonetic 

syllable arising from the insertion of the epenthetic after a long 

vowel in closed syllables in the Tiberian reading tradition of 

                                                 
71 See Roman (1983, 722-23). 
72 Roman (1983, 723). 
73 For the hamza bayna bayna see Roman (1983, 333). 
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Hebrew was analogous to the Classical Arabic hamza bayna 

bayna, i.e. a very light constriction of the vocal folds. As in 

Arabic, this would have been hardly perceptible but nonetheless 

sufficient to mark a syllabic boundary for metrical purposes. 

When the epenthetic in such syllables in the Tiberian 

tradition was a furtive pataḥ, the onset of the phonetic syllable 

containing the epenthetic would have been a glide homorganic 

with the quality of the preceding vowel. The medieval Karaite 

lexicographer al-Fāsī refers to the existence of a bilabial glide in 

words in which the vowel before the furtive pataḥ is shureq or 

ḥolem: 

Whenever the accent is on the letter before a vav, its 

pronunciation is light, between the lips, as in ַַוּח  ’spirit‘ רַּ֤
and ַַוֹח  soothing’.74‘ נִיחַּ֤

Glides before furtive pataḥ are mentioned also in a Genizah 

fragment of a Masoretic treatise: 

If one of the letters ח ,ה or ע occurs at the end of a word 

and under the letter before it there is either ִַא or ֵַא, then 

they are separated by יַא (i.e. [ja]), as in ַַמֵע  and he‘ וְשָּׁ

heard’, ַַמֵח  causing to‘ מַשְׁמִיעַַ ,’flourishing‘ פֹרֵחַַ ,’joyful‘ שָּ

hear’. If ַֹא is over it, they are separated by וַא (i.e. [wa]), as 

                                                 
74 Kitāb Jāmiʿ al-ʾAlfāẓ, ed. Skoss (1936, vol. 2, 451-452): ַכלַויוַיכוןַאללחן
וֹח וּחַניחַּ֤  See §I.1.6. for .פיַאלחרףַאלד̇יַקבלהַיכוןַכ̇רוג̇הַמכ̇פףַביןַאלשפתיןַמת̇לַרַּ֤

further details. 
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in ַַמוֹע  occurs, cases אוּ fragrant’, and it‘ נִיחֹחַַ ,’hearing‘ שָּׁ

such as ַַע  Joshua’.75‘ יְהוֹש 

Such a glide is the result of a slight dip in the sonority of 

the preceding vowel. This can be represented in the phonetic 

transcription of a word such as ַַוּח  thus: [ˈʀu̟ːwaħ]. A word with רַּ֤
a ḥireq or ṣere before furtive pataḥ can be represented with a 

palatal glide thus: ַַשִיח [ˈsiːjaħ] ‘plant’. 
In most modern reading traditions in Arabic-speaking 

Jewish communities the glide before the furtive pataḥ is 

geminated (Morag 1952), e.g. 

Baghdad 

 jesoˈḥejjaḥ (Morag 1977, 55 | L [BHS]: ְַחַַשי וֹחֵֹ֑  Isa. 53.8 

‘[who] considers … ?’) 
 ˈruːwwaḥ (Morag 1977, 55 | L [BHS]: ַ חַַוּרִׂ֖  Ecc. 11.4 ‘spirit’) 
Jerba 

 haˈreˑjˌjaʕ (Katz 1977, 87 | L [BHS]: ַַע רֵ   Isa. 1.16 ‘doing הָּ

evil’) 
 ˈruwwaḥ (Katz 1977, 87 | L [BHS]: ַ חַַוּרַ֣  Deut. 34.9 ‘spirit of’) 

In some traditions, the gemination of the glide alternates 

with the lack of it, e.g. 

                                                 
75 CUL T-S NS 301.32: ַואןַאתפקַאכרַכלמהַחרףַמןַה̇ח̇עַ̇וכאןַתחתַאלחרףַאלדי

מֵחַַפֹרֵחַַ מֵעַַשָּ מַשְׁמִעַַואדאַכאןַעליהַאַַֹקבלהַאמאַאִַאוַֹאֵַופתחַבינהמאַבְּיַאַמתלַוְשָּׁ
מוֹעַַנִיחֹחַַואןַאתפק עַַַפתחַבינהמאַבְוַאַמתלַשָּׁ אוַּמתלַיְהוֹשׁ  . 
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Yemen 

 rejjaħ ~ reːjaħ (Morag 1963, 134 | L [BHS]: ַַיח  Cant. 2.13 רֵֹ֑

‘fragrance’) 
 jaʤʤijjah ~ jaʤʤiːjah (Morag 1963, 134 | L [BHS]: ַַיה  יַגִָ֥

Isa. 13.10 ‘[he] will lighten’) 
 nɞwwaħ ~ nɞːwaħ (Morag 1963, 134 | ַַנֹח ‘Noah’) 
 ruwwaħ ~ ruːwaħ (Morag 1963, 134 | ַַרוּח ‘spirit’)  

In some of the Karaite transcriptions, an Arabic shadda sign 

is written over the glide, indicating that it was read as geminated 

in some variations of the Tiberian tradition already in the Middle 

Ages, e.g. 

 
حرۣوࣦ۟   (BL Or 2555 fol. 23r, 1 | L [BHS]: ַַוּח  (’Ecc. 4.4 ‘spirit ר 

عـمجۚيࣦ۟    (BL Or 2555 fol. 86v, 10 | L [BHS]: ַַיע  Ecc. 8.14 מַגִַּ֤

‘that which reaches’) 

 
عࣦ۟وۢغۛيࣦ ه۟نٟࣦ   (BL Or 2559, fol. 5v, 13 | L [BHS]: ַ ַע  Lev. 22.4 וְהַנֹּגֵ 

‘whoever touches’) 
It is attested also in some medieval manuscripts of Rabbinic 

Hebrew, e.g. הַטִיַּח (Mishnah, Kelim 5.10 ‘the plastering’).76 

The strengthening of the glide by gemination can be 

regarded as a measure to preserve it. It results in the fortition of 

the second vocalic mora of the preceding long [uː] or [iː] vowel, 

thus: 

                                                 
76 Epstein (1950), Morag (1952, 236). 
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 [Cuu] > [Cuw], e.g. [ˈʀu̟ːwaħ] > [ˈʀu̟wwaħ] 
 [Cii] > [Cij], e.g. [magˈgiːjaʕ] > [magˈgijjaʕ] 

The geminated [j] would, according to the normal 

principles of Tiberian pronunciation be realized as [ɟɟ], so a more 

accurate transcription would be [magˈgiɟɟaʕ]. 

A similar type of gemination of glides is reflected in other 

contexts in the standard Tiberian vocalization, e.g. ים  1) אֲדמִֹיִָּ֜

Kings 11.17 ‘Edomites’), רְמִיָּּ ה (Job 13.7 ‘deceit’), ָ֥ה  Esther) וְהַשְּׁתִיָּּ

1.8 ‘and the drinking’). This too is likely to have developed as a 

measure to preserve the glide. The vulnerability of such glides is 

shown by gentilic forms such as ַ הַמִּצְרִים (Gen. 12.14 ‘the Egyp-

tians’ < *hammiṣrīyīm). 

In the Samaritan reading tradition, gemination of the glides 

[w] and [j] is normal between vowels. In many such cases an 

original guttural has been lost between the vowels (Ben-Ḥayyim 

2000, 38–39), e.g. 

 muwwåb (ב ֹ֑  (’Gen. 19.37 ‘Moab מוֹאָּ
 ʾēluwwəm (ים  (’Gen. 1.1 ‘God אֱלֹהִֹ֑
 ruwwi (י  (’Gen. 6.3 ‘my spirit רוּחִַּ֤
 miyyåd̄åm (ַ ם אָדָּ  (’Gen. 6.7 ‘from man מֵ 
 miyyor (וּר  (’Gen. 11.31 ‘from Ur מֵאַ֣
 miyyēləb (ב לָּ   (’Gen. 49.12 ‘than milk מֵחָּ

A possible example of the opposite process is the reading 

by Ben Naftali of the word ה רִֶ֔  as (’Exod. 19.13 ‘he will be shot) יִיָּּ

היִיַָּ רִֶ֔  without gemination of the second yod, which is reported in 
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Kitāb al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschütz 1965, יא־יב). This would reflect an 

original [Cij] shifting to [Cii]. 

In modern reading traditions in the Middle East, the furtive 

pataḥ often receives a secondary or, in some cases, a second main 

stress, e.g. 

Jerba 

 haˈreˑjˌjaʕ (Katz 1977, 87 | L [BHS]: ַַע רֵ   Isa. 1.16 ‘doing הָּ

evil’) 
 ˌhoˈfeːjˈjaʕ (Katz 1977, 87 | L [BHS]: ַ ַיע  Deut. 33.2 ‘he הוֹפִ 

shone forth’) 
This phenomenon is reflected already in some Karaite 

transcriptions, in which the furtive pataḥ is represented by mater 

lectionis ʾalif, e.g. 

יעַַ :BL Or 2551 fol. 42r, 7 | L [BHS]) ا۟خۖنۚ يا۟ع   Psa. 81.15 ‘I אַכְנִֹ֑

shall subdue’) 

توۢخۚياح هوۢخياح   (BL Or 2551 fol. 66r, 3 | L [BHS]: ַַח הוֹכֵַּ֤

יחַַ  (’Lev. 19.17 ‘you shall surely rebuke תוֹכִ 
It is likely that the purpose of this measure was to preserve 

the furtive pataḥ. 

In some manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocal-

ization, a furtive pataḥ is not marked before a guttural where it 

occurs in standard Tiberian vocalization, e.g. 
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Genizah manuscripts 

ח  חַַ :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 48 | L [BHS]) פִתֵ   Job 39.5 ‘he פִתֵ 

has loosened’) 
יחְַמוֹ  כִָ֥  (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 47 | L [BHS]: ִִַׂ֖יחַַמוֹכ  Job 40.2 

‘he who reproves’) 

 Ruth 2.10 מַדוּעַַ  :T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]) מַּדוּעַ  

‘why?’) 
וֹעְַ  רַ֣ וֹעַַ :T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]) בִּז ְ  .Psa בִּזְרָ֥

89.11 ‘with an arm of’) 
European manuscripts 

 ִַ עְַנ ְַוְל  טֹ   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]: 

עַַ  (’Jer. 18.9 ‘and to plant וְלִנְטֹ 
יהְַי ַַ  גִָ֥  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]: ַַיה  יַגִָ֥

Isa. 13.10 ‘it (does not) shine’) 
חְַ  :ASCAMO 57.2 v, Pilocane 2004, 29 | L [BHS])  פִסִֵׂ֖ חַַ  פִסִֵׂ֖ 2 

Sam. 9.13) 

As can be seen, in some cases a shewa is marked on the final 

guttural, which is a common practice in Non-Standard Tiberian 

manuscripts (§I.1.8., §I.1.16.). The vocalization, however, re-

flects the absence of furtive pataḥ. A furtive pataḥ is absent also 

in many manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization.77  

It is also omitted in some modern reading traditions of the 

Mishnah, e.g. 

                                                 
77 Morag (1959, 233), Katz (1977, 87), Bauer and Leander (1922, 112–
13). 
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Yemen 

 pɞːħeːħ (Morag 1963. 128 | ַַפוֹחֵח Mishnah, Megillah 4.6, 

‘clad in rags (ms)’) 
The development of the furtive pataḥ after close ([iː], [uː]) 

and close-mid ([eː], [oː]) long vowels before gutturals in the Ti-

berian tradition was the result, as remarked above, of giving the 

epenthetic after the long vowel a quality that is compatible with 

the vocal tract configuration of the guttural. This is likely to have 

had the orthoepic motivation of increasing the perceptibility of 

the guttural in order to ensure that it was preserved in the read-

ing. The reading traditions that lacked furtive pataḥ were more 

lax in the measures they took to preserve the gutturals in this 

respect. It is significant to note that the Samaritan tradition, 

which in its modern form has lost a large proportion of the gut-

turals, does not reflect the historical presence of a furtive pataḥ 

(Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 38–39), e.g. 

 wrū (BHS: ַַוּח  (’Gen. 1.2 ‘and the spirit of וְרַ֣
 zå̄̍ ru (BHS: ַַוֹע  (’Deut. 33.20 ‘arm זְרִׂ֖
 šū (BHS: ַַוּע  (’Gen. 38.2 ‘Shua שֹׁ֑
 mazˈrī (BHS: ַַיע  (’Gen. 1.11 ‘producing seed מַזְרִַ֣
 ʾarqi (BHS: ַַיע ָּקִִׂ֖  (’Gen. 1.6 ‘expanse רָּ
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I.2.5. SHEWA AND ḤAṬEF VOWELS 

I.2.5.1. Principles of Phonetic Realization and 

Graphical Marking 

I.2.5.1.1. Default Realization of Shewa 

The shewa (א  in the Tiberian vocalization system was (אְַ) sign (שְׁוָּ

read either as a vowel or as zero.78 When shewa was read as vo-

calic, its quality in the Tiberian tradition was by default the same 

as that of the pataḥ vowel sign, i.e., the maximally low vowel [a], 

e.g. 

ה   you (ms) cover’ (Job 21.26)‘ [tʰaχasˈsɛː] תְכַסֶָ֥

ים   speaking’ (mpl) (Esther 2.14)‘ [maðabbaˈʀi̟ːim] מְדַבְּרִַ֣

This [a] vowel is the outcome of a type of vowel reduction. 

Vowel reduction processes cross-linguistically usually result in 

                                                 
78 Various other terms are used in the early sources to refer to the shewa 

sign, such as the Arabic terms nuqṭaṭayn qāʾimatayn ‘two dots standing 
upright’ and jazm ‘cutting off’, both found in the works of Saadya. More-

over in some sources the word shewa is spelt with a bet (שבא). For details 

see Dotan (1953), Allony (1973, 105, n.165). In the early medieval 

sources a terminological distinction was made between shewa and the 

vowels, the latter being referred to by Hebrew terms such as מלכים 

‘kings’, סימנים ‘signs’, נעימות ‘melodies’, תנועות ‘movements’ or Arabic 

terms such as mulūk ‘kings’, naghamāt ‘melodies’, muṣawwitāt ‘sounding 
forms’, ḥarakāt ‘movements’ and ʾanḥāʾ ‘inflections’. See, for example, 
Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.1., 

also Allony (1963), Posegay (2020). 
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loss of prominence, involving centralization and truncating dura-

tion. It has been recognized, however, that in some languages 

reduction involves pushing the vowels to the edges of the vowel 

space.79 In some documented cases, this involves lowering vowels 

to [a], which is the vowel quality with the highest sonority.80 This 

can be regarded as a strategy for preventing loss of prominence 

and maintaining duration. Such a strategy would be compatible 

with the conservative nature and orthoepic tendencies of the Ti-

berian tradition. 

Other pre-modern traditions of Hebrew generally exhibit a 

less sonorous realization of vocalic shewa.  

In the Greek and Latin transcriptions, it is frequently repre-

sented as an [e] quality, e.g.81 

Septuagint 

 Γέραρα (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ה רָּ  Gen. 26.1 ‘to גְרָּ 

Gerar’) 
 Νετωφὰ (Göttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ה ִׂ֖  Ezra 2.22 נְטפָֹּ

‘Netopha’) 
Origen 

                                                 
79 See, for example, Crosswhite (2000; 2001; 2004). 

80 E.g. in the unstressed syllables of Belarussian: ̍ kol ‘pole’ > kaˈla ‘pole’ 
(genitive); ˈʃept ‘whisper’ > ʃapˈtatsʲ ‘to whisper’. This phenomenon is 
discussed in the context of Tiberian Hebrew by Himmelreich (2019), 

although he does not apply it to the vocalic shewa. 

81 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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 γεδουδ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: וּד  Psa. 18.30 ‘a גְדֹ֑

troop’) 
 σερουφα (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ה ֹ֑  Psa. 18.31 צְרוּפָּ

‘refined’) 
Jerome 

 bethula (Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, III.16.21 | 

ה  (virgin’ [comments on Isa. 7.14]‘ בְּתוּלָּ

 mecchenaph (Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, VIII.7.11 

| L [BHS]: ף  (’Isa. 24.16 ‘from the edge of מִכְנֵַּ֨
In Origen, there is sometimes no vowel where Tiberian has 

a vocalic shewa, e.g. 

 βδαμι (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]:  ַמִי  Psa. 30.10 ‘in בְּדָּ

my blood’) 
 φλαγαυ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: יו גֵָּ֗  Psa. 46.5 פְלָּ

‘its streams’) 
In medieval Palestinian vocalization, an [e] (represented 

below by ֵ א) or [i] vowel (represented below by ֵ א) is often used 

where Tiberian and vocalic shewa, e.g.82 

ח[ו]נֵ מ ֵמ ֵ   (T-S NS 249.6, Dietrich 1968, 78* | L [BHS]: ַַוֹח  מִמְּנִׂ֖

1 Chr 6.16 ‘of the resting of’) 
בה ֵסבֵ יֵ    (T-S 12.195, Kahle 1930, 84 | L [BHS]: ַָּה ָ֥  .Psa יְסוֹבְב 

55.11 ‘they will go round’) 
                                                 
82 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
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The older layers of the Babylonian vocalization tradition 

appear to reflect a tendency to have zero where Tiberian has vo-

calic shewa. This can be inferred, for example, from a vocalization 

such as the following (Yeivin 1985, §8.13): 

ודס ֹיִ   [iːsoːð] (Yeivin 1985, §8.13 | L [BHS]: וֹד  Lev. 4.25 יְסִׂ֖

‘the base of’) 
Here the yod is vocalized with ḥireq, which appears to have 

arisen due to the fact that this initial consonant clustered with 

the second consonant without an epenthetic [jsoːð] > [iːsoːð]. 
A few modern reading traditions realize vocalic shewa as 

the sonorous [a] vowel, as in Tiberian, e.g. 

Yemen 

 [răfɔ.ˈim] (Yaʾakov 2013, 1014 | L [BHS]: ים אִָ֥  Isa. 26.19 רְפָּ

‘shades’) 
 [lăˈmaʕlɔ] (Yaʾakov 2013, 1014 | L [BHS]: ה עְלָּ  Ezra 9.6 לְמַַ֣

‘higher/above’) 
Western Kurdistan 

 Šalomo (Sabar 2013, 480 | שְׁלֹמֹה ‘Solomon’) 
 našāma (Sabar 2013, 480 | ה מָּ  (’soul‘ נְשָּׁ
Eastern Kurdistan 

 tafillim (Sabar 2013, 481 | תְפִלִּין ‘phylacteries’) 
 barit mila (Sabar 2013, 481 | ה  (’circumcision‘ בְּרִיתַמִילָּ
Kerala (festive reading) 

 [gaːdoːˈloː] (Forsström 2013, 462 | L [BHS]: ה  ’large (fs)‘ גְדוֹלִָּ֔
Esther 8.15) 
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 [taˈxeːleːðeː] (Forsström 2013, 462 | L [BHS]: לֶת  ’blue‘ תְכֵַ֣
Esther 8.15) 

In most Sefardi reading traditions vocalic shewa is realized 

higher in the region of [e], e.g.  

Baghdad 

 ˌmətteˈmol (Morag 1977, 67 | L [BHS]: ִַלתְַמ מַֹ֣  Exod. 21.29 

‘from yesterday) 

Jerba 

 ʔəgˌgedoˈlaː (Katz 1977, 101 | L [BHS]: ַַהגְַה דלֵָֹּ֗  Exod. 14.31 

‘the big (fs)’) 
Aleppo 

 ʃeˈneˑ (Katz 1981, 54 | L [BHS]: ְַׁנֵַּ֤יש  Gen. 48.1 ‘years of’) 
Tripoli 

 šeˈlumu (Artom 1922, 6 | שְׁלֹמֹה ‘Solomon’) 
Tunisia 

 weroxˈbu (Henshke 2013, 864 | L [BHS]: ֹו  Exod. 15.1 וְרכְֹבִׂ֖

‘and its rider’) 
Karaite traditions (Lithuania, Poland, Ukraine, Crimea and 

Istanbul) 

 bʲe-torat (Harviainen 2013, 457 | L [BHS]: ְַּתב תוֹרַָ֥  ‘in the 

teaching of’ Psa. 119.1) 

Italy 

metunim (Ryzhik 2013, 363 | מְתוּנִים ‘moderate’ (mpl)) 
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Kerala (regular reading) 

[ʃefiˈpon] (Forsström 2013, 461 | L [BHS]: ְַׁןש פִיפִֹׂ֖  ‘adder’ 
Gen. 49.17) 

In Morocco, vocalic shewa is frequently realized as the high 

vowel [i], e.g. 

hagidulá (Akun 2010, 186 | L [BHS]: ַַהגְַה דלֵָֹּ֗  Exod. 14.31 ‘the 

big (fs)’) 
Ashkenazi reading traditions often have zero where Tibe-

rian has a vocalic shewa, e.g.  

Northeastern Ashkenazi 

[krejˈvɔ] (Katz 1993, 74 | ה  (’close‘ קְרוֹבָּ
 [gvul] (Katz 1993, 74 | גְבוֹל ‘border’) 

In some traditions, it is often realized as the central vowel 

[ə], e.g. 

Mideastern Ashkenazi 

 [mədiːˈnu] (Glinert 2013, 194 | ה  (’country‘ מְדִינָּ
Central Ashkenazi 

[mədiːˈnoː] (Glinert 2013, 196 | ה  (’country‘ מְדִינָּ

I.2.5.1.2. Contextually-Conditioned Realization of 

Shewa 

In the Tiberian tradition, when vocalic shewa occurs before a gut-

tural consonant or the letter yod, it was realized with a different 

quality through an assimilatory process. Before a guttural (i.e. 
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 it was realized as a short vowel with the quality of the (אהחע

vowel on the guttural,83 e.g. 

 by your evaluation’ (Lev. 5.15)‘ [bɛʕɛʀk̟ʰaˈχɔː] בְּעֶרְכְךַָ֛ 

ִׂ֖ה  יָּ  and it became’ (Gen. 2.10)‘ [vɔhɔːˈjɔː] וְהָּ

ר   ’well‘ ̟[beˈʔeːeʀ] בְּאֵֶ֫
וֹד   ’very‘ [moˈʔoːoð] מְאֶ֫
יר   ’price‘ ̟[miˈħiːiʀ] מְחִֶ֫
ךְ   and your palate’ (Cant. 7.10)‘ [viħikˈkʰeːeχ] וְחִכֵֵּ֕

ה   pressed’ (1 Sam. 26.7)‘ [muʕuːˈχɔː] מְעוּכָּ 

Before yod, it was realized as a short vowel with the quality 

of short ḥireq [i],84 e.g. 

                                                 
83 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.12.1, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.5.1. Some 

Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts substitute a vowel sign for the 

shewa in such contexts, explicitly marking the assimilation in quality, 

e.g. ]כִאִמרת]ך (T-S AS 68.100 | L [BHS]: ַָ֥תְך  Psa. 119.76 ‘according כְאִמְרָּ

to your promise’), י י :T-S AS 68.100 | L [BHS]) יִהִי־לִבִַּ֣ י־לִבִַּ֣  Psa. 119.80 יְהִ 

‘let my heart be’), ה אֶשׁמַרָּ ה :T-S AS 68.100 | L [BHS]) וֶֶ֭ ֵ֗ אֶשְׁמְרָּ  Psa. 119.88 וְְ֝

‘and I will keep’), ניִי עָּ י :T-S AS 68.100 | L [BHS]) בָּ נְיִ   Psa. 119.92 ‘in בְעָּ

my affliction’) (Outhwaite 2020). 

84 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.5.2. 

Saadya, Kutub al-Lugha (ed. Dotan 1997, 468–72). Treatise on the Shewa 

(CUL Or 1080.13.3.2, fol. 2v.). Some Non-Standard Tiberian manu-

scripts explicitly mark this pronunciation before yod by vocalizing with 

a ḥireq, e.g. בִיוֹם (T-S AS 44.35 | L [BHS]: וֹם  (’Lam. 3.57 ‘on the day בְּיַ֣
(Outhwaite 2020). 
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וֹם   on the day’ (Gen. 2.17)‘ [biˈjoːom] בְּיָ֛

אֵלַ    to Israel (Gen. 46.2)‘ [lijisrˁɔːˈʔeːel] לְיִשְרָּ

ים  שִָׁ֜  the goats’ (Gen. 30.35)‘ [hattʰijɔːˈʃiːim] הַתְיָּ

וּןתְַ   you liken’ (Isa. 40.18)‘ [tʰaðammiˈjuːun]  דַמְּיַ֣

According to the introduction to Kitāb al-Khilaf, where Ben 

Asher vocalized a preposition ל or ב followed by yod thus אֵל  לְיִשְרָּ
‘to Israel’, Ben Naftali vocalized the first letter with ḥireq with no 

vowel on the yod, i.e. אֵל -The pronun .(Lipschütz 1965, 18) לִישְרָּ

ciation of the reading of Ben Asher was [lijisrˁɔːˈʔeːel], the shewa 

being pronounced as [i] before the yod. In the reading of Ben 

Naftali, the sequence [iji] was contracted to a long vowel. As we 

shall see below, long vowels in syllables closed by a shewa must 

have had an epenthetic of the same quality, as was the case with 

long vowels in closed syllables in word-final position (§I.2.5.6.). 

Ben Naftali’s reading, therefore, can be represented [liːis-
rˁɔːˈʔeːel]. 

Among the early model manuscripts, C frequently exhibits 

the type of reading of shewa before yod attributed to Ben Naftali. 

Such vocalizations are common also in manuscripts with Non-

Standard Tiberian vocalization after the prefixed particles ב ,ל 

and ו, i.e. types of vocalization such as אֵל אֵל ,לִישְרָּ אֵל ,בִַּישְרָּ  85.וִַישְרָּ

                                                 
85 For this type of vocalization in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts 

see Ginsburg (1897, 578), Kahle (1930, 58*), Morag (1959, 233–34), 

Blapp (2017, 40-41, 76, 204). 
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I.2.5.1.3. Ḥaṭef Signs 

The shewa sign is combined with some of the basic vowel signs 

to form the so-called ḥaṭef signs. In the standard Tiberian vocali-

zation these compound signs include: 

 

 

 

 

  

In such signs the vocalic reading of the shewa is made ex-

plicit and also its quality. 

In the Aleppo Codex (A) there are sporadic examples of a 

ḥaṭef ḥireq sign,86 e.g. 

A: ְִַׁש יתוּהִ  תְִַַחִֵ֗ יבוּהִ  עִָ֥  (Psa. 14.1 ‘they have acted corruptly and 

have done abominable deeds’ | L [BHS]: ֿית שְׁחִֵ֗ תְַַֿוּהִ  יבהִ  וּעִָ֥ ) 

 

 
 

In ḥaṭef signs the shewa sign is normally placed to the right 

of the vowel sign. There are, however, some isolated variant 

forms of ḥaṭef signs in the early manuscripts in which the shewa 

sign is placed under or above the vowel sign. When the 

                                                 
86 There are five cases of this sign in A; cf. Yeivin (1968, 21). Ḥaṭef ḥireq 

is attested also in some manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian 

vocalization. 

ḥaṭef pataḥ (ֲַא) [a] 

ḥaṭef segol (ֱַא) [ɛ] 

ḥaṭef qameṣ (ֳַא) [ɔ] 
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component signs are stacked in this way, one of the components 

is sometimes placed inside the open space of the letter under 

which it is marked. Variants of this nature are attested, for 

example, in A (Yeivin 1968, 17). In L several of the ḥaṭef pataḥ 

signs are the result of later corrections of an original simple shewa 

sign by the scribe of L, Samuel ben Jacob, or a later hand. In 

many such cases, the ḥaṭef sign is misshapen with the vowel sign 

component often squeezed into the space above the shewa sign 

(Phillips 2020). 

 

 

A: ֲַתְפוֹר ה ַהִ  רָּ  ‘it was rent asunder’ (Isa. 24.19) 

 

 

L: ת לֲלִַׂ֖  the curse of’ (Jud. 9.57)‘ קִ 

The stacking of shewa above the vowel sign and writing in-

side the letter, especially ḥet and he, is common in Non-Standard 

Tiberian manuscripts.87
 

The default pronunciation of vocalic shewa with the quality 

of [a] was equivalent to that of the ḥaṭef pataḥ sign (ֲַא). Both the 

                                                 
87 Kahle (1930, 58*), Díez Macho (1963, 37) and Blapp (2017, 79). 
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vocalic shewa and the vowels expressed by ḥaṭef signs were short 

vowels that, in principle, had the same quantity as short vowels 

in closed unstressed syllables, which were represented in stand-

ard Tiberian vocalization by a simple vowel sign. So, the vocalic 

shewa in a word such as ה  you cover’ (Job 21.26) would have‘ תְכַסֶָ֥

been read with the same quality and quantity as the pataḥ in the 

closed syllable that follows it: [tʰaχasˈsɛː]. Likewise, the ḥaṭef 
pataḥ in ְהֲמֶלֶך [haˈmɛːlɛχ] ‘interrogative + king’ would have been 

read with the same quality and quantity as the pataḥ in ְהַמֶּלֶך 

[hamˈmɛːlɛχ] ‘the king’. Evidence for this is found in the Treatise 

on the Shewa published by K. Levy: 

It is an established fact that every letter that has a ‘light’ 
(i.e. short) vowel requires a shewa unless this is precluded 

by a dagesh (in the following letter), as we exemplified at 

the beginning of our treatise, ְהַמֶּלֶךְ—הֲמֶלֶך, or by a shewa 

that is adjacent to it, i.e. after it, as in ם הָּ  the ʾalef has ;אַבְרָּ

a short vowel, and were it not for the shewa that comes 

after it, we would have given it a shewa.88 

The author of this treatise did not feel that there was a 

quantity difference between the vowel written with the ḥaṭef sign 

and the vowel represented by the full vowel sign. In his view, it 

was the syllable structure that necessitated the notational 

distinction and not the quantity of the vowel segment. The 

                                                 
ותבתַאןַכלַמכפףַפלאַבדַלהַמןַשואַבתהַאלאַאןַימנעהַאלדגשַכמאַמתלנאַפיַ 88
םַאלאלףַ הָּ בעדהַכקולךַאַבְרָּ גאנבהַאעניַ אליַ ימנעהַשואַיכוןַ אולַקולנאַהֲמֶלֶךַהַמֶּלֶךְַאוַ
 The lacunae .(כה ,1936) ed. Levy ,כפיףַולולאַאלשואַאלדיַבעדהַגעלנאַלהַשוא

in Levy's text can now be supplied from the Geniza manuscript, CUL Or 

1080.13.3.2, fol. 2v; cf. Yeivin (1981, 46), Eldar (1988, 127). 
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shortness of the vowel in a closed syllable was indicated by the 

dagesh or shewa on the subsequent consonant. For the sake of 

economy of notation, no additional sign was added to the vowel 

sign. 

Further evidence for the quantitative equivalence of shewa 

and ḥaṭef vowels, on the one hand, and short vowels represented 

by full vowel signs in closed unstressed syllables, on the other, 

can be found in the use of the ḥaṭef signs and shewa in a variety 

of Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts from the Cairo Genizah. 

These manuscripts sometimes represent short vowels in closed 

unstressed syllables with a ḥaṭef sign and represent short [a] in a 

closed unstressed syllable by a shewa sign, e.g. 

ם  הָּ םלְַ :T-S A21.14, Khan 1991, 863 | L [BHS]) לְאֲבְרָּ ָ֥ הָּ אַבְרָּ  

Gen. 35.12 ‘to Abraham’) 
עֲַם  ֹ֑ עַם :T-S A2.30 | L [BHS]) הַפָּ ֹ֑  Exod. 9.27 ‘this time’)89 הַפָּ

 ִַׂ֖ מְרְתָּ ִַׂ֖ :CUL Or 1080.A3.21 | L [BHS]) וְאָּ מַרְתָּ  Num. 6.2 ‘and וְאָּ

you will say’) 
ִׂ֖ה  נָּ ִׂ֖ה :T-S AS 67.133 | L [BHS]) בְּשָּּׁ נָּ  Deut. 14.28 ‘in the בַּשָּּׁ

year’) 
In manuscripts with vocalization, both those in the Genizah 

and those written in Europe, a ḥaṭef qameṣ sign is frequently 

marked on a closed syllable, e.g. 

                                                 
89 The data for this and the following two examples were supplied by 

Estara Arrant. 
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Genizah manuscripts 

ה  ה :T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]) חֳכְמ ָּ  כְמָּ   .Psa חָּ

90.12 ‘wisdom’) 
ם  ָ֛ ַוְֶַ֭ :T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]) וְרֳהְבָּּ םרָּ הְבָּּ  Psa. 

90.10 ‘their strength’)  
European manuscripts 

יכְַנֳַ  רִַ֣  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 230 | L [BHS]: י כְרִַ֣  נָּ
2 Sam. 15.19 ‘foreigner’) 

הוְחֳַ  ָ֥ גְלָּ  (ASCNON B.I.1r, Pilocane 2004, 29 | L [BHS]: ה ָ֥ גְלָּ  וְחָּ
Num. 27.1 ‘Hoglah’) 
Even some of the Standard Tiberian Masoretic codices 

contain a few cases of ḥaṭef signs and shewa in closed unstressed 

syllables,90 e.g.  

ם  מִִּׂ֖ חֲרְט  ַ  (’L [BHS], Exod. 9.11 ‘on the magicians) בּ 
יִם  עֲרְבִַּׂ֖  (’L [BHS], Exod. 30.8 ‘the evening) הָּ
וּיֶַַ  חֱזְקַ֣ (L [BHS], 2 Sam. 10.11 ‘they are strong’) 
יַעְכֳרְךַַָ֥  (L [BHS], Josh. 7.25 ‘he brings trouble on you’) 
 (’L [BHS], Jud. 16.2, ‘and we will kill him) וַהֲרְגְנ  הוּ 
לֶךְלְַ  מִֹּ֔  (B | L [BHS]: ְלֶך  (’Lev. 20.3 ‘to Molech לַמִֹּ֔

The ḥaṭef qameṣ representing a short qameṣ in a closed syl-

lable occurs in a number of imperatives in the model manuscripts 

in forms that could be confused with suffix conjugation forms 

with a long qameṣ. In such cases, the use of the ḥaṭef in a closed 

                                                 
90 Yeivin (1968, 18), Dotan (1985). 
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syllable clearly has orthoepic motivations. Ḥaṭef qameṣ signs are 

marked frequently in this context in A (Yeivin 1968, 19), e.g. 

ַוְשֳׁדְַ  וּדִׂ֖  (A | L [BHS]: ּו דְדִׂ֖  (’!Jer. 49.28 ‘and destroy וְשָּׁ
וּכַָ֥מֳשְַׁ   (A | L [BHS]: ּו שְׁכָ֥  (’!Ezek. 32.20 ‘drag away מָּ
 ֵַּ֕ הזֳכְרָּ  (A | L [BHS]: ה ֵּ֕ כְרָּ  (’!Chron. 6.42 ‘remember 2 זָּ

They are found occasionally in L, e.g. 

ה  ַ :L | A) שֳׁמְרָּ השָּׁ מְרָּ  1 Chron. 29.18 ‘keep!’, Masora parva in 

L and A: לַ̇חטף ‘unique with short [qameṣ]’) 
According to a medieval source, the Rabbanite authority 

Hai Gaon (tenth–eleventh centuries) recommended the use of 

ḥaṭef qameṣ in such words to ensure that the vowel was read cor-

rectly with a short vowel (Harkavy 1970, 24). 

In the Masoretic literature, the root ḥ-ṭ-p is, in fact, is 

employed not only to describe short vowels in open syllables but 

also those in closed syllables, e.g. 

ַגעיאַכלַלשוןַראייהַחטףַיראהכלַלשוןַ

Whenever the verb is from the root ‘to fear’, (the prefix) 

has a long vowel (e.g. ִּֽרְאו jiːʀ̟̍] יִ  ʔuː] ‘they fear’), whenever 

it is from the root ‘to see’, (the prefix) has a short vowel 

(e.g. ּיִרְאו [jiʀ̟̍ ʔuː] ‘they see’).91 

Furthermore, in medieval Judaeo-Arabic texts with Tibe-

rian vocalization, shewa and ḥaṭef pataḥ are used to represent Ar-

abic short /a/ in both open and closed syllables, e.g. 

                                                 
91 Baer and Strack (1879, 31); cf. Ben-David (1957a, 14–15). 
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 the worm’ (T-S Ar. 8.3, fol. 16v, Khan‘ [ʔalduːd] אֲלדוּד 

1992a, 107) 

 ,you created me’ (T-S Ar. 8.3, fol. 16v‘ [χalaqtaniː] כַלְקְתְני 

Khan 1992a, 107) 

The use of ḥaṭef signs to indicate short vowels in unstressed 

closed syllables was the regular practice in the so-called ‘com-
pound system’ of Babylonian vocalization. In this variety of Bab-

ylonian vocalization, short vowels in both open and closed sylla-

bles were regularly represented by different signs from those used 

to indicate long vowels. Most of the signs marking short vowels 

were formed by combining a vowel sign with the Babylonian ḥiṭfa 

sign, equivalent to Tiberian shewa, and so were formally equiva-

lent to the Tiberian ḥaṭef signs. The ḥiṭfa sign was placed over the 

vowel sign in unstressed syllables closed by dagesh in Tiberian or 

under the vowel sign in unstressed syllables closed by shewa in 

Tiberian or by a word-final consonant,92 e.g. 

ביִטה֬   (Tiberian: הִבִּיט [hibˈbiːitˁ] ‘he watched’) 
שמ ריֽ   (Tiberian: יִשְׁמוֹר [jiʃˈmoːoʀ]̟ ‘he guards’)  

In such compound Babylonian vocalization, the consonant 

following the vowel is typically not marked by a dagesh sign or 

shewa sign (digsha and ḥiṭfa in Babylonian terminology). The 

compound Babylonian system, therefore, marked on the vowels 

what the Tiberian system marked on the following consonant, 

                                                 
92 For further details see Yeivin (1985, 364–69) and the summaries in 

Khan (2013f) and Heijmans (2016). 
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one of the purposes of both being to indicate the shortness of the 

vowel. 

I.2.5.2. Syllabification and Metrical Structure 

In the Tiberian Masoretic literature a consonant with a vocalic 

shewa or a ḥaṭef vowel sign was not considered to stand inde-

pendently, but was said to be bound to the following consonant. 

Thus the word ּו -you shall count’ (Lev. 23.16) was consid‘ תִסְפְרִׂ֖

ered to have been composed of two prosodic units [tis–paʀu̟ː]. 
The sources refer to these prosodic units by the Arabic term 

maqṭaʿ (literally: ‘point of cutting off’), which is used in the Ara-

bic grammatical literature to refer to a syllable. The treatise 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ notes that syllables thus formed have the status 

of words, i.e., they can stand independently:  

‘Another of its [i.e. the shewa’s] features is that it divides a 

word into (units) that have the status of words. This is 

because every letter at the end of a word is quiescent when 

it is deprived of an accompanying vowel and this letter that 

is deprived of a vowel is the stopping point (maḥaṭṭ) of the 

word and its place of division (maqṭaʿ), as in בְּרֵאשִׁית, in 

which the tav is the stopping point of the word, and אוֹר, in 

which the resh is the stopping point of the word, and so 

forth. A quiescent shewa in the middle of a word has the 

same status, for it is in a sense a stopping point on account 

of its quiescence, for example ים אֲחַשְׁדַרְפְנִַ֣  ’and the satraps‘ וְהָּ
(Esther 9.3), ים מְצַפְצְפִִׂ֖  those who chirp’ (Isa. 8.19). Each‘ הַ 
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of these two expressions has the status of three words (ka-

lim) on account of the quiescent shewa’.93  

In various passages in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ there are references 

to the fact that a vocalic shewa or ḥaṭef vowel is read more quickly 

than a following full vowel sign, e.g. ‘The shewa makes a letter 

mobile and causes it to be uttered quickly, so that one cannot 

tarry on that letter’,94 ‘The shewa moves quickly forwards’.95 By 

contrast, a vowel is read more slowly, e.g. ‘A vowel has an indis-
soluble feature, namely slowness and steadiness’.96 A vocalic 

shewa was considered to be in a subordinate relationship to a fol-

lowing vowel. In some Masoretic treatises, the shewa is referred 

to as a khādim ‘servant’ and the vowels are mulūk ‘kings’.97 This 

would be analogous to the relationship of a conjunctive accent, 

also referred to in the treatises as a khādim, with a following dis-

junctive accent. 

These descriptions can be interpreted as referring to the 

rhythmic structure of the prosodic unit consisting of a vocalic 

shewa followed by a vowel whereby this unit is a prosodic foot 

                                                 
93 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.10.3. 

94 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.12.4.2.: ַאלשואַיחרךַאלחרףַויסרעַבנטקהַחתיַלאַימכןַאחדַאןַילבתַבדלך
 .אלחרף

95 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.12.4.2.: אםאלשואַיתחרךַבסרעהַאליַקד . 

96 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.12.7.: ללמלךַעלהַלאַתפארקהַוהיַאלתבאטיַואלתבאת. 
97 E.g. CUL T-S NS 301.84. 
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consisting of an iambic metrical pattern with a weak syllable fol-

lowed by a strong syllable. This can be represented thus: (. *), 

where the brackets enclose the syllables of the foot, the star * 

represents the strong prominent syllable and the dot the weak 

syllable. On a prosodic level, therefore, the phonetic realization 

of a word such as ּו  would consist of three syllables parsed תִסְפְרִׂ֖

into two feet:98 

 [(tʰis.) (pʰa.ˈʀu̟ː)] 
 (*) (. *) 

A number of features reflect the prosodic weakness of the 

syllable of a vocalic shewa. One feature is the neutralization of 

the original vowel quality (see below). Another feature is the oc-

casional loss of gemination of a consonant with vocalic shewa. 

This applies in particular to sibilants, sonorants (yod, lamed, mem, 

nun) and qof, which constitute relative weak consonants. The 

omission of the dagesh in such forms varies across the medieval 

manuscripts, e.g. in L: 

יםַ  יםהַשְַּׁ > ,the frames’ (1 Kings 7.28‘  הַשְׁלַבִּ  לַבִּ  ) 

ר  רוַיְַּ > .and he spoke (Gen. 8.15, etc‘ וַיְדַבֵָּ֥ דַבֵָּ֥ ) 

ר  מְדַבֵָּ֥ רמְַּהַַ >.the one speaking’ (Gen. 45.12, etc‘ הַ  דַבֵָּ֥  ‘the one 

speaking’) 
יִם  שְׁתִַ֔ נְח  יִםבַּנְַּ > with bronze fetters’ (Jud. 16.21‘ בַּ  שְׁתִַ֔ ח   ) 

                                                 
98 Even though he was unaware of the medieval sources described here, 

J. McCarthy (1979, 162) recognized that the vowel of shewa was not 

shorter in quantity than other short vowels but rather was prosodically 

weak due to its being bound to the following vowel in a foot. 
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הַלְלוַּ ַ  ‘sing praise’ (Jer. 31.7, < ְַּלוַּ הַל ) 

וּ  וּיְבַקְַּ > ,let them seek’ (1 Sam. 16.16‘ יְבַקְשֵּׁ֕ שֵּׁ֕ ) 

The Masoretic notion of maqṭaʿ, therefore, can be equated 

with the notion of foot in the prosodic hierarchy rather than 

syllable.  

In the representation above of the prosody of the ּו  it תִסְפְרִׂ֖

will be noticed that the first syllable by itself has the status of a 

foot, i.e. [(tʰis.) (pʰa.ˈʀu̟ː)], where feet are marked by rounded 

brackets. This is in conformity with the current state of research 

on the typology of the metrical phonology of the world’s lan-
guages. The foot (pʰa.ˈʀu̟ː), as remarked, is iambic, i.e. it consists 

of two syllables, of which the second is the stronger. It is a binary 

foot consisting of a light syllable with one mora, viz. CV, and a 

heavy syllable consisting of two morae, viz. CVV. In many lan-

guages with metrical phonology with binary feet, the feet may be 

binary either in the number of their syllables, as in the foot 

(CVCVV), which is known as a syllabic foot, or in the number of 

their morae, known as a moraic foot. This means that a heavy 

syllable with two morae, viz. CVV or CVC, normally represented 

in metrical phonology by (*), could function as a foot in the met-

rical scansion of a word alongside a syllabic foot.99 The metrical 

parsing of ּו   .[(* .) ,(*)] would, therefore, be [tʰis.pʰa.ˈʀu̟ː] תִסְפְרִׂ֖

The CVC syllable with a vowel [tʰis], which constitutes an 
independent foot, would be metrically stronger than the first syl-

lable of the foot (. *), which is represented by a shewa sign. This 

                                                 
99 For the typology of feet in iambic metrical systems see Hayes (1985; 

1995), Kager (1993, 383; 2007, 200–201). 
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would conform to the medieval descriptions cited above, which 

state that a vowel has the feature of ‘slowness and steadiness’ 
whereas a shewa ‘moves quickly forwards’. The CVC syllable 
[tʰis] would, however, be lesser in prominence than the final CVV 
syllable with the main stress [ˈʀu̟ː]. These differences in promi-

nence can be represented by a metrical grid.100 In the grid the 

relative prominences are marked by differences in heights of col-

umns of index marks: 

Level 3      x 

Level 2  x    x 

Level 1  x  x  x 

   (*)  (.  ˈ*) 
(tʰis)  (pʰa.  ˈʀu̟ː) 

As can be seen, the syllable with the main stress is the most 

prominent. This stress occurs on the strong syllable of the (. *) 

foot. 

The foot is of relevance for some phonological processes in 

the Tiberian pronunciation tradition, such as the conditioning of 

the allophones of resh (§I.1.20.) and the retraction of stress 

(§I.2.6.). This is a key justification for the reality of such metrical 

constituents (Nespor and Vogel 2012). 

                                                 
100 For hierarchical arrangement of linguistic rhythm on a grid see, for 

example, Liberman and Prince (1977), Hayes (1995, 26–31) and Halle 

and Vergnaud (1987). In a study of the metrical phonology of Tiberian 

Hebrew, Hovav (1984, 87–211) argues for the need to combine foot 

structures with grids.  



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 325 

As remarked, the phonetic realization of a word such as קוֹל 

[ˈqo̟ː.ol] should be parsed metrically as a single trochaic foot con-

sisting of a strong syllable and a weak epenthetic syllable, which 

can be represented (* .). The weak syllable [ol] is bimoraic, so, 

in terms of its morae should be classified as heavy. It is somewhat 

unusual for a moraically heavy syllable to be the weak syllable 

of a binary foot (Kager 2007), but it is preferable to consider it 

as belonging together with the preceding syllable in the same foot 

constituent. The epenthetic syllable [VC] is weak and never 

stressed. Moreover, there is evidence from the distribution of the 

allophones of resh (§I.1.20.) and the pattern of the retraction of 

accents (§I.2.6.) for the parsing of two heavy syllables together 

as a single trochaic foot (* .). As for the occurrence of a trochaic 

foot in the foot inventory of Tiberian Hebrew together with the 

iambic foot (. *), it should be noted that the moraic foot consist-

ing of CVV or CVC, which is a very frequent foot, is, in fact, best 

analysed as trochaic, although by convention it is normally rep-

resented (*). This is because the main prominence is on the first 

vowel mora, which is the most sonorous segment of the syllable, 

i.e. CV́V, CV́C (Kager 1993). A word-final syllabic sequence such 

as [ˈqo̟ːol] can be preceded by a vocalic shewa, e.g. בְּקוֹל ‘with a 

voice’, which should be analysed metrically as an amphibrach 
(. * .). 

I.2.5.3. Phonological Principles 

In the vast majority of cases, vocalic shewa and ḥaṭef vowels can 

be regarded as having the synchronic status of epenthetic vowels. 

Very often, vocalic shewas in the Tiberian reading tradition occur 
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where historically there were originally lexical vowels. These 

vowels were of different qualities, e.g. 

וּיִכְתְבֶַ֫   [yiχtʰaˈvuː] ‘they (m) write’ (< *yaktubū) 

רִֶַ֫  יםסְפָּ  [safɔːˈʀi̟ːim] ‘books’ (< *siparīm) 

רִֶַ֫  יםדְבָּ  [davɔːˈʀi̟ːim] ‘words’ (< *dabarīm) 

The vocalic shewa, however, does not preserve the quality 

of the historical lexical vowel; rather, the shewa is a vowel with 

a neutralized quality, i.e., the maximally open vowel [a], in some 

circumstances modified by assimilation to its phonetic 

environment. As remarked, before a guttural, it was realized as a 

short vowel with the quality of the vowel on the guttural and 

before yod it was realized as a short vowel with the quality of 

short ḥireq [i]. Shortness and non-rounded vowel quality and also 

the copying of the quality of an adjacent vowel are characteristic 

features of epenthetic vowels (Hall 2011, 1581). In examples 

such as those cited for the reduction of lexical vowels to epen-

thetic vocalic shewa, the motivation for the vowel is no longer 

lexical but rather phonotactic, in that it breaks illicit clusters of 

consonants on the phonetic level. Lexical vowels can be reduced 

to zero in contexts where licit sequences of consonants are the 

result, e.g. 

ימַלְכֵֶַ֫   [malχeː] ‘kings of’ (< *malaḵē) 
ללִשְׁמוּאֵֶַ֫   [liʃmuːˈʔeːel] ‘to Samuel’ (< *la-Šamūʾēl) 

According to this analysis of vocalic shewa, it would have 

to be assumed that the original vowel is absent at some 

underlying level of the phonological derivation of words and an 
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epenthetic vowel is introduced at the phonetic surface level. A 

/CC/ cluster at the onset of a syllable in word-initial position is 

broken by an epenthetic and this can be represented thus:101 

 /mqō̟.mō/ [ma.qo̟ː.ˈmoː] ‘his place’ ֶַ֫וֹמְקוֹמ  

 /yiχ.tvū/ [yiχ.ta.ˈvuː] ‘they write’ ּו  יִכְתְבֶ֫

 /sfɔ.̄rī.m/ [sa.fɔː.ˈʀi̟ː.im] ‘books’  ים רִֶ֫  סְפָּ

 /dvɔ.̄rī.m/  [da.vɔː.ˈʀi̟ː.im] ‘words’  ים רִֶ֫  דְבָּ

The only exception was the shewa in forms of the feminine 

numeral שְׁתֵי / שְׁתַיִם ‘two’ and the first component in שְׁתֵיםַעֶשְׁרֵה 

‘twelve’, which was silent [ˈʃtaːjim] / [ʃteː] / [ʃteːem]. It is for 

this reason that in many medieval manuscripts the accent yetiv is 

written on these words, e.g. 

L: תַיִם  (Lev. 23.17) שְְׁׁ֚

L, A: תַיִם  (Ezek. 1.11, 41.24) שְְׁׁ֚

The rule of the accent yetiv is that it occurs on a vowel that 

is in the first syllable of a word. If the accent syllable is preceded 

by another vowel, including vocalic shewa, yetiv cannot occur but 

is replaced by pashṭa, e.g. ַ  with this’ (Num. 16.28) (Yeivin‘ בְּזאֹת 

1980, 198–99). According to some sources, the word was 

pronounced by the Tiberian Masoretes with a prosthetic vowel: 

                                                 
101 Such underlying representations without the epenthetic vowel are 

adopted in analyses of Tiberian Hebrew made within the framework of 

generative phonology and optimality theory, e.g. Prince (1975), 

Greenstein (1992), Malone (1993), Coetzee (1999), Edzard (2013). 
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[ʔɛʃˈtʰaːjim],102 although this vowel is not written in the 

manuscripts. According to the author of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ old and 

reliable codices (al-maṣāḥif al-ʿutuq al-jiyād) mark pashṭa ( ַ יִם ַשְׁתַ  ) 

rather than yetiv (תַיִם  on this word,103 and this is occasionally (שְְׁׁ֚

found in the extant early codices, e.g.  

C: ַ יִם ַשְׁתַ   (Ezek. 1.11) 

This can be interpreted as reflecting that the word was read 

with a prosthetic vowel, on account of which the accented vowel 

was not the first vowel of the word. 

An anonymous Masoretic treatise indicates that there was 

variation in the way the word was read: 

As for שְׁתַיִם, some people read this word with a mobile shin 

(i.e. a mobile shewa on the shin) on account of the necessity 

(of doing so) due to the fact it occurs in initial position and 

with strengthening of tav (i.e. with dagesh). Some people 

do not permit the reading of the shin as mobile and add a 

hamza (i.e. glottal stop, ʾalef) before pronouncing it, 

although it is not written, in order to be able to pronounce 

the shin as quiescent (i.e. pronounce the shewa on the shin 

as quiescent). This (latter) is our reading.104 

                                                 
102 Cf. the Treatise on the Shewa and the other sources discussed by Levy 

(1936, 31–33), also Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of 

this book, §II.L.2.12.5, and an anonymous Masoretic treatise CUL T-S 

NS 301.21. 

103 Long version, MS II Firkovitch, Evr.-Arab II 418, fols. 21r–21v. 

104 II Firkovitch, Evr.-Arab II 365, fol. 6r: ַשתיםַהדהַאלכלמהַמןַאלנאסַמן
ַלאַיסתגַ  ַלצ̇רורהַאלאבתדאַומעַתשדידַאלתאַומנהםַמן יזַיקראהאַבתחריךַאלשין
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The silent shewa in שְׁתֵים / שְׁתֵי / שְׁתַיִם could be explained by 

the analysis of the shin as extrasyllabic and not part of the onset 

of the syllable. Moreover, if the cluster /ʃtʰ/ were considered an 

onset, this would violate the normal principle of rising sonority 

of syllable onsets (Ewen and Hulst 2001, 136–41, 147–50; 

Hoberman 1989): 

/ʃ.tʰē/ [ʃ.ˈtʰeː] שְׁתֵי 

By contrast, in the imperative verbal form ה  ’!drink (ms)‘ שְׁתִֵ֔
(Gen. 24.14) the shin and the tav form the onset of a syllable and 

are split by an epenthetic: /ʃθē/ [ʃa.ˈθeː].  
The variant reading of שְׁתֵים / שְׁתֵי / שְׁתַיִם with a vocalic 

shewa reported in the aforementioned Masoretic treatise could be 

regarded as an epenthetic that was introduced late the transmis-

sion of the reading tradition after the rule of fricativization of 

post-vocalic בגדכפת consonants had ceased to operate.105 

When the preposition מִן ‘from’ is prefixed to the word שְׁתַיִם 

ַעֶשְרֵהשְׁתֵַ / שְׁתֵי / ים  and the nun is assimilated to the shin, two 

processes are attested. In Jud. 16.28. the shin is geminated and 

the shewa is read vocalic, resulting in the pronunciation of the 

tav as a fricative: 

L, A: י ַעֵינִַׂ֖ י ַמִשְּׁתֵָ֥ ת  ’avenge of one of my eyes‘ [miʃʃaˈθeː] נְקַם־אַחַָ֛
(Jud. 16.28) 

                                                 

תחריךַאלשיןַפיזידַהמזהַקבלַינטקַבהאַולאַתכתבַליצלַבדלךַאליַתסכיןַאלשיןַוהדהַ
 .היַקראתנא

105 For this phenomenon after guttural consonants see §I.2.5.4. below. 
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In Jonah 4.11 the shin remains ungeminated and the ḥireq 

of the prefixed preposition is lengthened in compensation. The 

lengthening is indicated by a gaʿya: 

L:  ַוַֹהַרְבֵּה ַרִבָּ֜ ה שְׁתֵים־עֶשְרֵ  מִ   ‘more than twelve myriads’ (Jonah 

4.11) 

The author of the aforementioned anonymous Masoretic 

treatise states that in the tradition he is familiar with the shewa 

of the shin in שְׁתֵים  is silent. He indicates, however, that some מִ 

people read the shewa here vocalic and maintain the dagesh in 

the tav.106 

In word-internal position, the sequence /CCC/ is in 

principle syllabified /C.CC/, i.e. the second consonant is 

syllabified as an onset, and the cluster of the second and third 

consonants at the onset of the second syllable are split by a 

vocalic shewa, e.g., 

 /yiχ.tʰvū/ [yiχ.tʰa.ˈvuː] ּיִכְתְבו 

 ‘They write’ 
A shewa under a geminated letter with dagesh within a word 

was likewise vocalic, e.g.  

 /ham.mlɔ.̄χī.m/ [ham.ma.lɔː.χiː.im] ים כִִׂ֖   הַמְּלָּ

 ‘The kings’ (Gen. 14.17) 

I.2.5.4. Ḥaṭef Signs on Guttural Consonants 

The discussion above concerning the epenthetic vocalic shewa 

has been concerned so far with cases in which it has developed 

                                                 
106 II Firkovitch, Evr.-Arab. II 365, fol. 21r. 
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from a historical lexical vowel. Another motivation for an 

epenthetic vowel was to introduce an ahistorical vowel between 

two consonants for orthoepic purposes. This applies in particular 

to the frequent insertion of an epenthetic after a guttural 

consonant (אהעח) where there was no historical lexical vowel in 

a sequence where the guttural originally closed a syllable in 

word-medial position and was in contact with a following 

consonant. These epenthetics are regularly written with ḥaṭef 
signs in the standard Tiberian tradition. The process can be 

analysed as involving the following stages. 

(i)  The historical syllable structure reflects the morphological 

pattern of the grammatical form in question, e.g. the prefix 

conjugation verb ֶַ֫וּיַעֲל  ‘they go up’ would have the historical 

syllable structure *jaʕ.lū, in line with, for example, ַ וּיִשְׁתֶ֫  

‘they drink’. This can be regarded also as the underlying 

phonological syllable structure /jaʕ.lū/. 
(ii)  A short epenthetic is added after the guttural. This creates 

a short open phonetic syllable [CV], viz. [ja.ʕa.luː].  
(iii)  The vowel in the syllable preceding the guttural is 

lengthened, viz. [jaː.ʕa.luː]. This is likely to have come 

about due to a metrical constraint on having a sequence of 

a light CV syllable and a following weak epenthetic sylla-

ble.  

In such syllabifications involving gutturals in word-medial 

position the epenthetic copies the quality of the preceding vowel:  

/jaʕ.lū/  > [jaː.ʕa.ˈluː] ֶַ֫וּיַעֲל  ‘they go up’  
/heʕ.lɔ/̄  >  [hɛː.ʕɛ.ˈlɔː] ה  ’he brought up‘ הֶעֱלֶָּ֫
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/tˁoh.rɔ/̄  >  [tˁɔː.hɔ.ˈʀɔ̟ː] ה ֶ֫ הֳרָּ  ’cleansing‘ טָּ
A similar process applies to sequences in which a monocon-

sonantal preposition is attached to a word beginning with a gut-

tural, e.g. 

/beʔ.ðō.m/ > [bɛː.ʔɛ.ˈðoː.om] וֹם   בֶּאֱדִ֔

‘in Edom’ (Gen. 36.32): 

The fact that an underlying short /e/ and short /o/ in forms 

such as /heʕ.lū/ and /tˁoh.rɔ/̄ surface in the phonetic form with 

a segol and qameṣ quality respectively, rather than as ṣere and 

ḥolem, suggests that the lengthening was a late rule, both dia-

chronically and synchronically, in the derivation. The derivation 

can be posited to be as follows: 

 /heʕ.lū/ > (i) [hɛ.ʕɛ.ˈluː] > (ii) [hɛː.ʕɛ.ˈluː] 
 /tˁoh.rɔ/̄ > (i) [tˁɔ.hɔ.ˈʀɔ̟ː] > (ii) [tˁɔː.hɔ.ˈʀɔ̟ː] 

The short vowel phonemes /e/ and /o/ are normally 

realized with the quality of [ɛ] and [ɔ] respectively when they 

are short and [eː] and [oː] when they are lengthened in syllables 

with the main stress, e.g. ֵֶַ֫בל  /lev/ [ˈleː.ev] ‘heart’, ֶַֹ֫זע  /ʕoz/ 

[ˈʕoː.oz] ‘strength’ (§I.2.3.2.). In a few sporadic cases the /e/ and 

/o/ vowels before gutturals are realized as [eː] and [oː], e.g. 

ה  עֲלִָּ֔  (’Hab. 1.15 ‘he has brought up) הֵ 
ה  עֲלִָּ֔  (’Jud. 6.28 ‘it was offered up) הֹ 

Here the epenthetic ḥaṭef on the guttural has its default 

quality of [a], since a ḥaṭef does not have the qualities of ḥolem 

or ṣere. These forms could be interpreted as reflecting a grammat-

icalization of the phonetic syllable structure in the environment 
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of gutturals with a lengthened vowel before the guttural, 

whereby it is encoded in the underlying phonological form as a 

long vowel phoneme, viz. 

 /hē.ʕlū/ [heː.ʕa.ˈluː] 
 /hō.ʕlɔ/̄ [hoː.ʕa.ˈlɔː] 

Manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization exhibits many 

forms in which stage (ii) posited above for the development of 

most Tiberian forms (e.g. /heʕ.lū/ > (i) [hɛ.ʕɛ.ˈluː] > (ii) 

[hɛː.ʕɛ.ˈluː]) does not seem to have taken place, with the result 

that the vowel before the guttural remained short or was elided. 

This is reflected in the following pattern of vocalization of gut-

tural consonants (Yeivin 1985, 313). Such a syllabification was 

allowed because in the Babylonian tradition there was no con-

straint on the sequence of two weak CV syllables or on clusters 

of consonants in syllable onsets (Khan 2019): 

רהעַנְ   [nʕaˈrɔː] or [naʕaˈrɔː] ‘young woman’ (1 Kings 1.3 | L 

[BHS]: ה ַ֣  (נַעֲרָּ

ִֹיעַ  ידמ  [jʕaˈmiːð] or [jaʕaˈmiːð] ‘He will build up’ (Prov. 29.4 

| L [BHS]: יד   (יַעֲמִַ֣

In the metrical scansion of medieval Hebrew poetry in 

Spain, the vowel before a guttural with a ḥaṭef vowel is, likewise, 

treated as a short vowel, e.g. מַעֲשֶה is scanned as CVCVCV̄ 

(Delgado 2020). 

The Greek transcriptions in Origen’s Hexapla also reflect a 

pronunciation in which the lengthening of the vowel before the 
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guttural had not taken place. This is seen in the following exam-

ples, in which epsilon reflects a short vowel:107 

 εετηθ (Ambrosiana palimpsest | L [BHS]: ַ יתָּ עֱטִֵּ֨  Psa. 89.46 הֶ 

‘you wrapped’) 
 εελιθ (Ambrosiana palimpsest | L [BHS]: ַ יתָּ עֱלִַ֣  Psa. 30.4 הֶ 

‘you lifted up’) 
 εεμεδεθ (Ambrosiana palimpsest | L [BHS]: ַ דְתָּ עֱמִַׂ֖  Psa. 31.9 הֶ 

‘you established’) 
This suggests that the late lengthening of the vowel before 

the guttural is a feature specific to the careful reading of the Ti-

berian tradition. 

The motivation for the introduction of the epenthetic be-

tween a guttural and a following consonant was orthoepic. Gut-

turals were weak consonants in the reading tradition and efforts 

were made to ensure that they were not slurred over. Acoustically 

the epenthesis made the gutturals more perceptible when sepa-

rated from the following consonant108 and this facilitated their 

preservation in the reading. 

Although there is a tendency for gutturals to be followed 

by epenthetic vowels where parallel forms have silent shewa, this 

is not a universal rule. It is sometimes possible to identify addi-

tional phonotactic and metrical factors that appear to have con-

ditioned the occurrence of the ḥaṭef vowels in certain forms with 

gutturals in contrast to other forms that have silent shewa. 
                                                 
107 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
108 Cf. Hall (2011, 1577–78), who discusses this function of epenthesis 

in languages. 
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As shown by DeCaen (2003) and Alvestad and Edzard 

(2009), one factor that conditions the occurrence of ḥaṭef vowels 

on gutturals, at least on ḥet, is sonority of the following 

consonant. They have shown that a ḥaṭef vowel tends to occur 

when the following consonant is high in sonority, e.g. in וֹשׁ  he‘  יַחֲרַ֣

ploughs’ (Hos. 10.11), where the consonant is a sonorant rhotic, 

but exhibits a greater tendency to be omitted when the following 

consonant is lower in sonority, e.g. ל  .he ceases’ (1 Sam. 9.5)‘ יֶחְדַָ֥

This is motivated by the principle that the optimal contact 

between two adjacent syllables is where the onset of the second 

syllable is stronger than the offset (coda) of the preceding syllable 

(Vennemann 1988, 40), and so the contact with a following weak 

sonorous onset is eliminated by an intervening ḥaṭef vowel.  

Variations, however, occur in inflections of the same verb, 

where the same consonants are involved, e.g. ּבו  they‘ יַחְשִֹׁ֔

consider’ (Isa. 13.17) vs. וּן  they consider’ (Psa. 35.20). In‘ יַחֲשׁבֹ 

such cases the ḥaṭef appears to have been motivated by a metrical 

factor, namely the disfavouring of a rhythmic clash. This is seen 

in a metrical grid representation of the two forms. In these grids 

feet are marked in the first row. It will be assumed that feet after 

the main stress are extrametrical (marked with angular brackets 

< >). Evidence for this extrametricality is presented below.  

Level 3   x   

Level 2  x x x  

Level 1  x x x 

Feet:   (*) (*) <*> 

jaħ. ˈʃoː. vuː 
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Level 3     x   

Level 2  x  x x 

Level 1  x x x x x  

Feet  (*) (. *) (* .) 

jaː. ħa ʃoː. ˈvuː. un 

The grid representation displays the varying degrees of the 

relative prominence of syllables. These include epenthetic sylla-

bles, syllables containing a vowel without the main accent, and 

syllables with the main accent (represented as levels 1, 2 and 3 

respectively in the grids above). It is likely that the insertion of 

the syllable with the ḥaṭef vowel in the second form was favoured 

since it created grid euphony by repairing a potential rhythmic 

clash caused by two syllables of the same prominence before the 

stress,109 as shown in the following grid: 

Level 3    x   

Level 2  x x x 

Level 1  x x x x 

Feet  (*) (*) (* .) 

*jaħ. ʃoː. ˈvuː. un 

In the standard Tiberian tradition a shewa is in principle 

silent on a guttural when the syllable of the guttural receives the 

main accent and it is followed by another syllable, e.g. 

עְנוּ  מִַׂ֖  we heard’ (Deut. 5.24)‘ [ʃɔː.ˈmaː.aʕ.nuː] שָּׁ

                                                 
109 A clash is the occurrence of two adjacent metrically strong elements 

with the same prominence. A lapse is the occurrence of two adjacent 

metrically weak elements; cf. Prince (1983), Selkirk (1984). 
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חְתִי  לַַּ֤  I sent’ (Num. 22.37)‘ [ʃɔː.ˈlaː.aħ.tʰiː] שָּׁ

If the accent moves forward after the attachment of a suffix 

in such forms, however, a ḥaṭef appears, e.g. 

וּהַָּ  עֲנָ֥  we heard it’ (Psa. 123.6)‘ [ʃa.maː.ʕa.ˈnuːhɔː] שְׁמַ 

These phenomena can also be explained on metrical 

grounds if we posit, as remarked above, that syllables after the 

main accent are extrametrical and unfooted.110 The word ּעְנו מִַׂ֖  שָּׁ

can be represented thus (extrametrical syllables in angular 

brackets): 

 ʃɔː. ˈmaː. aʕ. nuː  

 (*) (*  .) <*> 

Here, since the syllable following the guttural is extramet-

rical and unfooted there is no rhythmic motivation for a ḥaṭef, 
which is a weak syllable that is obligatorily footed and metrically 

bound to a following strong syllable.  

The metrical structure of ַָּוּה עֲנָ֥  :is שְׁמַ 

 ʃa. maː. ʕa. ˈnuː. hɔː 
 (. *) (. *) <*> 

                                                 
110 For extrametrical syllables at the right periphery of words see Kager 

(2007, 204). 
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Here the accent on the syllable after the guttural licenses 

the ḥaṭef in that it can be footed and bound metrically to this 

strong footed syllable.111 

Apparent exceptions to this are cases where a conjunctive 

accent are retracted by nesiga onto a syllable before a ḥaṭef vowel, 

e.g. 

ךְ   (’?Jonah 1.11, ‘what shall we do to you) מַה־נַַּ֣עֲשֶהַלִָּּ֔
נִּי  הַמֶ  חֲקָּ ַ֣  (’Job 21.16, ‘it is far from me)  רָּ

This could be explained by a hypothesis of rule-ordering, 

whereby the syllabification and foot structure is fixed on the pro-

sodic word level before the main stress retraction on the prosodic 

phrase level. 

In many cases where a guttural occurs after the main stress 

in forms with an unstressed suffixed directive he particle the gut-

tural does not have a ḥaṭef, e.g. 

ה עְרָּ י Deut. 25.7 ‘to the gate’; contrast) הַשַָּׁ֜  .Neh שַׁעֲרֵ 

13.19 ‘the gates of’) 
ה עְלָּ  .Lev מַעֲלֵַּ֤ה Exod. 25.20 ‘above’; contrast) לְמֵַ֗

11.5 ‘it brings up’) 
ה  עְלָּ מִַ֔  (’Exod. 38.26 ‘and upward)   וָּ
ה  עְלָּ ֹ֑ הַמָּּ עְלָּ  (’Deut. 28.43 ‘above and higher)  מַַ֣
                                                 
111 According to J. McCarthy (1979, 164) the ḥaṭef vowel on a guttural 

is bound prosodically with the preceding syllable rather than the fol-

lowing syllable. The descriptions in the medieval sources and the pro-

cess described here constitute counterevidence to such an analysis. 
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ה  עְרָּ  Josh. 17.15 ‘to the forest’, silent shewa) הַיִַּ֔

  also with stressed suffix, e.g. ַ ּה  .Jer יַעְרָּ

  46.23 ‘her forest’) 
יִם  ֹ֑ הַמִצְרָּ  (’Num. 34.5 ‘to the brook of Egypt)  נַַ֣חְלָּ
ה  ֹ֑הְצָּ  (’Num. 21.23 ‘to Jahaz)   יָּ

There are, however, two exceptions to this, in both cases 

the stressed vowel is ḥolem: 

ה  עֲרָּ  (’Gen. 19.23 ‘to Zoar)  צֹ 
ה  הֱלָּ אִֹׂ֖  (’Gen. 18.6 ‘into the tent)   הָּ

There is general agreement across the model Standard Ti-

berian manuscripts regarding the marking of ḥaṭef signs on gut-

turals. The reason a composite ḥaṭef sign was written rather than 

a shewa is likely to have been that the Masoretes considered that 

readers would have had greater difficulty predicting the 

realization of shewa under gutturals than in other contexts. As we 

have seen, there were differences conditioned by variations in 

the sonority of the consonant following the guttural. There were 

also variations within forms of the same root, e.g. in different 

inflections of verbal forms such as 

ִֽיַּחֲַ  ַוַ  בשֹׁ   [ˌvaˑɟ.ɟaː.ḥa.ˈvoː.oʃ] (Gen. 22.3 ‘and he saddled’) — 

 (’1 Kings 13.13 ‘and they saddled) [vaɟ.ɟaḥ.ba.ˈʃuː] וַיַּחְבְּשׁוּ
בוּ  וּן — (’Isa. 13.17 ‘they consider) [jaħ.ˈʃoː.vuː] יַחְשִֹׁ֔  יַחֲשׁבֹ 

[jaː.ħa.ʃoː.ˈvuː.un] (Psa. 35.20 ‘they consider’) 
There were variations also across different grammatical 

categories, such as the distinction between the verb ב -he sup‘ יַעְקִֹ֔

plants’ (Jer. 9.3) and the proper name ֹיַעֲקב. 
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The quality of the epenthetic vowel on gutturals deviates 

from the normal rules, which likewise motivated the addition of 

a vowel sign to the shewa. A shewa on a guttural, for example, 

retained the quality of [a] even if it preceded a guttural that was 

followed by a vowel of a different quality, e.g. ּיִמְחֲאו [jim.ḥa.ʔuː] 
‘they clap’ (Psa. 98.8). Moreover, as we have seen, an epenthetic 

vowel on a guttural became assimilated to the quality of a 

preceding segol or qameṣ, e.g. יד  ,’he set up‘ [hɛː.ʕɛ.ˈmiː.ið] הֶעֱמִֶ֫
ד עֳמֶַ֫  .’it was set up‘ [hɔː.ʕɔ.ˈma:.að] הָּ

In some extant manuscripts with Non-standard Tiberian 

vocalization, simple shewa is frequently marked on a guttural 

where standard Tiberian vocalization has a ḥaṭef sign, e.g. 

תֿחְנִי   (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 44 | L [BHS]: ית  Job 39.23 חֲנִַ֣

‘spear’) 
קיַַ  עְשַֹּׁ֣  (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 44 | L [BHS]: ַַקי עֲשַֹׁ֣  Job 40.23 

‘it will oppress’) 
 ַֹ֑ הֿאֶעְנ ֵ  (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 43 | L [BHS]: עֱנֶֹ֑ה  Job 40.5 ‘I אֶ 

will answer’) 
ֹי ַַ  ף  חְל    (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 124 | L [BHS]: ֲַףיַח לֹ   Psa. 90.5 

‘it passes away’) 
This could be regarded as reflecting a more primitive stage 

of the development of the Tiberian vocalization system, in which 

the reading of a shewa on a guttural was not marked explicitly as 

vocalic by the addition of a vowel sign next to the shewa sign. In 

the standard Tiberian system a vestige of a more primitive stage 

of development can be identified in the vocalization of the qere 

of the Tetragrammaton with shewa corresponding to the ḥaṭef 
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vowel on the ʾalef in the standard vocalization of the words 

representing the qere (ה יאֲַ = יְהוָֹּ דנָֹּ  One can .(אֱלֹהִים = יְהוִֹה ,

compare this to the continuing use of the early Hebrew script to 

write the Tetragrammaton in Qumran manuscripts that are 

otherwise written in square script (Tov 2012, 205).112  

In L a ḥaṭef segol is sporadically written on the Tetragram-

maton when the qere is אֱלֹהִים. This is marked on the first two 

cases where it has this reading (Gen. 15.2, 15.8) and thereafter 

is vocalized with shewa: 

L: ַ ַּ֤יַיֱהוִה  (Gen. 15.2)  אֲדנָֹּ

L: ה ַ֣יַיֱהוִִ֔  (Gen. 15.8)  אֲדנָֹּ

In some Standard Tiberian manuscripts the Tetragramma-

ton is vocalized with ḥaṭef segol when the qere is אֱלֹהִים more reg-

ularly than in L, e.g. I Firkovitch Evr. I B 52. 

In some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts the Tetragram-

maton is vocalized with a ḥaṭef pataḥ (ה יאֲַ when the qere is ( יֲהוָֹּ דנָֹּ , 

e.g. II Firkovitch Evr. II B 3. Likewise, in Non-Standard Tiberian 

manuscripts, ḥaṭef segol is written on the Tetragrammaton more 

frequently than in L when the qere is אֱלֹהִים (Blapp 2017, 151).113 

Conversely, in some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts a 

ḥaṭef sign is marked on a guttural where the standard Tiberian 

tradition has a silent shewa, e.g. 

                                                 
112 Also in early manuscripts of Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible 

the Tetragrammaton is written in Hebrew script, in some cases even in 

the early type of script (Roberts 1951, 173–174). 

113 Some manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization represent the initial 

vowel of the qere on the Tetragrammaton (Yeivin 1985, 912). 
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Genizah manuscripts 

הִַחֲַסַַ  ֹ֑ רָּ  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: ַַהּס ֹ֑ חְרָּ  Prov. 

31.18 ‘her merchandise’) 
הִַבַּעֲַ  ֹ֑ לָּ  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: ֹּ֑ה  .Prov בַּעְלָּ

31.23 ‘her husband’) 
נַעֲַ  וֹתוְָ֜ רֵ֗ תָּ  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: וֹת רֵ֗ נַעְתָּ  .Prov וְָ֜

27.6 ‘and excessive’) 
הֱַ  ִֶַ֔אֶ  הי   (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 74 | L [BHS]:  ה הְיִֶ֔ אֶ  Ruth 2.13 

‘I will be’) 
עֲַתִַֿ  ַָּשְבַּ  הֿנ   (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: ה עְנָּ  .Prov תִשְבַּ 

27.20 ‘will [not] be satisfied’) 
European manuscripts 

 ַ וַּ נּעֲַמ ָּ ַשָּּׁ  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 224 | L [BHS]: 

עְנוַּ  מַ   (’Josh. 1.17 ‘we heard שָּׁ
ְַאֲַמַַּ  ל  ֹ֑פִֵׂ֖ הֿי ָּ  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 224 | L [BHS]: 

ֹ֑ה לְיָּ  (’Jer. 2.31 ‘darkness מַאְפִֵׂ֖
ַָּעֲַמֶַַּ֭  יםנ ִַי   (BL Add MS 21161, fol. 160v | L [BHS]: נִים עְיָּ  .Psa מֶַ֭

104.10 ‘springs’) 
The occurrence of a dagesh in the בגדכפת letter after the 

ḥaṭef in forms such as ֲַנַע וֹתוְָ֜ רֵ֗ תָּ  and ְַַַּאֲַמ ל  ֹ֑פִֵׂ֖ הֿי ָּ  indicates that the gut-

tural must originally have been vowelless and the epenthetic 

ḥatef vowel was inserted at a late period after the rule of frica-

tivization of בגדכפת consonants following vowels had ceased to 

operate. The same applies to the occurrence of the Non-Standard 
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Tiberian dagesh in the nun of ַ וַּ נּעֲַמ ָּ ַשָּּׁ , which would normally occur 

only after a vowelless letter (§I.3.3.).  

In manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, there are sev-

eral attested cases of the phenomenon of late insertion of an ep-

enthetic and preservation of a plosive בגדכפת in word-internal 

position marked by dagesh (a miniature gimel over the letter) 

(Yeivin 1985, 342), e.g.114 

ִֹעִהִ  ויק ֹת   [hiʕiˈtʰiːquː] ‘they moved away’ (L [BHS]: ּיקו  Job הֶעְתִִׂ֖

32.15) 

יותָל ֹגֹ מעַ   [mʕagloːˈθɔːw] (L [BHS]: יו ָ֥  Prov. 5.21 ‘his מַעְגְלֹתָּ

paths’) 
ָעַרבַאַ  םת   [ʔarbaʕaˈtʰɔːm] (L [BHS]: ם  Dan 1.17 ‘the אַרְבַּעְתִָּ֔

four of them’) 

I.2.5.5. Ḥaṭef Signs on Non-Guttural Consonants 

Ḥaṭef signs are occasionally marked on non-guttural consonants 

in the Standard Tiberian vocalization. Many of these are 

epenthetic vowels, which had the purpose of disambiguating the 

reading of a shewa under a non-guttural consonant, i.e. to 

indicate explicitly that it was vocalic and to indicate its quality. 

This was an orthoepic measure to ensure correct reading. The 

model manuscripts differ as to the number and distribution of 

ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural consonants, and the Masoretic 

treatises refer to differences in this regard among the Tiberian 

Masoretes. The existence of these differences can be interpreted 

as indicating that ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural consonants emerged 

                                                 
114 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
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at a later stage in the development of the Tiberian vocalization 

system than ḥaṭef signs on guttural consonants.  

The main difference in the marking of ḥaṭef signs on non-

guttural consonants is the extent to which the vocalic shewa with 

its default pronunciation of [a] was replaced by a ḥaṭef pataḥ sign. 

The Aleppo Codex (A) exhibits a particularly advanced tendency 

to mark ḥaṭef pataḥ in such contexts, and there are many exam-

ples where A has ḥatef pataḥ but L and other manuscripts have 

simple shewa, e.g. 

A: ֵַַּ֤מֲרַצ חַַהַ   (L [BHS]: ַַח מְרַצֵַּ֤   (’Kings 6.32 ‘the murderer 2 הַ 
A: ים מֲמִתִ  ים :L [BHS]) לַ  מְמִתִ   Job 33.22 ‘to those who bring לַ 

death’) 
A: ַַָ֥מֲצִלְת יִםבַּ   (L [BHS]: יִם מְצִלְתַָ֥  Chron. 16.5 ‘with the 1 בַּ 

cymbals’) 
A: ַַּ֤ נֲקַלָּּ ההַ   (L [BHS]: ַה ַּ֤ נְקַלָּּ ינֵיכֶם ַהַ  בְעֵ   1 Sam. 18.23 ‘does it seem to 

you a little thing?’) 
A: ַַָ֥שֲׁל חוּ   (L [BHS]: ח שְׁלַָ֥  (’Kings 9.17 ‘and send 2 וּ 
A: ִַֹ֔מֲל ךְהֲתִ   (L [BHS]: ְך מְלִֹ֔  (’?Jer. 22.15 ‘are you a king הֲתִ 
A: ֲַק וּלָּ קַּ֤  (L [BHS]: ּו קְקַּ֤  (’Kings 21.19 ‘they licked 1 לָּ

The manuscript L marks ḥaṭef pataḥ in place of vocalic 

shewa in a number of cases, e.g. 

L: ּו רֲכַ֣  (’Gen. 22.18 ‘they shall bless themselves) וְהִתְבָּּ
L, A: ׁטֲפַַ֣ש  (’Job 33.25 ‘his flesh became fresh) ר  
L, A: ה שֲׁבֵָ֥  (’!Jud. 5.12 ‘and take captive) וּ 
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In some model manuscripts, however, ḥaṭef pataḥ never oc-

curs on non-gutturals, e.g. MS Sassoon 507 (S) (Shashar 1983, 

20). 

The Masorete Pinḥas Rosh ha-Yeshiva is reported in the 

Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim to have added a pataḥ sign to many instances 

of vocalic shewa under non-guttural consonants, some of which 

have simple shewa in L (ed. Dotan 1967, §20), e.g.  

יםכֲַסֹ  כִַּ֤  (Exod. 25.20 ‘covering’ | L [BHS]: ֹיםס כְכִַּ֤ ) 

ה ַתְפוֹרֲַהִַ   רָּ  (Isa. 24.19 ‘it has been rent asunder’ | L [BHS]: 

ה ַהִַ  תְפוֹרְרָּ ) 

שִׁיַ קֲַַ  (Deut. 9.27 ‘stubbornness’ | L [BHS]:  ַקְשִׁי)  

There are also differences in the manuscripts and among 

the Masoretic authorities with regard to the replacement of a 

vocalic shewa by a ḥaṭef sign on a non-guttural consonant before 

a guttural consonant with the purpose of indicating the quality 

of the shewa. This is referred to in Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim, which 

states that there was no consistency among the Tiberian 

Masoretes in the marking of ḥaṭef qameṣ in words such as (ed. 

Dotan 1967, §19): 

נִּפְתֳַ  ַוַ  ה  חָּ  (L [BHS]: ַ ה נִּפְתְחָּ  (’Gen. 43.21 ‘and we opened וַ 
מֳַ  השִׁ  ָ֥ עָּ  (L [BHS]: ה ָ֥ מְעָּ  (’Psa. 39.13 ‘hear שִׁ 
הוְנִקְרֳַ  ַּ֤ אָּ  (L [BHS]: ה ַּ֤  (’Zech. 8.3 ‘and it will be called וְנִקְרְאָּ

This was a measure to ensure that the shewa was read with 

the quality of the qameṣ after the guttural rather than its default 
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pronunciation with the quality of pataḥ.115 Here L generally ex-

hibits the more conservative practice of leaving the words with 

simple shewa with the expectation that the reader would know 

the correct pronunciation. There are, however, some cases of 

ḥaṭef qameṣ in this context in L, e.g. 

הוּ   (’Jer. 20.15 ‘he made him happy) שִמֳּחָּ 
The Aleppo Codex exhibits a greater tendency to use a ḥaṭef 

sign in these circumstances (Yeivin, 1968, 35), e.g. 

A: ֳַּיהַק תִֹ֑ הָּ  (L [BHS]: י תִֹ֑  (’Josh. 21.4 ‘the Kohathite הַקְּהָּ
As we have seen, A even uses an innovative ḥaṭef ḥireq. The 

purpose of this was to mark explicitly that a shewa was vocalic 

and that, since it was followed by a guttural with a ḥireq, the 

shewa was to be read with the quality of ḥireq (Yeivin 1968, 21), 

e.g. 

תְִַ  יבוּהִ  עִָ֥  [hiː.θi.ˈʕiː.vuː] (L [BHS]: ּיבו תְעִָ֥  Psa. 14.1 ‘they have הִ 

done abominable deeds’) 
Some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts use the simple 

vowel sign ḥireq in place of the shewa sign where the shewa has 

the pronunciation of short [i] before a guttural with ḥireq, e.g. 

                                                 
115 Compare the remarks of David Qimḥi (Sefer Mikhlol, ed. Rittenberg, 

1862, 138b): ַרַבךַקריאתַהגימלַנוטהַלקמץַחטףַמפני וכןַעלַקמץַחטףַכמוַומגעָּ
 ,Likewise with ḥaṭef qameṣ‘ העי׳׳ןַוישַספריםַמדויקיםַשהגימלַנקודהַבקמץַחטף
as in ְך ר־בָּּ   and from rebuking you” (Isa. 54.9), the reading of the“ וּמִגְעָּ

[vowel on] the gimel is similar to ḥaṭef qameṣ on account of the ʿayin. 

There are accurately vocalized codices in which the gimel is vocalized 

with ḥaṭef qameṣ.’ 
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ישּ  ישׁ :T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 75 | L [BHS]) וִאִִׂ֖  Prov. 29.13 וְאִַ֣

‘and a man’)  
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts shewa before yod, 

which is pronounced as [i], is frequently replaced by ḥireq, e.g. 

Genizah manuscripts 

דֵֶַ֗וִַָ֜  ַ יָּ יהָּ  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 75 | L [BHS]: ַ יהָּ דֵֶ֗ יָּ  Prov. 31.20 וְָ֜

‘and her hands’) 
ל ַ  חֵֵ֗ ַ ל :T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 151 | L [BHS]) מִי  חֵֵ֗ ַ י   Psa. 69.4 מְְ֝

‘waiting’) 
European manuscripts 

ַָּי ִַ  הֿדִֶַ֔סְַי  נָּּ  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 234 | L [BHS]: 

ה נָּּ  (’Josh. 6.26 ‘he will found it יְיַסְדִֶ֔
ִִַ֔י ֵַי ִַ  יל ַל   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 234 | L [BHS]: יל  יְיֵלִִ֔

Isa. 15.2 ‘wails’) 

I.2.5.6. Silent Shewa after a Long Vowel 

When shewa occurred within a word after a long vowel, it was as 

a general rule silent,116 e.g. 

יֵשְׁבוַּ ַ  [jeːeʃˈvuː] (Gen. 47.6 ‘let them dwell) 

דְךִַׂ֖   (’Gen. 49.8 ‘your hand) [jɔːɔðˈχɔː] יָּ
וּ  מְרָ֥  (’Jud. 2.22 ‘they guarded) [ʃɔːɔmˈʀu̟ː] שָּׁ
י   (’2 Kings 25.18 ‘the guards of) [ʃoːomˈʀe̟ː] שׁמְֹרֵָ֥
                                                 
116 The evidence for this in the various medieval sources is discussed in 

Khan (1987, 54–55). 
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As can be seen in the transcriptions above, we should 

assume that an epenthetic vowel of the same quality of long 

vowel occurred before the consonant with the silent shewa after 

the long vowel. The presence of the epenthetic in such word-

medial syllables is demonstrated by the fact that the first syllable 

can take a secondary stress in the form of a conjunctive accent, 

e.g. 

ה  טְיִָּ֔  like one wrapped’ (Cant. 1.7)‘ [kʰoˌʕoːotˁˈjɔː] כְעַֹ֣

A secondary stress cannot clash with the main stress but 

must, in principle, be separated from it by intervening syllable 

on the phonetic level.  

This phenomenon may be compared to the insertion of an 

epenthetic after a long vowel in a closed syllable at the end of a 

word, e.g. קוֹל [qo̟ː.ol] ‘voice’ (§I.2.4.). The underlying syllable 

structure of words such as מְר וּשָּׁ  [ʃɔː.ɔm.ˈʀu̟ː] could, therefore, be 

represented /ʃɔ.̄m.rū/, with a stray extrasyllabic consonant, just 

as it has been proposed to posit the existence of an extrasyllabic 

consonant in word-final position, viz. /qō̟.l/. Following the 
analysis by Kiparsky (2003) of Arabic syllable structure, we may 

say that such unsyllabified consonants, which he terms 

‘semisyllables’, are licensed by moras adjoined to the higher node 

of the prosodic word rather than the syllable node: 

    ω 

 

   σ   σ 

 

   μ μ μ  μ μ  

 

  ʃ ɔ ̄  m r ū   

 /ʃɔ.̄m.rū/ [ʃɔː.ɔm.ʀu̟ː] ‘they guarded’ 
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On the phonetic level the extrasyllabic consonant was syl-

labified by means of an epenthetic. There was a constraint 

against word-final short epenthetic vowels in open syllables 

[CV], since such syllables had to be combined in an iambic foot 

with a following bimoraic syllable, i.e. a syllabification such as 

[qo̟ː.la] or [ʀo̟ː.ʕa] was not licit. So the epenthetic came before 

the consonant, forming a closed syllable [VC]: [ˈqo̟ː.ol], which 
constituted a trochaic foot (* .) metrically. In principle, the word-

internal consonants in a sequence such /CV̄CCV̄/, as in ּמְרו  ,שָּׁ

could have been syllabified /CV̄.CCV̄/ with an epenthetic break-

ing the cluster in the onset of the second syllable /CCV̄/ on the 

phonetic level, thus [(CVː).(CV.CVː)], with the feet indicated by 

the round brackets. This is because a short open syllable [CV] is 

licit in this position. Such a syllabification, indeed, occurs in 

some words (see below). The normal syllabification of word-in-

ternal sequences such as /CV̄CCV̄/ and /CV̄CCVC/ as /CV̄.C.CV̄/ 

and /CV̄.C.CVC/ rather than /CV̄.CCV̄/ and /CV̄.CCVC/ is likely 

to have developed by analogy with the obligatory syllabification 

/CV̄.C/ in word-final position. 

The metrical parsing of a form such as [ʃɔː.ɔm.ˈʀu̟ː] would 

be [(* .) ˈ(*)], i.e. [(ʃɔː.ɔm).(ˈʀu̟ː)]. As remarked already, the 

second syllable in the trochaic foot (* .) is heavy since it is 

bimoraic, but it would have been of relatively low prominence. 

The relative differences in prominence can be reconstructed on a 

metrical grid as follows:117 

                                                 
117 J. McCarthy (1979, 157) also proposed that such word-internal syl-

lables were feet containing ‘two rhyme nodes’, though he did not iden-
tify an epenthetic in his framework of analysis. 
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Level 3      x 

Level 2  x    x 

Level 1  x  x  x 

Feet  (*  .)  (*) 

   ʃɔː.  ɔm.  ˈʀu̟ː 

I.2.5.7. Vocalic Shewa after a Long Vowel 

I.2.5.7.1. On Guttural Consonants 

In certain cases, a shewa after a long vowel in word-internal 

position was pronounced vocalic. This applies to all cases where 

the consonant after the long vowel is a guttural. In such cases, as 

is the rule with gutturals, the vocalic reading is explicitly 

indicated by ḥaṭef signs, e.g. 

 ’priests‘ [kʰoːhaˈniːim] כהֲֹנִים 
ים   (’Gen. 4.10 ‘crying out) [sˁoːʕaˈqi̟ːim] צעֲָֹּקִָ֥
ים   (’Exod. 3.9 ‘pressing) [loːħaˈsˁiːim] לֹחֲצִָ֥
ים  אֲבִֵ֗  (’Gen. 34.25 ‘being in pain) [kʰoːʔaˈviːim] כֹ 

Hypothetically it could have been possible for a type of fur-

tive pataḥ vowel to have been inserted before the guttural, i.e. 

[loːwaħˈsˁiːim], by analogy with gutturals in word-final position, 

as in, for example, [moːwaħ] ַַמֹח ‘marrow’. The insertion of the 

epenthetic after the guttural had an orthoepic motivation. It was 

a more optimal position to make the guttural maximally percep-

tible before the following consonant. This also put the guttural in 

the onset of a syllable, which is a stronger position than the syl-

lable coda and thus more optimal from an orthoepic point of 



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 351 

view. The placement of the epenthetic before the guttural in 

word-final position, i.e. furtive pataḥ, is due to the fact that the 

constraint on word-final, unfooted CV syllables outranked the or-

thoepic principle of putting the guttural in onset position. The 

Babylonian reading tradition did not have such a constraint on 

word-final CV syllables and placed furtive pataḥ after a guttural 

in word-final position. This is attested where the final consonant 

is ʿayin (Yeivin 1985, 327–28), e.g.118 

יעַַ :L [BHS]) [jagˈgiːʕa] יַגיִעַ   (’Isa. 8.8 ‘it will reach יַגִֹ֑
ועַמד ֹ   [madˈduːʕa] (L [BHS]: ַַוּע  (’?Jer. 2.14 ‘why מַדִׂ֖

I.2.5.7.2. On Non-Guttural Consonants 

The Masoretic sources list a number of cases where the shewa on 

non-guttural consonants after a long vowel is vocalic rather than 

silent according to the general rule. The early Tiberian Masoretic 

manuscripts vocalize many of these cases with ḥaṭef pataḥ to 

indicate that the shewa should be read as vocalic (§I.2.5.1.). As 

remarked above, some manuscripts vocalize in this way more 

frequently than others and it is particularly common in A.  

I.2.5.7.3. Long Vowel before Two Identical Consonants 

One notable case is a shewa under the first of a pair of identical 

consonants, which was vocalic if the preceding vowel was long, 

e.g. 

L:  ּו קְקַּ֤ וּ :they licked’ (A‘ [lɔːqa̟ˈqu̟ː] לָּ קֲקַּ֤  (Kings 21.19 1 ,לָּ

                                                 
118 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
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L: ּו בְבָ֥ בֲַ :they surrounded’ (A‘ [sɔːvaˈvuː] סָּ וּסָּ בָ֥  , Josh. 6.15) 

L: ּשׁוֹטְט֞ו [ʃoːtˁɑˈtˁuː] ‘run to and fro!’ (A: ֲַט֞וּשׁוֹט , Jer. 5.1) 

L: וֹת וֹתעלֲַֹ :gleanings’ (A‘ [ʕoːlaˈloːoθ] עלְֹלָ֥ לָ֥ , Jud. 8.2) 

L: ַי חֹקְָּקִָ֥ [ħoːqa̟ˈqi̟ː] ‘one who carves’ (A: ֲָּיחֹק קִָ֥ , Isa. 22.16) 

L: ם  in your presence’ (Gen. 23.9)‘ [baθoːχaˈχɛːɛm] בְּתוֹכְכִֶׂ֖

L: ַָ֜יכֲך  he caused you to go’ (Deut. 8.2)‘ [hoːliːχaˈχɔː] הלִֹ 

The insertion of the epenthetic between the consonants was 
most likely favoured since it made the two identical consonants 
more perceptible and so ensured that they were not slurred to-
gether and contracted in the reading. The vocalic shewa, there-
fore, here has an orthoepic motivation. In a CV̄CC sequence one 
repair strategy of the overlong syllable CV̄C would have been to 
elide the consonant in the coda. This would have been easier 
where there was a sequence of two identical lexical consonants. 

If the preceding vowel was short, the shewa was silent.119 
This was due to the fact that the syllable CVC with a short vowel 
was bimoraic and not subject to any change to optimalize its 
weight, e.g. 

L:  ַהִנְנִי [hinˈniː] ‘behold me’ (Gen. 6.17) 
                                                 
119 Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §5), Saadya, Kutub al-Lugha 
(ed. Dotan 1997, 466–67). Treatise on the Shewa (ed. Levy 1936, יז-טז ). 
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L, A: דֶם  the mountains of old’ (Deut. 33.15)‘ [haʀʀ̟e̟ː] הַרְרֵי־קֶֹ֑

L, A: יִם וֹתַאֶפְרִַ֔  .the ten thousands of Efraim’ (Deut‘ [ʀi̟vˈvoːoθ] רִבְבַ֣

33.17) 

L, A: ִַוֶןח ֹ֑ קְקֵי־אָּ  [ħiqqeː] ‘decrees of iniquity’ (Isa. 10.1) 

L, A: ּה תִָּ֔  its wailing’ (Isa. 15.8)‘ [jillɔːˈθɔːɔh] יִלְלָּ

L: ּו דְדִׂ֖ וּ :and devastate!’ (A‘ [vaʃɔðˈðuː] וְשָּׁ  (Jer. 49.28 ,וְשֳׁדְדִׂ֖

Note that in the last example, A indicates the shortness of 

the vowel in the closed syllable by ḥaṭef qameṣ sign. 

In six words, however, shewa on the second of two identical 

letters after a long vowel is silent, in all of which the long vowel 

has the main stress. These are the following:120  

L, A: נְנִי א    they (m) will find me’ (Prov. 8.17)‘ [jimsˁɔːˈʔuːunniː] יִמְצָּ

L, A: נְנִי  they seek me’ (Hos. 5.15)‘ [jaʃaːħaˈrˁuːunniː] יְשַׁחֲר  

L, A: נְנִי ָ֥ בְּדָּ כֶַ֫  he honours me’ (Psa. 50.23)‘ [jaˑχabbaˈðɔːɔnniːˌ] יְ 

L, A: ַנְנִי א  נְנִיַ...ַיִֶ֭קְרָּ ֵ֗ שַׁחֲר  אַיְָ֜ ַֹ֣ נְנִיַוְל א   יִמְצָּ [jiqʀ̟ɔ̟ːˈʔuːunniː … 
jaʃaːħaˈrˁuːunniː vaˈloː jimsˁɔːˈʔuːunniː] ‘they call me … they 
seek me but do not find me’ (Prov. 1.28). 

This can be explained on metrical grounds in the same way 

as the difference between ַָּוּה עֲנָ֥ עְנוּ and שְׁמַ  מִַׂ֖ -The occur (.I.2.5.4§) שָּׁ

rence of vocalic shewa after the main accent in נְנִי א   -is not op יִמְצָּ

timal since the final syllable after the accent is extrametrical and 

unfooted and a vocalic shewa is a weak syllable that is obligato-

rily footed and metrically bound to a following strong syllable.  

                                                 
120 Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §5), the Treatise on the Shewa 

(ed. Levy, 1936, טז). 
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When the accent on a word is retracted by nesiga onto a 

long vowel before two identical consonants, A marks the shewa 

on the first consonant as vocalic by ḥaṭef pataḥ in virtually all 

cases, e.g. 

L: ז ַבַ  זְזוּ ָ֥ זֲזוּ :they took plunder’ (A‘ [bɔːzazuː ˈbaːazˈ] בָּּ ָ֥  .Isa ,בָּּ

33.23) 

L: ֹו הַב  סְסָּ ה :it drove it on’ (A‘ [noːsasɔː ˈvoːˈ] נָֹ֥ סֲסָּ  (Isa. 59.19 ,נָֹ֥

L: ְַוֹב ירַבוּוִיסָ֥ עִ   [viːˈsoːvavuː ˈʕiːiʀ]̟ ‘and they go around the city’ 
(A: ּוֹבֲבו  (Psa. 59.7 ,וִיסָ֥

L: ְַק דֶקַקוּיְחַֹ֣ צֶ   [joˈħoːqa̟qu̟ː ˈsˁɛːðɛq]̟ ‘they decree what is just’ (A: 

קֲקוּ  (Prov. 8.15 ,יְחַֹ֣

In one case that is extant in A, however, a shewa is written 

rather than a ḥaṭef pataḥ. The consonant following the retracted 

accent here is the sonorant nun: 

L: ּוֹנְנו הַּתִתְבָּ֥ ִׂ֖ בָּ  ‘you will understand it’ (A: ּוֹנְנו  (Jer. 23.20 ,תִתְבָּ֥

It is clear from the vocalization in A of the majority of ex-

amples that the retraction of the accent did not cause the shewa 

to become silent.121 As noted above (§I.2.5.4.), in the sequence of 

rules of derivation, the retraction of an accent appears to have 

taken place after the syllable structure had been established. 

With regard to ּוֹנְנו  in which A has a simple shewa ,(Jer. 23.20) תִתְבָּ֥

sign, it is likely that here too the shewa was read as vocalic, since 

the Treatise on the Shewa states that the shewa on the first of two 

                                                 
121 This is contrary to the claim of Dotan in his notes to his edition of 

Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (1967, vol. 2, 192) that the shewa was silent in all 

these cases. 
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identical letters after the vowel ḥolem was read in all cases with-

out exception as vocalic (ed. Levy 1936, יז-טז ). 

I.2.5.7.4. Long Vowel in a Prefixed Particle before 

Resh 

According to the Treatise on the Shewa published by Levy (1936), 

if resh with shewa is the first letter of a noun and is preceded by 

a prefixed grammatical particle that is vocalized with qameṣ or 

ṣere, the shewa was pronounced vocalic. The relevant passage is 

as follows (Levy 1936, יח-יז ): 

Rule concerning the resh that causes shewa to be vocalic: 

Whenever resh has shewa under it and is the second letter 

of the word, the shewa is always pronounced like pataḥ, as 

in ים אִָ֥ רְפָּ לוַּהָּ ֹ֑ יְחוֹלָּ  (Job 26.5 ‘the shades tremble’), and as in 

ים עִֹ֑ רְשָּׁ וּשׁ ,(’Psa. 1.4, etc. ‘the wicked) הָּ  Chron. 35.7 2) מֵרְכָ֥

‘from the possession of’), ׁוּש רְכָ֥  ,(’Ezra 1.6 ‘with goods) בָּּ
וֹב רְחִׂ֖ וֹת ,(’Gen. 19.2, etc. ‘in the street) בָּ רְחֹבֹ֑  ,Prov. 7.12) בָּּ

etc. ‘in the streets’), ים חִִ֔ רְמָּ  Neh. 4.15 ‘[held] onto the) בָּּ 

spears’), ים חִַ֣ רְמָּ  and other ,(’Neh. 4.10 ‘and the spears) וְהָּ

cases. Know that this rule applies only when it [i.e. resh] is 

preceded by qameṣ or ṣere [lit. two dots]. If it occurs 

without these two signs (preceding it), it is never 

pronounced like pataḥ, as in ים וֹרְדִִ֔  Jud. 9.37 ‘coming) י 

down’), ים  .Ezra 10.9, etc) בִּרְחוֹב ,(’Neh. 2.19 ‘rebelling) מֹרְדִ 

‘in the open square of’), וֹן  Esther 1.8 ‘according to the) כִרְצָ֥

will of’), לִרְצוֹן ‘for the will of’ (cf. ֹו  1) מִרְדףֹ ַ ,(Lev. 1.3 לִרְצנִֹׂ֖

Sam. 23.28, etc. ‘from pursuing’), ף  .Deut. 16.20, etc) תִרְדֹֹ֑

‘you shall pursue’). The whole of Scripture follows this 

rule. The words that I have just shown you, under which 
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the shewa is vocalic, are only nouns. Do not mix these with 

verbs and fall into error.122 

The intention of the statement that the shewa is pronounced 

as pataḥ (yuftaḥ) is that the shewa was pronounced vocalic. This 

was the default pronunciation of vocalic shewa and was the pro-

nunciation of most of the cases cited, e.g. ים עִֹ֑ רְשָּׁ  ,[hɔːʀɑ̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim] הָּ

וּשׁ  In some of the cases cited in the Treatise on .[meːʀɑ̟ˈχuːuʃ] מֵרְכָ֥

the Shewa, however, the vocalic shewa occurs before a guttural 

and so one would expect that it would have had the quality of 

the vowel after the guttural, e.g. וֹב רְחִׂ֖  In some .[vɔːʀo̟ˈħoːov] בָּ

cases in the early manuscripts, the quality of the vocalic shewa 

before the guttural is made explicitly by a ḥaṭef sign, e.g. ים טִִׂ֖ רֳהָּ  בָּּ

[bɔːʀɔ̟hɔːˈtˁiːim] (L [BHS] Gen. 30.38 ‘in the troughs’). 
The reading of the shewa as vocalic in these forms appears 

to have had a morphological motivation. It was a strategy to keep 

the morpheme boundary perceptually distinct, aligning the pros-

ody with the morphology by creating a foot boundary between 

the grammatical affix and the stem of the word: 

 hɔː. ʀɑ̟. ʃɔː. ˈʕiː. im 

 (*) (. *) (*  .) 

                                                 
שרטַאלרישַאלד̇יַיחרךַאלשוא:ַכלַרישַתחתהַשואַפאלחרףַאלת̇אניַמןַאלכלמה ַַ 122

עיםַומת̇לַמֵַ רְשָּ הָּ איםַיחוללוַ רְפָּ רְחוֹבוֹתַֿיפתחַאלשואַלעולםַמת̇לַהָּ רְחוֹבַבָּ רכושַבָּ רְכושַבָּ
נקודותַפקט.ַ שתיַ קבלהאַקמץַאוַ יכוןַ שרטהאַאןַ ואעלםַאןַ חִיםַוהרמחיםַוג̇ירהמאַ. רְמָּ בָּ
ואמאַאןַכאןַבג̇ירַהד̇יןַאלסימניןַפלאַיפתחַאבדאַמת̇לַיוֹרְדִיםַמוֹרְדִיםַברחובַכִרְצוןַ

ַהד̇אַאלשרטַכלַאלמקראַ ַעלי ַמִרְדוֹףַתִרְדוף. ַאורינאךַמןַלִרְצוֹן והד̇אַאלכלאםַאלד̇י
אלשואַיתחרךַתחתהַהואַאסמאַפקטַפלאַתכ̇לטַמעהַאלאפעאלַפתכ̇טיַאןקבלהַ . 
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In the same phonological conditions, i.e. resh preceded by 

long qameṣ or ṣere, in other contexts the shewa was generally si-

lent and the resh footed with the preceding syllable, e.g. in the 

following verbal forms (feet indicated by round brackets): 

וּ  רְדָ֥  they went down’ (Exod. 15.5)‘ [(ðuːˈ).̟(jɔː.ɔʀ)] יָּ

וּ   .they (m) will come down’ (1 Sam‘ [(ðuːˈ).̟(jeː.eʀ)] יֵרְדֵּ֨

13.12) 

ים  וֹרְדִִ֔  coming down (mpl)’ (Jud. 9.37)‘ [(ðiː.im)ˈ.̟(joː.oʀ)] י 

The statement at the end of the passage from the Treatise 

on the Shewa implies that the reading of the shewa as vocalic after 

a prefixed grammatical particle only applied to nouns, suggesting 

that in forms such as ַ ֹתמֵרְא  (Isa. 21.3 ‘from seeing’), וֹת  .Ezek) מֵרְעַ֣

34.10 ‘from feeding’), ה ַ֣  the (’Gen. 46.3 ‘from going down) מֵרְדָּ

shewa would be silent, viz. [meːeʀ̟̍ ʔoːoθ], [meːeʀ̟̍ ʕoːoθ], 
[meːeʀ̟̍ ðɔː]. In the Hebrew Masoretic treatise §11 in Baer and 

Strack’s (1879) corpus, however, it is stated that the shewa in 

תמֵרְאֹ ַ  (Isa. 21.3) and וֹת  .is read vocalic (Ezek. 34.10) מֵרְעַ֣

The strategy of reading the shewa as vocalic to mark the 

morpheme boundary only applied to cases where the particle had 

a vowel phoneme with inherent length, i.e. long qameṣ /ɔ/̄ or 

long ṣere /ē/. In such cases, the reading of an epenthetic after the 

resh would be achieved by syllabifying the resh in the onset of the 

initial syllable of the noun, e.g. ׁוּש -.mē.rχū.ʃ/ [meː/ מֵרְכָ֥
ʀɑ̟.ˈχuː.uʃ]. When the particle had a short vowel phoneme, e.g. 

 the syllabification of the resh in the onset would require ,בִּרְחוֹב

compensatory lengthening by the replication of the short pho-
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neme to fill the slot of the resh, i.e. /bir.ħō.v/ > /bii.rħō.v/. Ev-
idently, there was a constraint against this additional adjustment 

of the syllable structure. 

The Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, §20) includes 

some cases of constructions consisting of a prefixed particle with 

qameṣ or ṣere before resh as examples of the practice of the Mas-

orete Pinḥas Rosh ha-Yeshiva to use ḥatef pataḥ to indicate that 

a shewa on a non-guttural consonant was vocalic, viz.  

יםמֵרֲַ  פִידִֵ֗  ‘from Rephidim’ (L [BHS]: ים  (Exod. 19.2 ,מֵרְפִידִֵ֗

רֲַ  ההָּ  חִָּ֔ וָּ  ‘the respite’ (L [BHS]: ה חִָּ֔ רְוָּ  (Exod. 8.11 ,הָּ 

  ַ ירֲַהָּ בִיעִִׂ֖  ‘the fourth’ (L [BHS]: י רְבִיעִִׂ֖  (.Gen. 2.14, etc ,הָּ 

וּשׁ  רֲכ  וּשׁ :the property’ (L [BHS]‘ הָּ רֲכ  וּשׁהַָּ ,Num. 16.32 הָּ רְכִ֔  1 

Chron. 27.31, ַ ׁרְכוּש  (Chron. 21.17 2 הָּ

יםרֲַהַָּ  עִ  שָּׁ  ‘the bad ones’ (L [BHS]: ים עִ  רְשָּׁ  (.Exod. 9.27, etc ,הָּ

With the exception of ׁוּש רֲכ   L vocalizes all ,(Num. 16.32) הָּ

cases of resh in these constructions with a simple shewa. Even in 

Num. 16.32 the ḥaṭef pataḥ is misshapen and the pataḥ appears 

to have been added during a later revision. As one would expect, 

A marks a ḥaṭef pataḥ in many cases to indicate explicitly that the 

shewa was vocalic. The extant examples include: 

רֲַ  יתהָּ בִיעִִ֔  ‘the fourth’ (L [BHS]: ית רְבִיעִִ֔   (Kings 6.37 1 ,הָּ 

ים  סִִׂ֖ רֲכָּ ים :and the rough places’ (L [BHS]‘ וְהָּ סִִׂ֖ רְכָּ  (Isa. 40.4 וְהָּ

ים  עִִׂ֖ רֲשָּׁ ים :and the wicked’ (L [BHS]‘ וְהָּ עִִׂ֖ רְשָּׁ   (Isa. 57.20 ,וְהָּ

יםַ  עִ  רֲשָּׁ בָּּ  ‘(do not envy) the wicked’ (L [BHS]: ים עִ  רְשָּׁ  .Prov ,בָּּ

24.19) 
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ה  ִׂ֖ עָּ רֲשָּׁ ה :the evil (way)’ (L [BHS]‘ הָּ ִׂ֖ עָּ רְשָּׁ  (Ezek. 3.18 ,הָּ

יָּ ה  רֲוָּ יָּ ה :to relief’ (L [BHS]‘ לָּ רְוָּ  (Psa. 66.12 ,לָּ 

וּשׁ  רֲכִ֔ וּשׁ :the property’ (L [BHS]‘ הָּ רְכִ֔  (Chron. 27.31 1 ,הָּ

רֲכוּשׁ ַ  רְכוּשׁ ַ :the property’ (L [BHS]‘ הָּ  (Chron. 21.17 2 ,הָּ

וּשׁ  וּשׁ :from the property of’ (L [BHS]‘ מֵרֲכָ֥  (Chron. 35.7 2 ,מֵרְכָ֥

It is significant to note, however, that a proportionally 

larger number of cases of these constructions are vocalized in A 

with simple shewa. Some selected examples include: 

י  רְבִיעִֹ֑  the fourth’ (Josh. 19.17 + 20 other cases)‘ הָּ

רְבִיעִיַ    on the fourth’ (Ezek. 1.1)‘ בָּּ 

ית  רְבִיעִָ֜  the fourth’ (1 Kings 6.1, + 8 other cases)‘ הָּ

ים  עִֹ֑ רְשָּׁ  the evil ones’ (Zeph. 1.3 + 3 other cases)‘ הָּ

ים  עִ  רְשָּׁ  (Isa. 48.22 + 1 other case) לָּ

ים  עִִׂ֖  from wicked ones’ (1 Sam. 24.14 +5)‘ מֵרְשָּׁ

These include cases in which a preposition is attached to a 

verbal infinitive and so, judging by the statement in the Treatise 

on the Shewa, one would expect the shewa to be read as silent: 

וֹת   (Isa. 21.3 + five other cases) מֵרְא 

וֹת    (Ezek. 34.10) מֵרְעַ֣

It is possible that the use of simple shewa in A before many 

nominal forms is due to inconsistency of the marking of ḥaṭef 
pataḥ on non-guttural consonants. There are also a number of 

cases in A in which a vocalic shewa would have had the quality 
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of [o] before guttural with ḥolem. In such cases, there was no 

available ḥaṭef sign to represent this quality, e.g. 

ים  רְחוָֹּקִִׂ֖  the distant ones’ (Isa. 46.12, 66.19)‘ הָּ

וֹת  רְחבִֹ֔ ַ֣  and in the squares’ (Cant. 3.2)‘ וּבָּ

ב   from the square of’ (2 Sam. 21.12)‘ מֵרְחַֹ֣

Some of the Karaite transcriptions use the Arabic sukūn 

symbol to mark explicitly that a shewa is silent. It is significant 

that examples can be found in the manuscripts of the sukūn 
marked on the transcription of resh where, according to the rule 

in the Treatise on the Shewa just described, one would expect the 

shewa to be vocalic, e.g. 

 
بارࣦ  حوبوثو   [wuvɔːɔʀħ̟oːˈvoːoθ] (BL Or 2554 fol. 56v, 9 | L 

[BHS]: וֹת רְחבִֹ֔ ַ֣  (’Cant. 3.2 ‘and in the squares  וּבָּ
This indicates that in some streams of the Tiberian tradition 

the shewa was not consistently pronounced vocalic after a long 

vowel of a prefixed particle. 

I.2.5.7.5. Shewa in Inflections of Specific Verbal Roots 

A shewa on the medial radical of the verbal roots שׁגר"  ‘to drive 

out’, ל"אכ  ‘to eat’, ךבר"  ‘to bless’, דיר"  ‘to go down’, and ךהל"  ‘to 

go’ is vocalic after a long vowel in certain circumstances, accord-
ing to Ben Asher. In some of the cases where Ben Asher read the 

shewa as vocalic, Ben Naftali read it as silent. 
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In forms with shewa on the resh following a long vowel from 

the root בר"ך ‘to bless’,123 if the accent is on the bet, the shewa is 

silent. This applies to cases where the accent has been retracted 

by nesiga, e.g.  

L: ּרְכו ָ֥ וַֹוְהִתְבָּּ בָ֛  [vihiθˈbɔːɔʀχ̟uː ˈvoː] ‘they will bless themselves 

in him’ (A: ּרְכו ָ֥   (Jer. 4.2 ,וְהִתְבָּּ

L: ּרְכו ָ֥ וַֹוְיִתְבָּּ בֹ֑  [vijiθˈbɔːɔʀχ̟uː ˈvoː] ‘and may they bless them-

selves in him’ (A: ּרְכו ָ֥  (Psa. 72.17 ,וְיִתְבָּּ

L: ּרְכו ָ֥ ִׂ֖אַבָּּ נָּ  [ˈbɔːɔʀχ̟uː ˈnɔː] ‘bless!’ (A: ּרְכו ָ֥  (Chron. 29.20 1 ,בָּּ

If, however, the accent is on the kaf, the shewa after a long 

vowel is vocalic.124 The manuscript A regularly indicates the vo-

calic realization by a ḥaṭef pataḥ sign and this is frequently the 

case also in L, e.g. 

L: נִי רֲכֵָ֥  bless (ms) me!’ (Gen. 27.34)‘ [bɔːʀa̟ˈχeːniː] בָּּ

L: ה וַּיְהוֵָּ֗ רֲכָ֥ וּ :bless the Lord’ (A‘ [bɔːʀa̟ˈχuː] בָּּ רֲכָ֥  (Psa. 103.20 ,בָּּ

L: ך נִּיַנַפְשֶׁ  רֲכַָ֥ וּרַתְבָּ  in order that your soul‘ [tavɔːʀa̟ˈχaːanniː] בַּעֲבִׂ֖

blesses me’ (Gen. 27.19) 

L: ה וַּיְהוָּ  רֲכִׂ֖  bless the Lord’ (Jud. 5.2)‘ [bɔːʀa̟ˈχuː] בָּּ

                                                 

123 For this rule see Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, §21), Treatise 

on the Shewa (ed. Levy, 1936, ל-כט ). 

124 According to Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §21) the only 

exception in the Bible is the Aramaic form ת רְכִֵ֔  ,I blessed’ (Daniel 4.31)‘ בָּּ

in which the accent falls on the syllable beginning with the kaf but the 

shewa is silent. 
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The marking of ḥaṭef pataḥ is not completely regular in L 

and, moreover, many cases seem to be corrected from an original 

simple shewa sign. Other manuscripts written by the scribe of L, 

Samuel ben Jacob, mark the ḥaṭef pataḥ more regularly, such as 

the manuscript known as L17:125  

L: ּו רְכִׂ֖ רֲַ and bless’ (L17, A‘ [wuvɔːʀa̟ˈχuː] וּבָּ וּוּבָּ כִׂ֖ , 2 Sam. 21.3) 

L: ּנּו רְכִֶ֔ ַתְבָּ א ַֹ֣  do not bless him’ (L17, A‘ [θavɔːʀa̟ˈχɛːɛnnuː] ל

רֲַ נּוּתְבָּ כִֶ֔ , 2 Kings 4.29) 

The shewa was vocalic also when a secondary accent oc-

curred on the syllable beginning with the bet. This is the case, for 

example, in the following form, although it is written with a sim-

ple shewa in L:126 

L: יך רְכִֶ֔ ַ֣  and I will bless those that bless‘ [maˌvɔːʀa̟ˈχɛːχɔː] מְבָּ

you’ (Gen. 12.3) 

According to Masoretic sources,127 Ben Asher read a shewa 

on the resh in forms from the root שׁגר"  ‘to drive out’ as vocalic 

                                                 
125 The manuscript in the I Firkovitch collection labelled L17 by Yeivin 

(1968) has recently been identified by Phillips (2017) as being written 

by Samuel ben Jacob. See Phillips (2020) for a study of distribution of 

ḥaṭef pataḥ in L, L17 and other manuscripts attributed to Samuel ben 

Jacob. 

126 This is confirmed by Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, which states that יך רְַכִֶ֔ ַ֣  has‘ מְבָּ

two accents and the shewa is vocalic’ (Long version, edition in vol. 2 of 
this book, §II.L.3.2.7.). 

127 Baer and Strack (ed. 1879, §52), Kitāb al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschütz 1965, 

17). 
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when the third radical has segol before a suffix with a geminate 

nun, i.e. in the following three forms: 

L: ּנּו רְשֶָׁ֛ ַאֲגָּ א  ֹ  ’I will not drive them out‘ [ʔaʁɔːʀa̟ˈʃɛːɛnnuː] ל
(Exod. 23.29) 

L: ּנּו רְשִֶׁׂ֖  .I will drive them out’ (Exod‘ [ʔaʁɔːʀa̟ˈʃɛːɛn.nuː] אֲגָּ

23.30) 

L: ּנּו רְשִֶׁׂ֖  .and I will drive them out’ (Num‘ [ʔaʁɔːʀa̟ˈʃɛːɛn.nuː] וַאֲגָּ

22.6) 

Elsewhere Ben Asher read a shewa on the resh of forms from 

this root as silent, e.g. 

L: ּו רְשַׁ֣ vajʁɔːɔʀ̟̍] וַיְגָּ ʃuː] ‘and they drove out’ (Jud. 11.2) 

L: וּנִי ʁeːeʀ̟̍] גֵרְשַׁ֣ ʃuːniː] ‘they have driven me out’ (1 Sam. 

26.19) 

There was one exception, in which Ben Asher read the 

shewa as vocalic (indicated by ḥaṭef pataḥ in L and A): 

L, A:  ּהו רֲשֵֵׁ֗ יְגָּ ְַ֝  and he drove him out’ (Psa. 34.1)‘ [vaːjʁɔːʀa̟ˈʃeːhuːˌ] ו 

By contrast, Ben Naftali read the shewa in all forms of the 

root גר׳׳ש as silent.128 

The same applies to the root 129.אכ"ל Ben Asher read the 

shewa as vocalic in forms in which the third radical has segol 

before a suffix with geminate nun. These amount to 24 cases in 

total in the Hebrew Bible. All cases that are extant in A are 

                                                 
128 Kitāb al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschütz 1965, 17, מה,ַג). 

129 Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, §22), Treatise on the Shewa (ed. 

Levy, 1936, ל). 
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vocalized with a ḥaṭef pataḥ. In L the marking of ḥaṭef pataḥ is not 

systematic. The ḥaṭef sign is found in only 14 cases out of 24, and 

in some of these the ḥaṭef appears to be a later modification of an 

original simple shewa sign:130  

L: ה נָּּ אכֲלִֶ֔  ֹ  you shall eat it’ (Gen. 3.17)‘ [tʰoːχaːˈlɛːɛnnɔː] ת

L: ה נָּּ  he may eat it’ (Lev. 6.11)‘ [joːχaːˈlɛːɛnnɔː] יאֹכֲלִֶ֔

L: ּנּו  you may eat it’ (Num. 18.10)‘ [tʰoːχaːˈlɛːɛnnuː] תאֹכֲלֶֹ֑

L, A: ה נָּּ אכֲלֶֹ֑  ֹ  you (ms) shall eat it’ (Ezek. 4.12)‘ [tʰoːχaˈlɛːɛnnɔː] ת

Examples from L with simple shewa: 

L: ּנּו  he may eat it’ (Lev. 7.6)‘ [joːχaːˈlɛːɛnnuː] יאֹכְלֶֹ֑

L: ּנּו נּוּוְנאֹכֲַ :that we may eat him’ (A‘ [vanoːχaːˈlɛːɛnnuː] וְנאֹכְלֶַ֣ לֶַ֣ , 

2 Kings 6.28) 

L: ְַנּוּו אכְלִֶ֔ ַֹ֣ נ  [vanoːχaːˈlɛːɛnnuː] ‘that we may eat him’ (A: ֲַנּוּוְנאֹכ לֶַ֣ , 

2 Kings 6.29) 

In other contexts, Ben Asher read the shewa as silent. In L 

and the extant portions of A a simple shewa sign is regularly 

marked in such cases: 

L: ּו  you shall [not] eat’ (Deut. 14.21)‘ [θoːoχˈluː] תאֹכְלַ֣

L: וּן  you shall [not] eat’ (Num. 11.19)‘ [tʰoːoχˈluː.un] תאֹכְלִׂ֖

L, A: ּו אכְלָ֜  ֹ  and they ate’ (Jos. 5.11)‘ [vaɟɟoːoχˈluː] וַיּ

L, A:  ּו  they will eat’ (1 Kings 21.23)‘ [joːoχˈluː] יאֹכְלָ֥

                                                 
130 Cf. Phillips (2020), who notes that simple shewa is marked in these 

forms in the extant portions of other manuscripts written by Samuel ben 

Jacob, the scribe of L. 
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The sources indicate that also in the following form, where 

the lamed has segol but is not followed by a geminated nun, Ben 

Asher read the shewa as silent: 

L: ַָּיה  those (m) who eat it’ (Ecc. 5.10)‘ [ʔoːoχˈlɛːhɔː] אוֹכְלֶֹ֑

By contrast, Ben Naftali read the shewa as silent in all forms 

of the root אכ׳׳ל, including those that are followed by a suffix with 

segol and geminated nun.131 

According to Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, §25), 

when forms from the roots ד"יר  ‘to come down’ and ךהל"  ‘to go’ 
are in deḥiq constructions (§I.2.8.1.2.) and are followed by a 

word beginning with a consonant with dagesh, then a shewa on 

the medial radical is vocalic. In L all of the cases are vocalized 

with ḥaṭef pataḥ, but most of these are the result of later correc-

tions from an original simple shewa sign,132 e.g. 

L: ַ֣א ה־נָּּ רֲדָּ  I will go down’ (Gen. 18.21)‘ [ʔeːʀa̟ðɔˑ-ˈnnɔː] אֵ 

L: א הַנֵָּּ֗ לֲכָּ   let me go’ (Exod. 4.18)133‘ [ʔeːla.χɔˑ-ˈnnɔːˈ] אֵַ֣

L: א ה־נָּּ֞ לֲכָּ  let us go’ (Exod. 3.18)‘ [neːlaχɔˑ-ˈnnɔːˌ] נֵ 

In the extant portions of A and in L17 (written by the scribe 

of L) they are regularly vocalized with ḥaṭef pataḥ, e.g. 

                                                 
131 Kitāb al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschütz 1965, 17, ג). Phillips (2020) suggests 

that the frequent lack of ḥaṭef pataḥ in this verb in L where Ben Asher 

read the shewa as vocalic may reflect that the scribe of L intended the 

vocalization to reflect a tradition corresponding to that of Ben Naftali. 

132 Dotan (1967, 276), Phillips (2020). 

133 In BHS the word is vocalized ה לְכָּ  according to the vocalization of אֵַ֣

the first hand in the manuscript. 
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L, A:    ה נוּ־וְנֵלֲכָּ לָּּ   (1 Sam. 26.11) 

L, A:   ה ַ֣א־נֵלֲכָּ נָּּ  (2 Kings 6.2) 

L, A:    ַ א הַנָּּ לֲַכָּ  I shall go’ (Jer. 40.15)134‘ אֵַּ֤

L, A, L17: ם הַשִָּּׁ֔  let us go there’ (1 Sam. 9.6)‘ נֵַ֣לֲכָּ

L, A, L17: א הַנֵָּּ֗ לֲכָּ ה) ’I shall go‘ אֵַ֣ לֲכָּ  (Sam. 15.7 2 ,אֵַ֣

Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim only mentions these two verbs in this 

rule. Saadya, however, in his Kutub al-Lugha gives the general 

rule that shewa after a long vowel is always vocalic when the 

vowel two syllables after it is stressed and is preceded by dagesh 

(ed. Dotan 1997, 464–69). In addition to forms of the verb ךהל׳׳ , 

he cites the following examples: 

L: ּנו ֹ֑ הַלָּּ ירֲשָּׁ -let us take possessions for our‘ [niːʀa̟ʃɔˑ ˈllɔːnuːˈ] נִַ֣

selves’ (A: ה ירֲשָּׁ  (Psa. 83.13 ,נִַ֣

L: ּה ה־בָָּּ֜ וֹתְרָּ ה :there is left in it’ (A‘ [noːθɑrˁɔˑ-ˈbbɔːɔhˌ] נ  וֹתְרָּ  ,נ 
Ezek. 14.22) 

L: ֹו ַלּ  ה ִֽרְעָּ ָ֥ ה :trembled’ (A [his soul]‘ [jɔːʀɔ̟ʕɔˑ ˈlloːˈ] יָּ ִָֽ֥רְעָּ  .Isa ,יָּ

15.4) 

Only the first of these examples is vocalized with ḥaṭef 
pataḥ in A. Saadya also cites the following Biblical Aramaic form 

as a case that follows the rule and so has vocalic shewa after the 

long vowel. This form is not a deḥiq construction, but has a dagesh 

in a suffix: 

                                                 
134 In BHS the word is vocalized ה לְכָּ  according to the vocalization of אֵַּ֤

the first hand in the manuscript. 
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L: ְִֽך  he will deliver you’ (Dan. 6.17)‘ [jaʃeːzavinˈnɔːɔχ] יְשֵׁיזְבִנָּּ 

There are numerous other cases attested in the Hebrew Bi-

ble with the structure that according to Saadya’s formulation of 
the rule would be expected to have a vocalic shewa, although he 

does not refer to them explicitly. In all such cases, both L and A 

have a simple shewa sign, suggesting that these manuscripts re-

flect a reading with silent shewa, e.g. 

L, A:  י ה־לִָּ֥ שְׁקָּ  it has oppressed me’ (Isa. 38.14)‘ עָּ 

L, A: ַאת ֹֹ֑ הַז שְתָּ ַ֣ עָּ ‘it did that’ (Isa. 41.20) 

L, A: ֹו הַבֹּ֑ ַ֣שְׁבָּ  it breathed upon it’ (Isa. 40.7)‘  נָּ

L, A: י הַלִּ  רְבָּ ָ֥  it was pleasant to me’ (Jer. 31.26)‘  עָּ

Some Karaite transcriptions explicitly mark the shewa as si-

lent in such forms by an Arabic sukūn sign, e.g. 

وثز   عاسْثا   (BL Or 2548 fol. 50v, 7ַ| L [BHS]: את ֹֹ֑ הַז שְתָּ ַ֣  .Isa עָּ

41.20 ‘it did’) 
The manuscripts L and A sporadically mark a ḥaṭef pataḥ in 

place of shewa after a long vowel in forms that are not mentioned 

in the Masoretic sources, e.g. 

L, A: ּנּו רֲבֶ    I would approach him’ (Job 31.37)‘ אֲקָּ

L, A: וֹת ימֲרִׂ֖  columns’ (Joel 3.3)‘ וְתִ 

A: ֲַז ַ֣ דַלַתאָּ יִָּ֔  ‘the power has gone’ (L [BHS]: ְַז ַ֣ דאָּ לַתַיִָּ֔ , Deut. 32.36) 

In most cases where the shewa is vocalic in the forms cited 

in this section, one of the consonants involved is a sonorant ר /r/ 

or ל /l/. The general rule given by Saadya, however, would 
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potentially include cases where the sequence of consonants does 

not include a sonorant, and he indeed cites one such example 

from Biblical Aramaic (ְִֽך  Dan. 6.17). The consonants in יְשֵׁיזְבִנָּּ 

potential contact here, nevertheless, are still relatively weak 

(fricatives). The distribution of ḥaṭef pataḥ in A, on the other 

hand, appears to indicate that shewa was frequently read as silent 

in the context that Saadya claims would have a vocalic shewa, 

including several cases where one of the consonants is a sonorant. 

There was variation with regard to the reading of the shewa 

in these contexts in various streams of the Tiberian tradition, as 

shown, for example, by the differences between Ben Asher and 

Ben Naftali in this regard that are referred to in Kitāb al-Khilaf. 

Saadya presents a type of reading in which the shewa was more 

regularly read as vocalic than in the traditions of Ben Asher and 

Ben Naftali and the evidence reflected by the early Bible codices. 

The result of the reading of the shewa as vocalic was to 

break the contact between two consonants. This would have 

ensured that each consonant was flanked by vowels. The 

motivation for this may have been to increase the salience of the 

sonorants, which were weak consonants and vulnerable to loss or 

inadequate realization in certain circumstances. 

In many of the forms discussed above, the shewa is read as 

vocalic where the form in question contains a geminated conso-

nant in a suffix (e.g. ה נָּּ אכֲלִֶ֔  ֹ  Gen. 3.17) or a following word to ת

which the first word is bound prosodically by maqqef or deḥiq 

( ה ַ֣א־נֵלֲכָּ נָּּ  2 Kings 6.2, ה לֲכָּ אַאֵַ֣ נֵָּּ֗  Exod. 4.18). This may have induced 

a quicker reading of the syllables and so increased the potential 

weakness of the sonorants. The Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ refers to the 
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quick reading and compression of vowels in constructions with 

dagesh associated with deḥiq (see §I.2.8.1.2.). Furthermore, long 

vowels in closed syllables in words read with a quick tempo were 

particularly vulnerable to contract due to their suboptimal struc-

ture. In the Karaite transcriptions, for example, a long vowel in a 

closed syllable in a word bound by maqqef to what follows is 

sometimes transcribed without a mater lectionis, reflecting the 

shortening of the vowel, e.g. 

 .Psa הוֹד־ :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]) هذ 

111.3 ‘majesty’) 

 .Psa הוֹן־ :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]) هن 

112.3 ‘wealth’) 
This potential contraction would have been prevented by 

reading the shewa as vocalic. 

In forms with suffixes such as ה נָּּ אכֲלִֶ֔  ֹ -it could be hypothe ת

sized that the prolonged timing of the gemination resulted in a 

corresponding quickening of reading of the rest of the word.  

With regard to the rules relating to the reading of forms 

from the root בר׳׳ך, in a form without the stress before the resh 

such as נִי רֲכֵָ֥  the resh may have been weaker than (Gen. 27.34) בָּּ

in a form in which the stress is placed before the resh, such as 

רְכוּ ָ֥ וַֹוְהִתְבָּּ בָ֛  (Jer. 4.2), and this motivated a reading with vocalic 

shewa that made the sonorant resh more salient in the first type 

of form. 
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I.2.5.7.6. Eliphelehu 

In A a ḥaṭef pataḥ is written on the pe after a long vowel in the 

proper name ּהו יפֲלֵָ֜ and ‘Eliphelehu’ (Lַ‘ [vɛːʔɛˌliːfaˈleːhuː] וֶאֱלִֵּ֨
הוּ יפְלֵָ֜  Chron. 15.18). This indicates that the shewa was read 1 ,וֶאֱלִ 

as vocalic although it is preceded by a long vowel. The etymology 

of this name is not fully clear (possibly: ‘God distinguishes him’ 
-The vocalic shewa evidently reflects the interpreta .(פלה + אל >

tion of the name as a compound with a morphological division 

after the initial element אֱלִי.  

I.2.5.8. Vocalic Shewa after Short Vowel Phonemes 

A shewa in the middle of a word on a consonant without dagesh 

after a short vowel is normally silent and syllabified with the con-

sonant that precedes it, e.g., 

א   ’Mamre‘ (Gen. 13.18) [mam.ˈʀe̟ː] מַמְרִֵׂ֖
In some circumstances, however, a consonant with shewa 

after a short vowel is syllabified in the onset of the following 

syllable. In such cases, the preceding short vowel is lengthened 

in compensation. This applies to the following cases. 

I.2.5.8.1. The Definite Article 

When the definite article is attached to a word beginning with 

the sonorant consonant mem with shewa, the gemination of the 

mem expected after the article is often lost, but the mem is syllab-

ified with what follows, e.g. 

ר  מְדַבֵָּ֥  the one speaking’ (Gen. 45.12)‘ ̟[haːmaðabˈbeːeʀ] הַ 
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As can be seen, the pataḥ of the article is lengthened by 

compensation. This can be analysed as the replication of the short 

/a/ phoneme to take the place of /m/, i.e. 

 /ham.mðab.bē.r/ > /haa.mðab.bē.r/ 

This compensatory lengthening is regularly marked by a 

gaʿya sign in the manuscripts. Yeivin (1980, 257–264) refers to 

the gaʿya in his context as a ‘phonetic gaʿya’, i.e. it reflects 
lengthening for the sake of resyllabification rather than musical 

cantillation. A pataḥ in an unstressed syllable followed by shewa 

would otherwise be read as a short vowel in a closed syllable. As 

with the case of a shewa on resh after the article (§I.2.5.7.4.), here 

also the motivation for this syllabification is morphological. Plac-

ing the mem in the syllable following that of the article creates a 

prosodic division between the article and the stem of the word 

following it. The compensatory lengthening, moreover, makes 

the article bimoraic and so brings it into line with its normal 

weight in other contexts, i.e. [hVC] or [hVV]. 

This resyllabification and compensatory lengthening do not 

take place in all cases where the gemination in mem is lost after 

the article. According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the length of the word 

is a conditioning factor: 

In words containing not more than five letters the shewa is 

vocalic, as in ן ַ֣ כָּ מְס  הַהַ  תְרוּמִָּ֔  ‘he who is impoverished in 

respect to offering’ (Isa. 40.20), ר מְדַבֵָּ֥  ’the one speaking‘ הַ 
(Gen. 45.12, etc.), except for one case, namely ע ָ֥ גָּ הַזִֶׂ֖הַהַמְשׁ   

‘this madman’ (2 Kings 9.11).135  

                                                 

135 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.13.1. 
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In all such words in L a gaʿya occurs on the pataḥ after the 

he, with the exception of ע ָ֥ גָּ  In A the vocalic .(Kings 9.11 2) הַמְשׁ 

shewa in such forms with an article is represented by ḥaṭef pataḥ, 

e.g. ֲַמ ןהַ  ַ֣ כָּ ס   (Isa. 40.20), ֲַמ רהַ  דַבֵַּּ֤  (2 Sam. 14.10), but in ע ָ֥ גָּ  2) הַמְשׁ 

Kings 9.11) simple shewa is marked, reflecting the fact that it was 

read as silent. 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ was referring to cases where the article is 

not preceded by a prefixed preposition. There are more excep-

tions among forms that have such prepositions before the article, 

e.g. 

L, A: ד ֹ֑  in the stronghold’ (1 Chron. 11.7)‘ בַּמְצָּ

L, A: ַַדל מְצַ   ‘to the stronghold’ (1 Chron. 12.9) 

L, A: ַַח  to the choirmaster’ (Psa. 4.1, and passim)‘ לַמְנַצֵָ֥

L, A: י  for destiny’ (Isa. 65.11)‘ לַמְנִָ֥

As in ע ָ֥ גָּ  the shewa in these words without gaʿya was ,הַמְשׁ 

silent. The passage in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ continues: 

As for words beginning with he and mem that have more 

than five letters, … when the accent is on the fourth letter, 

the shewa is vocalic, for example, ים מְחַכִַ֣  ’those who wait‘ הַ 
(Job 3.21), ים מְנַדִִׂ֖  those who remove’ (Amos 6.3), and the‘ הַ 

like.136 

Again A has ḥaṭef pataḥ in the cited words ( מֲַ יםהַ  חַכִַ֣ מֲַ , יםהַ  נַדִִׂ֖ ). 

In the medieval manuscripts words fitting the description in this 

passage have gaʿya and vocalic shewa (indicated by ḥaṭef pataḥ in 

the extant sections of A), with only a few exceptions, e.g. ַ דֶת   הַמְיַלֶּ 

                                                 
136 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.13.1. 
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‘the midwife’ (Gen. 35.17) and, if the vowel letter is ignored, 

רהַַ מְשׁוֹרִֵ֔  ‘the singer’ (L and A, 1 Chron. 6.18), which do not have 

gaʿya and so the shewa was silent. 

With regard to longer words, Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ states the fol-

lowing: 

As for words beginning with he and mem that have more 

than five letters, the rule concerning these is that if the 

accent is on the fifth letter or later, the shewa is silent, for 

example ַ מְדַבְּרִים ים ,those who speak’ (Exod. 6.27)‘ הַ  רֲרִִׂ֖ מְאָּ  הַ 

‘those that curse’ (Num. 5.19), apart from some exceptions 

that deviate from this rule, for example ים מְבַקְשִִׁׂ֖  those‘ הַ 

who seek’ (Exod. 4.19, etc.).137 

In a form such as ַ מְדַבְּרִים  the gaʿya reflects the lengthening הַ 

of the pataḥ after the he but the shewa on the mem is silent. The 

key factor that conditions the reading of the shewa as silent 

emerges more clearly from Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, 

§14), where a more detailed list of forms with silent shewa on the 

mem is given. The full list of these forms with silent shewa is as 

follows:138 

L: ַ מְדַבְּרִים  those who speak’ (Exod. 6.27)‘ [haˑmðabbaˈʀi̟ːimˌ] הַ 

L: ַַ מְיַלְּדתֹ  הַ  [ˌhaˑmjallaˈðoːoθ] ‘the midwives’ (Exod. 1.17) 

L, A: וֹת מְזַמְּרַ֣  ,the snuffers’ (2 Kings 25.14)‘ [haˑmzammaˈʀo̟ːoθˌ] הַ 

וֹת מְזַמְּרָ֜  (Jer. 52.18) הַ 

                                                 
137 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.13.1. 

138 A similar list is cited in the treatise on the shewa (ed. Levy 1936, כט). 
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L, A: ים מְקַטְרִַ֣  those who burn incense’ (2‘ [haˑmqɑ̟ttˁɑˈʀi̟ːimˌ] הַ 
Kings 23.5) 

L:  ים לְלִִׂ֖ מְהַ  ים those who praise’ (A‘ [vaˌhaˑmhaːlaˈliːim] וְהַ  מְהַלֲלִִׂ֖  ,וְהַ 
2 Chron. 23.12) 

L, A: ים מְבַשְּׁלִִ֔  those who cook’ (Ezek. 46.24)‘ [haˑmvaʃʃaˈliːimˌ] הַ 

L, A: וֹת מְשַחֲקִׂ֖  .the ones (fpl) playing’ (1 Sam‘ [haˑmsaːħaˈqo̟ːoθˌ] הַ 

18.7) 

L, A:  ַל לָּּ מְח   the one profaned’ (Ezek. 36.23)‘ [haˑmħulˈlɔːɔlˌ] הַ 

L, A: וֹת מְבַשְרֵ֗  .those who bear tidings’ (Psa‘ [haˑmvassaˈʀo̟ːoθˌ] הַ ָ֜

68.12) 

L: ים מְעַשְרִִ֔  .those who collect tithes’ (Neh‘ [haˑmʕassaˈʀi̟ːimˌ] הַ 

10.38) 

L: ים רֲרִִׂ֖ מְאָּ  those that curse’ (Num. 5.19)‘ [haˑmʔɔːʀa̟ˈʀi̟ːimˌ] הַ 

L: ים מְשׁרְֹרִֹ֑  the singers’ (Ezra 2.41)‘ [haˑmʃoːʀa̟ˈʀi̟ːimˌ] הַ 

L, A: ים מְצַפְצְפִִׂ֖  those who chirp’ (Isa. 8.19)‘ [haˑmsˁɑfsˁɑˈfiːimˌ] הַ 

L, A: ים מְיַשְּׁרִֵ֗  .those who make straight’ (Prov‘ [haˑmjaʃʃaˈʀi̟ːimˌ] הַ ָ֜

9.15) 

L, A: ה ֞ קָּ שָּּׁ מְע   the oppressed’ (Isa. 23.12)‘ [haˑmʕuʃʃɔːˈqɔ̟ːˌ] הַ 

L, A: ים מְקַבְּרִִ֔  those who bury’ (Ezek. 39.15)‘ [haˑmqa̟bbaˈʀi̟ːimˌ] הַ 

L: ים  those who move’ (Ecc. 4.15)‘ [haˑmhallaˈχiːimˌ] הַמְהַלְּכִִׂ֖

L, A: ַַ מְקַטְרוֹת  הַ  [ˌhaˑmqɑ̟ttˁɑˈʀo̟ːoθ] ‘(altars) for burning incense’ 
(2 Chron. 30.14) 

As can be seen, A, in the portions that are extant, always 

marks the mem with a simple shewa sign. 
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The vast majority of the forms in this list have the syllable 

structure that is associated with the so-called minor gaʿya. This is 

a musical secondary stress that occurs predominantly in words 

with disjunctive accents on a short vowel in a closed syllable. It 

occurs predominantly on a syllable that is separated from the 

stressed syllable by another closed syllable, which in turn is fol-

lowed by vocal shewa or by an open syllable followed by a ḥaṭef 
with an identical quality. These syllabic patterns may be repre-

sented thus: ִִַ֔תְפַלְפְל יםמִ  ים , תְקַטְלִִ֔ תְפַעֲלִִַ֔ and מִ  יםמִ  . Examples of each of 

these are: 

ית  כַרְמְלִ   .the woman of Carmel’ (1 Sam‘ [haˑkkʰaʀm̟aˈliːiθˌ] הַ 

27.3) 

ה  ִׂ֖ תְחַכְמָּ  let us deal wisely’ (Exod. 1.10)‘ [niˑθħakkʰaˈmɔːˌ] נִ 

מַּחֲנִֶׂ֖ה   the camp’ (Gen. 50.9)‘ [haˑmmaːħaˈnɛːˌ] הַ 

ים  שְׁתַחֲוִִׂ֖  ’prostrating (mpl) themselves‘ [miˑʃtʰaːħaˈviːimˌ] מִ 
(Gen. 37.9).139  

There is evidence that the duration of the vowel lengthened 

by minor gaʿya was less than that of a long vowel in an open 

syllable or of a vowel in a syllable with the main stress (§I.2.8.2.). 

It appears not to have been fully bimoraic and did not induce the 

insertion of an epenthetic vowel or resyllabification of the 

consonant in the coda with the next syllable. For this reason, the 

vowel is transcribed with the IPA symbol for half-long [CVˑC].  
                                                 
139 Yeivin (1980, 244–245). For more details concerning the minor gaʿya 

see §I.2.8.2.2. 
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Minor gaʿya also occurs less consistently on a range of other 

closely related structures, e.g. 

ית  כְנַעֲנִֹ֑ תְפַעֲלִִַ֔ with vocalic shewa additional to the) הַ  יםמִ   pat-

tern) ‘the Canaanite woman’ (1 Chron. 2.3) 

וּ  חֲמִׂ֖ לָּּ  (with a vowel of different quality before the ḥaṭef) וַיִּ 
‘and they fought’ (Josh. 10.36) 

It very rarely occurs on a syllable that is separated from the 

accent by only one syllable, e.g. 

שֶׁרַ   א־קֶ  מְצָּ  .a conspiracy is found’ (Jer. 11.9)‘ נִ 

Most of the cases where the shewa on the mem is silent after 

the gaʿya that are cited in Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim have the syllabic 

patterns that are suitable for minor gaʿya, e.g. ים מְצַפְצְפִִׂ֖ -haˑmˌ] הַ 

sˁɑfsˁɑˈfiːim] ‘those who chirp’ (Isa. 8.19), ַ מְדַבְּרִים -haˑmðabˌ] הַ 

baˈʀi̟ːim] ‘those who speak’ (Exod. 6.27) and as וֹת מְשַחֲקִׂ֖ -haˑmˌ] הַ 

saːħaˈqo̟ːoθ] ‘the ones (fpl) playing’ (1 Sam. 18.7). In such cases, 

therefore, it can be assumed that the gaʿya is the musical minor 

gaʿya. The reading with musical minor gaʿya in such forms evi-

dently outranked the morphologically motivated syllabification 

that conditioned the reading of the shewa as vocalic. 

Two of the forms cited by Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim as cases with 

silent shewa under the mem have conjunctive accents, viz. וֹת מְזַמְּרַ֣  הַ 

(L and A) ‘the snuffers’ (2 Kings 25.14), ים מְקַטְרִַ֣  those‘ (L and A) הַ 

who burn incense’ (2 Kings 23.5). As remarked, minor gaʿya does 

not commonly occur on forms with conjunctive accents and so 

they must be considered to be not fully optimal for it. Some of 

the cited forms, moreover, have syllable structures that are not 

fully optimal for minor gaʿya, e.g. ים רֲרִִׂ֖ מְאָּ  ’those that curse‘ (L) הַ 
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(Num. 5.19), ים מְשׁרְֹרִֹ֑  the singers’ (Ezra 2.41), in which the‘ (L) הַ 

vowel in the second open syllable is not of the same quality as 

the following vocalic shewa. Two of the cited cases have a syllable 

structure that deviates more radically from the one that is opti-

mal for minor gaʿya, viz. the puʿal participles ה ֞ קָּ שָּּׁ מְע   (L and A) הַ 

‘the oppressed’ (Isa. 23.12) and  ַל לָּּ מְח  -the one pro‘ (L and A) הַ 

faned’ (L and A, Ezek. 36.23). By contrast, the puʿal participle 

ַהַַ  שׁ  דָּ מְק   ‘the consecrated’ (A ַ ׁש דָּ מֲק  -Ezek. 48.11), which is identi ,הַ 

cal in syllable structure to  ַל לָּּ מְח   .has a vocalic shewa ,הַ 

Forms cited by Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim as cases that have vo-

calic shewa include a construction with a disjunctive accent that 

has the main accent on the fifth letter but has a syllable structure 

that is not optimal for minor gaʿya, viz. ים מְבַקְשִִׁׂ֖  those who‘ (L) הַ 

seek’ (Exod. 4.19), in which the shewa on the qof is silent. An 

analogous case is ים מְמַלְאִִׂ֖ ים and those who fill’ (A‘ (L) וְהַ  מֲמַלְאִִׂ֖  ,וְהַ 
Isa. 65.11). The cited forms with vocalic shewa, confirmed by the 

occurrence of ḥaṭef pataḥ in the extant portions of A, include also 

cases that have a syllable structure optimal for minor gaʿya but 

have a conjunctive accent, which is not optimal for minor gaʿya, 

e.g. 

L: ים מְדַבְּרִַ֣ מֲַ :those who speak’ (A‘ הַ  יםהַ  דַבְּרִַ֣  2 Chron. 33.18) 

L:  ַַיםה מְשַׁלְּחִַּ֤  ‘those that send’ (A:  ַַיםמֲַה שַׁלְּחִַּ֤  2 Chron. 32.31) 

L, A: ים מֲתַעֲבִַ֣  the ones abhorring’ (Mic. 3.9)‘ הַ 

Also cited is ים עִ  מְצרָֹּ מֲַ the lepers’ (A‘ (L) הַ  יםהַ  עִ  צרָֹּ , 2 Kings 

7.8), which has a conjunctive accent and a syllable structure that 

is not optimal for minor gaʿya. The list of forms with vocalic 

shewa includes מְלקקים  those who lap’. A version of the rule‘ הַ 



378 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

specifies ַוחברו ַבידם  which indicates that the two ,המלקקים

occurrences of this word in Jud. 7, (verses 6 and 7) are 

intended.140 In L and also L17, written by Samuel ben Jacob, the 

scribe of L (Phillips 2020), marks a ḥaṭef pataḥ on both 

occurrences, but A marks ḥaṭef pataḥ only on the form in Jud. 

7.7: 

L, L17  ים מֲלַקְָּקִַּ֤ מְַ A) הַ  יםלַקֲָּהַ  קִַּ֤ , Jud. 7.6) 

L, L17, A: ַ מֲלַקְקִים  (Jud. 7.7) הַ 

In Jud. 7.6 the form has a conjunctive accent and in Jud. 

7.7 a disjunctive. It has a syllable structure that is suitable for 

minor gaʿya but has vocalic shewa even when it has a disjunctive 

accent. It is not clear why A vocalizes the form in Jud. 7.6 with 

a simple shewa sign.  

A similar case is the following pair: 

L: ְַמ יםהַ  רַגְלִַּ֤  ‘those who spy’ (A: ים מֲרַגְלִַּ֤  (Josh. 6.22 ,הַ 

L: ְַמ יםהַ  רַגְלִֵ֗  (A ים מֲרַגְלִֵ֗  (Josh. 6.23 ,הַ 

These both have a structure optimal for minor gaʿya but the 

shewa is vocalic in both occurrences even though the second oc-

currence (Josh. 6.23) has a disjunctive accent. 

In conclusion, there is no absolute rule or consistency re-

lating to places where the shewa under the mem was read as si-

lent. The somewhat arbitrary distribution of forms with silent 

shewa was fixed in particular streams of the Tiberian tradition. 

The gaʿya on such forms should be identified as a musical minor 

                                                 
140 The Treatise on the Shewa in the Genizah manuscript CUL Or 

1080.13.3.2, fol. 2r; cf. Yeivin (1968, 27). 
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gaʿya, since the majority of forms have a structure that is optimal 

for minor gaʿya. The minor gaʿya was a secondary accent and so 

the short vowel was lengthened by stress rather than by the aug-

mentation of the syllable at an underlying level. For this reason, 

the shewa was silent. The underlying syllabic structures of ר מְדַבֵָּ֥    הַ 

‘the one speaking’ (Gen. 45.12) and ַ מְדַבְּרִים  ’those who speak‘ הַ 
(Exod. 6.27) can be represented thus: 

 /haa.mðab.bē.r/ [haːmaðabˈbeːeʀ]̟ 

 /ham.ðab.brī.m/ [ˌhaˑmðabbaˈʀi̟ːim] 

Some words beginning with the article + mem with shewa 

 that consist of more than five letters and are stressed on the (הַמְַ)

fifth letter or later are not marked with a gaʿya in the manu-

scripts, suggesting that the pataḥ was pronounced short and the 

shewa was silent, e.g.  

L: ַַרוֹתַ֒ה שָּּׁ מְק   [hamqu̟ʃʃɔːˈʀo̟ːoθ] ‘the ones bound’ (Gen. 30.41) 

L: ים מִִ֔ דָּ  those dyed red’ (Exod. 39.34)‘ [hamʔɔddɔːˈmiːim] הַמְאָּ

L: ים רְרִַּ֤  the cursing’ (Num. 5.22)‘ [hamʔɔːʀa̟ˈʀi̟ːim] הַמְאָּ

L: ה שִָּ֔ רָּ  the betrothed one’ (Deut. 22.25)‘ [hamˌʔoːʀɔ̟ːˈʃɔː] הַמְאַֹ֣

According to Kitāb al-Khilaf, there were differences be-

tween Ben Asher and Ben Naftali regarding the reading of words 

beginning with ְַהַמ with minor gaʿya. In Exod. 6.27, for example, 

it is reported that Ben Asher read הַמדברים without minor gaʿya 

whereas Ben Naftali read this מדברים -with minor gaʿya (ed. Lip הַ 

schütz 1965, י). In this case, L corresponds to the reading of Ben 

Naftali (ַ מְדַבְּרִים  the ones who speak’). Ben Asher read the shewa‘ הַ 

on the mem in the word ים מְרַגְלִַּ֤  in Josh. 6.22 and Josh. 6.23 as הַ 
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vocalic, but Ben Naftali regularly read it as silent (ed. Lipschütz 

 .(כד ,20 ,1965

When the pataḥ of the article before ְַמ has gaʿya, the Karaite 

Arabic transcriptions generally represent it as long by transcrib-

ing it with mater lectionis ʾalif, e.g. 

 
 BL Or 2549 fol. 82r, 7 | L) [haːmazimmɔːˈθɔː] ه۟امۖزۚم۠اث۠اࣦ 

[BHS]: ַ ה תָּ מְזִמָּּ  ה ַ A ,הַ  תָּ מֲזִמָּּ   (’Jer. 11.15 ‘the wickedness ,הַ 

يم  مۖب۟قۖشۚ  haːmavaq̟̍] ه۟ا  ʃiːim] (BL Or 2544, fol. 111v, 12 | L 

[BHS]: ים מְבַקְשִִׁׂ֖  (’Exod. 4.19 ‘those who seek הַ 

 BL Or 2542, fol. 43v, 6 | L) [haˑmjallaˈðoːoθˌ] هاميلذوث 

[BHS]: ַ מְיַלְּדתֹ   (’Exod. 1.17 ‘these, who help to give birth הַ 
In the manuscript BL Or 2555, a vocalic shewa is explicitly 

marked with a pataḥ sign and so forms with vocalic and silent 

shewa are distinguished. This corresponds to the distribution of 

vocalic and silent shewa discussed above, e.g. 

اشلࣦ۠ شۣࣦه۟امࣦ۟   [haːmaʃulˈlɔːɔʃ] (BL Or 2555 fol. 29r, 3 | L [BHS]: 

שׁ לִָּּ֔ מְשׁ   phonetic gaʿya and vocalic shewa, Ecc. 4.12 ‘the הַ 

threefold’)  

 
خۚيمه۟امۖهلࣦ   [ˌhaˑmhallaˈχiːim] (BL Or 2555 fol. 33r, 3 | L 

[BHS]: ים מְהַלְּכִִׂ֖  minor gaʿya and silent shewa, Ecc. 4.15 הַ 

‘those who move’) 
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It is significant that in some manuscripts a phonetic gaʿya 

on ְַהַמ is neither marked in the manuscript nor represented in the 

transcription where it occurs in L and A, e.g. 

 
مۖه۟لٟيۛحࣦۖهࣦ۟   [hamhalˈleːeχ] (BL Or 2551 fol. 78v, 6 | L [BHS]: 

ךְ מְהַלֵֵּ֗ ךְ A ,הַ ְ֝ מֲהַלֵֵּ֗  (’Psa. 104.3 ‘he who walks ,הַ ְ֝

لۛ ࣦ  ۟ يحࣦ۟ه۟مۖس   [hamʃalˈleːaχ] (BL Or 2551 fol. 81v, 3 | L [BHS]: 

חַַ מְשַׁלֵַּ֣ חַַ A ,הַ  מֲשַׁלֵַּ֣  (’Psa. 104.10 ‘he who sends ,הַ 
This evidently reflects other variant streams of the Tiberian 

tradition in which the shewa was pronounced silent without 

lengthening of the pataḥ in these forms. Further evidence for this 

can be found in manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization that 

reflect a reading that has converged very closely with the 

Tiberian tradition. Of particular relevance is the manuscript I 

Firkovitch Evr. I B 3, containing the Latter Prophets, which 

distinguishes length of vowels in closed syllables by means of the 

compound Babylonian sign system (§I.2.5.1.).141 Where L and A 

have gaʿya on the pataḥ of the definite article, the pataḥ in I 

Firkovitch Evr. I B  3 is sometimes represented as long. In several 

cases, however, the pataḥ is represented as short (Yeivin 1985, 

413), e.g. 

מלְאֵָההֲ   [hamleːʔˈɔː] ‘the one full’ (L: ה ָ֥ מְלֵאָּ ה :A ,הַ  ָ֥ מֲלֵאָּ  Amos ,הַ 

2.13) 

                                                 
141 Named the Codex Babylonicus Petropolitanus in the facsimile edition 

by Strack (1876). 
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יִםשׁהֲמְבֲקְ   [hamvaq̟̍ ʃiːim] ‘those who seek’ (L: ים מְבַקְשִָׁ֥  :A ,הַ 

ים מֲבַקְשִָׁ֥  (Jer. 11.21 ,הַ 

 :the ones abhorring’ (L, A‘ [hamθaːʕaˈviːim] הֲמתְעַבֲיִם 

ים מֲתַעֲבִַ֣  (Mic. 3.9 ,הַ 

Such manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, the Kara-

ite transcriptions and the lists of differences between Ben Asher 

and Ben Naftali provide evidence of degrees of variation in the 

Tiberian tradition both within the Tiberian school and outside of 

the inner circles of the Tiberian Masoretic school. The variation 

relating to the particular feature in question appears to have been 

arbitrary. Also within the inner Tiberian tradition, as we have 

seen, there was some degree of arbitrariness in the distribution 

of the vocalic and silent shewa in this feature. A particular distri-

bution containing some apparently arbitrary inconsistency (e.g. 

the silent shewa in ָ֥ע גָּ -Kings 9.11) became fixed in the tra 2 הַמְשׁ 

dition.  

The gemination of a mem with shewa after the definite arti-

cle is retained in numerous cases, e.g.  

ים  כִִ֔  the kings’ (Gen. 36.31)‘ הַמְּלָּ

ת   the doorposts’ (Exod. 12.7)‘ הַמְּזוּזִֹׂ֖

ה ַ   the lampstand’ (Exod. 25.31)‘ הַמְּנוֹרָּ

ע  ִ֔  the leper’ (Lev. 14.2)‘ הַמְּצרָֹּ

The vocalization of the definite article exhibits different 

patterns before other consonants that have a tendency to lose 

gemination when vocalized with shewa, i.e. the sonorants nun, 

yod, lamed, the sibilants and qof.  
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Gemination is occasionally lost in nun and the pataḥ is 

marked with gaʿya, e.g. 

L: וֹת נְשַׁמָּ֥  and the desolated ones’ (A‘ [vahaːnaʃamˈmoːoθ] וְהַ 

נֲַ וֹתוְהַ  שַׁמָּ֥  Ezek. 36.35) 

The vocalization with ḥaṭef pataḥ in A demonstrates that 

the shewa was vocalic.  

The lengthening of the pataḥ in such cases is represented 

by mater lectionis ʾalif in the Karaite transcriptions, even when a 

gaʿya sign is not marked in the transcription manuscript, e.g. 

 BL Or 2549 fol. 106v, 15 | L) [haːnaʃamˈmoːoθ] ه۟انۖش۟مّوۢث 

[BHS]: וֹת נְשַׁמֵּ֗ נֲַ A ,הַ  וֹתהַ  שַׁמֵּ֗ , Jer. 33.10 ‘those that are deso-

late’) 
In יִם שְׁתִַ֔ נְח   with bronze fetters’ (Jud. 16.21) both L and A‘ בַּ 

have simple shewa, so the reading of the shewa is not clear. In 

many cases the gemination is retained, e.g. 

יםהַַ  רִִ֔ נְּעָּ  ‘the young men’ (Gen. 14.24) 

יםהַַ  נְּפִלִ֞  ‘the Nephilim’ (Gen. 6.4) 

Gemination is sometimes lost in yod, but the shewa is silent 

and there is no compensatory lengthening, e.g. 

ים  דִֵּ֕  the children’ (Gen. 33.5)‘ הַיְלָּ

הַיְבוּסִיַ ַ  ‘the Jebusite’ (Josh. 15.8, etc.) 

ים  רִֹ֑  for the upright’ (Psa. 112.4)‘ לַיְשָּׁ

ה  ַ֣  on the curtain’ (Exod. 26.5)‘ בַּיְרִיעָּ

In several places the gemination is retained, e.g. 
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ים   the wild goats’ (1 Sam. 24.3)‘ הַיְּעֵלִ 

הַיְּהוּדִים ַַ  ‘the Jews’ (2 Kings 25.25) 

ים  נִֹ֑  the Greeks’ (Joel 4.6)‘ הַיְּוָּ

Lamed loses gemination after the definite article in the fre-

quent phrase הַלְוִיִִּׂ֖ם ‘the Levites’ (Exod. 6.25, etc.) without com-

pensatory lengthening. Elsewhere the lamed is geminated, e.g. 

ה   the frankincense’ (Lev. 6.8)‘ הַלְּבנִָֹּ֔

וֹן  נֹ֑  Lebanon’ (Josh. 9.1)‘ הַלְּבָּ

The sibilants generally have gemination after the article. It 

is lost in a few words. In some such cases, the shewa is vocalic 

and there is compensatory lengthening, e.g. 

L: ה ִׂ֖ רָּ סְעָּ סֳַ by the whirlwind’ (A‘ [baːsɔʕɔːˈʀɔ̟ː] בַּ  הבַּ  ִׂ֖ רָּ עָּ  2 Kings 

2.1, 11) 

L: ים שְׁפַנִּ  שֲַׁ for the badgers’ (A‘ [laːʃafanˈniːim] לַ  יםלַ  פַנִּ   Psa. 

104.18) 

L: ְַיִםו שְׁפַתֵַ֗ הַ   [vahaːʃafatˈtʰiːim] ‘and the hooks’ (A יִם שֲׁפַתֵַ֗  ,וְהַ 
Ezek. 40.43) 

In other cases the shewa is silent and there is no 

compensatory lengthening, e.g. 

L, A: ים  the frames’ (1 Kings 7.28)‘ הַשְׁלַבִּ 

L: ים יםהַזְַ :the elders’ (A‘ הַזְקֵנִַּ֤ קֵנִַּ֤  1 Kings. 21.8) 

L:  ת  in the swelling’ (Lev. 13.10)‘ בַּשְאֵ 

As for the word ‘the frogs’ (Exod. 8.9, etc.), a surviving 

fragment of A of Exod. 8.9 has a ḥaṭef pataḥ under the ṣade of this 
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word ( צֲַ יםהַ  פַרְדְעִִ֔ ), indicating that the shewa was vocalic despite 

the fact that its structure is appropriate for minor gaʿya. 

Qof generally retains gemination, e.g. 

ה ָ֛  the harlot’ (Gen. 38.21)‘ הַקְּדֵשָּׁ

ים שִִׁׂ֖  the boards’ (Exod. 26.15)‘ הַקְּרָּ

There are a few exceptions, e.g. 

L: ים ים the small ones’ (A‘ הַקְטַנִֹּ֑  (Isa. 36.9 הַקְטַנִֹּ֑

L, A: ב  in the battle’ (2 Sam. 17.11)‘ בַּקְרָּ 

L, A: ב ֹ֑  .for the battle’ (Psa. 144.1)‘ לַקְרָּ

I.2.5.8.2. Interrogative He

When interrogative he is prefixed to a word beginning with a let-

ter with shewa, the interrogative he is often vocalized with pataḥ 

and the shewa is silent, e.g. 

הַמְעַט ַַ [hamˈʕɑːɑtˁ] ‘Is it a small matter?’ (Gen. 30.15) 

ַהַזֶָ֛ההַַַ יִת ַהַבַּ  ה יָּ  ַהָּ ים רִצִֵ֗ ַפָּ ת רַַ֣ מְעָּ [hamʕɔːˈʀa̟ːaθ] ‘Has this house 

become a den of robbers?’ (Jer. 7.11) 

נוּ הַאֶת־אֲחוֹתֵ  הַיַעֲשִֶׂ֖  Should he treat our sister‘ [haχzoːˈnɔː] הַכְזוֹנֵָּּ֕

as a harlot?’ (Gen. 34.31) 

רהַַ הַאֹמִֵ֔ ַ֣ ַאַתָּ נִי  רְגֵ  לְהָּ  [halhɔʀ̟̍ ʁeːniː] ‘Do you intend to kill me?’ 
(Exod. 2.14) 

נוּ ִׂ֖ םַלָּ אתֶָ֥ נוַּקְרָּ רְשֵֵּׁ֕ haljɔʀ̟̍] הַלְיָּ ʃeːnuː] ‘Have you invited us here 

to impoverish us?’ (Jud. 14.15) 

ע ֹ֑ וֹהַַתִשְׁמָּ וֹדַאֱלַ֣ -Have you listened to the coun‘ [havˈsoːoð] הַבְסַ֣

cil of God?’ (Job 15.8) 
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וֹט  לַיִשְׁפ  פֶַ֣ דַעֲרָּ  Can he judge through the deep‘ [havˈʕaːað] הַבְעִַׂ֖

darkness?’ (Job 22.13) 

On some occasions, a phonetic gaʿya is marked on the pataḥ 

and the shewa is read as vocalic. One such case is listed in §14 of 

Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim: 

L: נִי אתִַׂ֖ מְצָּ נִימֲַהַַ  have you found me?’ (A‘ [haːmasˁɔːˈθaːniː] הַ  אתִַׂ֖ צָּ  

1 Kings 21.20) 

As is the case with the phonetic gaʿya on the definite article, 

the purpose of this is likely to be to create a syllabic division 

between the interrogative particle and the following word in or-

der to mark a clear morphological division. When the initial con-

sonant of the word is syllabified in the onset of the following 

syllable, the pataḥ is lengthened by compensation: 

/ham.sˁɔ.̄θɔ.̄nī/ > /haa.msˁɔ.̄θɔ.̄nī/ [haː.ma.sˁɔː.ˈθaː.niː]. 
In the extant portions of A, the vocalic reading of the shewa 

is made explicit by a ḥatef sign. Further examples: 

L:  ַהַאֲנִי מְכַסֶַּ֤  Shall I hide?’ (Gen. 18.17)‘ [haːmaχaˈsɛː] הַ 

L: ת הַאַחַַּ֤ כָּ  בְרָּ  one blessing?’ (Gen. 27.38)‘ [haːvaʀɔ̟ːˈχɔː] הַ 

L: ַּ֤ה נְקַלָּּ נֲַ :Is it a little thing?’ (A‘ [haːnaqa̟lˈlɔː] הַ  ההַ  ַּ֤ קַלָּּ  1 Sam. 

18.23) 

L: ַ ַשְׁכַחְתֶם הַ  [haːʃaχaħˈtˁɛːɛm] ‘Have you forgotten?’ (A: 

שֲַׁ כַחְתֶםַ הַ   Jer. 44.9) 

L: תְקַשֵּׁר תֲַ :Can you bind?’ (A‘ [haːθaqa̟ʃˈʃeːerˁ] הַ ֶ֭ קַשֵּׁרהַ ֶ֭  Job 

38.31) 
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L: תְשַׁלַַּ֣ח תֲַ :Can you send forth?’ (A‘ [haːθaʃalˈlaːaħ] הַ  חהַ  שַׁלַַּ֣  Job 

38.35) 

L: ַתְמַלֵַּ֣א הַ  [haːθamalˈleː] ‘Can you fill?’ (A: ֲַת מַלֵַּ֣אהַ   Job 40.31) 

In a few cases where gaʿya is marked on interrogative he 

both L and A have a simple shewa on the following consonant: 

L, A: ֹ֑י מִיםַיִזְנַָ֥ח׀ַאֲדנָֹּ לְעוֹלָּ  Will the Lord spurn forever?’ (Psa. 77.8)‘ הַ ֶ֭

L, A: ֹו תְשַחֶק־בֶּ֭  Will you play with him?’ (Job 40.29)‘ הַ 

In the first case, the lack of a ḥaṭef in A is most likely due 

to the fact that there was no suitable ḥaṭef to represented the 

short [o] quality of the shewa before the guttural: [haːlo-

ʕoːlɔːˈmiːim].  

The lengthening of the pataḥ of the interrogative particle is 

reflected by mater lectionis ʾalif in the Karaite Arabic transcrip-

tions, e.g. 

يرهࣦۚ۟  ۛ اثۖق۟س   [haːθaqa̟ʃˈʃeːeʀ]̟ (BL Or 2552 fol. 81r, 15 | L [BHS]: 

תְקַשֵּׁר תֲַ A ,הַ ֶ֭ קַשֵּׁרהַ ֶ֭ , Job. 38.31 ‘will you bind?’) 

 :BL Or 2552 fol. 85r, 9 | L [BHS]) [haːθamalˈleː] ه۟اثۖم۟لۛ ي 

תְמַלֵַּ֣א תֲַ A ,הַ  מַלֵַּ֣אהַ  , Job. 40.31 ‘will you fill?’) 

اح۟ق  وࣦۢبࣦۚ-ه۟اثۖس ۟  [haːθasaːħɛq-ˈboː] (BL Or 2552 fol. 84v, 11 | L 

[BHS], A ֹו תְשַחֶק־בֶּ֭  (’?Job. 40.29 ‘will you play with him ,הַ 
The early Tiberian biblical codices exhibit some degree of 

variation, e.g. 
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L: ַַַיִתַהַזֶָ֛הה הַהַבַּ  יָּ  יםַהָּ רִצִֵ֗ תַפָּ רַַ֣ מְעָּ without gaʿya [hamʕɔːˈʀa̟ːaθ] ‘Has 

this house become a den of robbers?’ (A  ַַתמֳַה רַַ֣ עָּ  [haːmɔ-

ʕɔːˈʀa̟ːaθ], Jer. 7.11) 

Some variation is found also in the Tiberian tradition re-

flected by manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, such as I 

Firkovitch Evr. I B 3, containing the Latter Prophets, which dis-

tinguishes length of vowels in closed syllables by means of the 

compound Babylonian sign system: 

L: ַ ַשְׁכַחְתֶם הַ  [haːʃaχaħˈtˁɛːɛm] ‘Have you forgotten?’ (A: 

שֲַׁ כַחְתֶםַ הַ  , I Firk. Evr. I B 3 ֓ ֓ה ֓ח ֓כ֓ ש  םת   [haʃkaħˈtʰaːam], Jer. 

44.9) 

Another strategy to mark clear a morphological division be-

tween the interrogative particle and what follows is to geminate 

the consonant following the particle (§I.3.1.8.), e.g. 

הַּ  ָ֛ תָּ הַכְצַעֲקָּ [hakkʰɑsˁɑːʕɑqɔ̟ːˈθɔːɔh] ‘whether it according to 

its outcry’ (Gen. 18.21) 

 ַ נֶת ַהַכְתֹ  א ואהַכֶר־נֵָּ֗ ַהִִׂ֖ בִּנְךָ֛  [hakkʰaˈθoːnɛθ] ‘acknowledge now 

whether it is your son's robe’ (Gen. 37.32) 

ים  חֲנִִׂ֖  is it in camps?’ (Num. 13.19)‘ [habbamaːħaˈniːim] הַבְּמַ 

תַ  הוּהַכְמַכַָ֥ ֹ֑ הוַּהִכָּ מַכִֵׂ֖  [hakkʰamakˈkʰaːaθ] ‘Has he struck him as 

the one who struck him?’ (Isa. 27.7) 

הַרְאִיתֶם ַַ  [haʀʀ̟i̟ʔiːˈθɛːɛm] ‘Have you seen?’ (1 Sam. 10.24) 
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I.2.5.8.3. Two Identical Consonants 

As remarked in §I.2.5.7.3., a shewa that occurs on the first of two 

identical consonants after a short vowel was read as silent in the 

Tiberian tradition, e.g. 

 behold me’ (Gen. 6.17)‘ [hinˈniː] הִנְנִיַ  

On many occasions, however, the vowel before the identi-

cal consonants in such forms is lengthened and the shewa is read 

as vocalic. The lengthening of the vowel is, in principle, marked 

by a gaʿya sign in the early codices. In the extant portions of A, 

the vocalic reading of the shewa is generally indicated explicitly 

by marking a ḥaṭef pataḥ sign. A ḥaṭef pataḥ is sometimes found 

also in L, but most of these are misshapen and are clearly the 

result of a later correction, e.g. 

L, A: ֹו לֲלֹ֑  his shade’ (Job 40.22)‘ [sˁiːlaˈloː] צִ 

L, A: ת לֲלִַׂ֖  the curse of’ (Jud. 9.57)‘ [qi̟ːlaˈloːoθ] קִ 

L: י לֲלִַ֡ יַגִ  לֲלִַ֡  Milalai, Gilalai’ (Neh. 12.36)‘ [miːlaˈlaːj giːlaˈlaːj] מִ 

The main motivation for reading the shewa as vocalic was 

doubtless to ensure that the two identical letters in contact were 

given their full articulation and not slurred together. The inser-

tion of a vowel between them would have made each more sali-

ent. This was achieved by augmenting the preceding syllable 

with a vowel mora, which would have conditioned a resyllabifi-

cation. The gaʿya can be identified with what Yeivin calls a pho-

netic gaʿya. This was, in essence, a mark of ‘mora-augmenting’ 
lengthening: 

 /sˁil.lō/ > /sˁii.llō/ [sˁiː.laloː] 
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The normal practice in L, however, is for a phonetic gaʿya 

to be marked on the vowel and a simple shewa sign on the first 

of the identical consonants. In the extant portions of A, a ḥaṭef 
pataḥ is usually marked in such cases, e.g. 

L: וֹת בְבִׂ֖  the ten thousands of’ (Num. 10.36)‘ [ʀi̟ːvaˈvoːoθ] רִ 

L: וֹת בְבִׂ֖ וֹת with ten thousands of’ (A‘ [baʀi̟ːvaˈvoːoθ] בְּרִ  בֲבִׂ֖  ,בְּרִ 

Mic. 6.7) 

L: ְַצ ןבְּחַ  רַצָֹ֥ מָּ  תָּ  [baħaːsˁɑˈsˁoːon tʰɔːˈmɔːɔʀ]̟ ‘in Hazazontamar’ 
(Gen. 14.7) 

L: ְַל וֹוּפִ  לַ֣  [wufiːlaˈloː] ‘and he will mediate for him’ (A: ֹו לֲלַ֣  1 ,וּפִ 

Sam. 2.25) 

L:  ְַל יחַ  לֵַּ֤ [ħaːlaˈleː] ‘the slain of’ (A: י לֲלֵַּ֤  (Sam. 17.52 1 ,חַ 

L: ְַל וֹבְָּּקַ  לֹ֑  [baqa̟ːlaˈloː] ‘when he cursed’ (A: ֹו לֲלֹ֑  (Sam. 16.7 2 ,בְָּּקַ 

L: לְַ־מַה לִיַ תִתְהַ   [maː-ttiθhaːlaˈliː] ‘why do you boast?’ (A:  ַלֲלִי  ,תִתְהַ 

Jer. 49.4) 

L: ְַּלְלֵיב גֶ   [baʁɛːlaˈleː] ‘the dung of’ (A: ְַּלֲַב לֵיגֶ  , Ezek. 4.12) 

L: ְַמ וֹתשִׁ  מַּ֤  [ʃiːmaˈmoːoθ] ‘devastations of’ (A: וֹת מֲמַּ֤  .Ezek ,שִׁ 

35.9) 

L: לְלַַ֣ת לֲַ :the howling of’ (A‘ [jiːlaˈlaːaθ] יִ  תיִ  לַַ֣ , Zech. 11.3) 

L: ְַנ יבְּעַ  נִָ֥  [baʕaːnaˈniː] ‘when I bring clouds’ (A: י נֲנִָ֥  (Gen. 9.14 ,בְּעַ 

L: ְַנ נִיחָּ  נֵֹ֬  [ħɔːnaˈneːniː] ‘be gracious to me’ (A: נִי נֲנֵֹ֬  (Psa. 9.14 ,חָּ 

In a few cases, a gaʿya is marked but a simple shewa is 

written instead of ḥaṭef pataḥ in both L and A, e.g. 



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 391 

L, A:  ּה נְנֵָּ֗ חֶ   .in order to favour it (fs)’ (Psa‘ [lɛħɛːnaˈnɔːɔh] לְְ֝

102.14) 

L, A: ּו לְלִׂ֖  praise’ (Jer. 20.13)‘ [haːlaˈluː] הַ 

L, A:  ּו לְלָ֥  and pray’ (Jer. 29.7)‘ [vihiθpʰaːlaˈluː] וְהִתְפַ 

L, A: ּלְלו יָּ הּ־הַ   [haːlaluː-ˈjɔːɔh] ‘praise the Lord’ (Psa. 106.48) 

Sporadically the gaʿya is omitted, though A has a ḥaṭef 
pataḥ, e.g. 

A: ה ַּ֤ השְַׁנְגַַ  :we grope’ (L‘ [naʁaːʃaˈʃuː] נְגַשֲׁשָּׁ ַּ֤ שָּׁ , Isa. 59.10) 

L: ְַיגֶל לֵַ֣  [gɛːlaˈleː] ‘the dung of’ (A: י  (Ezek. 4.15 ,גֶלֲלֵַ֣

L: ַָּך ךַָּ :and it will praise you’ (A‘ [jahaːlaˈlɛːɛkkʰɔː] יְהַלְלֶֹ֑  .Isa ,יְהַלֲלֶֹ֑

38.18) 

In the following example, the gaʿya is omitted in both L and 

A, with a ḥaṭef pataḥ indicating the vocalic shewa. There is a mu-

sical gaʿya on the shewa at the beginning of the word, which is 

normally associated with syllabic structures with a vocalic shewa 

before the main stress, i.e.  ְַפַלְפְלִיםמ פַעֲלִיםמְַ  ,  (§I.2.9.).  

L, A: ֹגֶלֲלו  like his dung’ (Job 20.7)‘ [kʰaˑʁɛːlaˈloːˌ] כְ ֶ֭

In such cases, the ḥaṭef pataḥ is often omitted in L, e.g.  

L: ְַהַל וּיְ  לָ֥  [ˌjaˑhaːlaˈluː] ‘they praise’ (A: ּו הַלֲלָ֥  (Psa. 74.21 ,יְ 

L: ְַהַל וּךיְ  לָ֥  [ˌjaˑhaːlaˈluː] ‘they praise you’ (A: וּך הַלֲלָ֥  (Psa. 84.5 ,יְ 

L: ְַׁמַש וּיְ  שָׁ֥  [ˌjaˑmaːʃaˈʃuː] ‘they grope’ (A: ּו מַשֲׁשָׁ֥  (Job 5.14 ,יְ 

When the word contains a musical minor gaʿya, in L there 

is often no marking of either the phonetic gaʿya or the ḥaṭef pataḥ. 

Likewise in A the phonetic gaʿya is omitted and also the ḥaṭef 
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pataḥ in some examples. As was the case with the musical gaʿya 

on shewa, the musical minor gaʿya is associated with syllabic pat-

terns that have a vocalic shewa before the main stress, i.e. 

תְפַלְפְלִיםמִַ  תְפַעֲלִים ,  so the marking of the minor gaʿya ,(.I.2.8.2.2§) מִ 
was evidently felt by the vocalizers to be sufficient to ensure that 

the reader read the shewa on the first of the two identical conso-

nants as vocalic:142 

L, A: ּו ִֽיְקַלְלִׂ֖  and they cursed’ (Jud. 9.27)‘ [vaˑqa̟ːlaˈluːˌ] וַ 

L, A:  ּו תְהַלְלִׂ֖  and they will glory’ (Isa. 45.25)‘ [viˌjiˑθhaːlaˈluː] וְיִ 

L: ַ ִַּֽיְהַלְלו וַ  [ˌvaˑjhaːlaˈluː] ‘and they praised’ (A: ֲִַֽיְהַל לוַּ וַ  , 2 Chr. 

29.30) 

L: ּתְהַלְלו תְהַלֲַ :glory!’ (A‘ [hiˑθhaːlaˈluːˌ] הִ ֶ֭ לוּהִ ֶ֭ , Psa. 105.3) 

Some early manuscripts do not mark minor gaʿya in a num-

ber of the forms just listed, but mark the shewa as vocalic either 

by a phonetic gaʿya before the shewa or by a ḥaṭef pataḥ, e.g.143 

JTS 232/ENA 346: ִַוּתְהַַ וְי לְלִׂ֖  [vijiθhaːlaˈluː] (Isa. 45.25) 

C:    ִַוּתְהַלֲַוְי לִׂ֖  [vijiθhaːlaˈluː] (Isa. 45.25) 

Both phonetic gaʿya and ḥaṭef pataḥ are omitted in L and A 

in some words that do not have a musical gaʿya but which else-

where are normally read with a vocalic shewa. This applies to 

some words that are attested in both L and A, and to some that 

are attested only in L, e.g. 

                                                 
142 See the discussion concerning the lack of phonetic gaʿya in such 

forms in Phillips (2020). 

143 See Heijmans (2018, 99). 
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L, A: ּוּהו  they praise him’ (Psa. 107.32)‘ יְהַלְל 

L: ך  he who curses you’ (Ecc. 7.21)‘ מְקַלְלֶ 

In a few cases, the vowel before the first of two identical 

consonants is lengthened by a retracted accent. The shewa was 

pronounced vocalic here also, as demonstrated by its being rep-

resented by a ḥaṭef pataḥ: 

L: לֲלַי יַאַַ֣ לִֵ֗  [ˌʔaːlalaj] ‘woe is me’ (A: לֲלַי  (Mic. 7.1 ,אַַ֣

L: ּלֲלו הַּהַָ֥ יֵָּּ֨  [ˈhaːlaluː] ‘praise the Lord’ (A: ּלֲלו  (Psa. 135.1 ,הַָ֥

In all these cases, the Karaite transcriptions represent the 

lengthened vowel preceding the first of the two identical conso-

nants as long by an Arabic mater lectionis. This includes cases in 

which L and/or A do not mark a gaʿya or ḥaṭef pataḥ, e.g. 

 :BL Or 2555 fol. 72v, 12 | L [BHS]) [maqa̟ːlaˈlɛːχɔː] م۟ق۟ال۟لۜاخ۠ا 

ך  (’Ecc. 7.21 ‘he who curses you מְקַלְלֶ 

 BL Or 2548 fol. 32v, 12 | L) [jahaːlaːˈlɛːɛkkɔː] يهاللاكا 

[BHS]: ַָּך ךַָּ :A ,יְהַלְלֶֹ֑  Isa. 38.18 ‘and it (msg) will praise ,יְהַלֲלֶֹ֑

you )’ 

י :BL Or 2549 fol. 149r, 11 | L [BHS]) [gɛːlaˈleː] جۜالۖلۛيࣦ    ,גֶלְלֵַ֣

A י  (’Ezek. 4.15 ‘dung of ,גֶלֲלֵַ֣
Lengthening by retraction of the accent is likewise 

represented in the transcriptions, e.g. 
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ࣦي۠اهٟࣦۚالۖلوٟࣦهࣦࣵ۟   [ˈhaːlaluː ˈjɔːɔh] (BL Or 2551 fol. 99v, 1 | L [BHS]: 

הּ׀ לְלוַּיָּ  לֲלוּ :A , הַָ֥ הַּהַָ֥ יֵָּּ֨ , Psa. 135.1 ‘praise!’) 
The manuscript I Firkovitch Evr. I B 3 (Codex Babylonicus 

Petropolitanus), which represents the Tiberian tradition in com-

pound Babylonian vocalization, represents as long some vowels 

before a pair of identical consonants in forms that do not have a 

phonetic gaʿya in L and A, e.g.144 

L, A:  ּו תְהַלְלִׂ֖  and they will glory’ (I Firk. Evr. I B‘ [viˌjiˑθhaːlaˈluː] וְיִ 

֓י֓ ו֓  3 וּלל֓ ה ֓ת   [vijiθhaːlaˈluː] Isa. 45.25) 

The Kitāb al-Khilaf records some differences between Ben 

Asher and Ben Naftali in the lengthening of the short vowels be-

fore two identical consonants, e.g.145 

Ben Asher: ִַׂ֖תְך  your curse’ (Gen. 27.13)‘ קִלְלָּ

Ben Naftali:  תְך לְלָּ   קִ 

Some differences are found across the manuscripts. In I 

Firkovitch Evr. I B 3, which represents the Tiberian tradition with 

compound Babylonian vocalization, for example, some of the 

vowels that are marked as long by a phonetic gaʿya or ḥaṭef pataḥ 

in A and/or L are represented as short, e.g.146 

L: ְַהל ִׂ֖ מְמָּ שִׁ   [laʃiːmaˈmoː] ‘into a desolation’ (A ה ִׂ֖ מֲמָּ  .I Firk ,לְשִׁ 

Evr. I B 3 ְְֽהמָמְלש  [laʃimˈmɔː], Ezek. 35.7) 

                                                 
144 Cf. Heijmans (2018, 102). 

145 Ed. Lipschütz (1965, ז). 
146 Cf. Heijmans (2018, 103–4). 
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L:  ְַנ נוַּ קִ   [qi̟ːnaˈnuː] ‘they nested’ (A  ַּנֲנו נְנוּקֽ I Firk. Evr. I B 3 ,קִ   

[qi̟nˈnuː], Ezek. 31.6) 

In some cases, I Firk. Evr. I B 3 marks a dagesh in the fol-

lowing consonant, indicating explicitly that it was closed sylla-

ble: 

L: וְנִי וְנִי they curse me’ (A‘ [maqa̟ːlaˈlaːavniː] מְקַלְלַ  לְלַ   .I Firk ,מְָּקַ 

Evr. I B 3 ֓ וני֓ ל ֓ל֓ ק ֓מ  [maqa̟llaˈlaːavniː], Jer. 15.10) 

L: יך יךמְחַלֲַ those who slay you’ (A‘ [maħaːlaˈlɛːχɔː] מְחַלְלֶ  לֶ  , I 

Firk. Evr. I B 3 ֓ יך֓ ל ֓ל֓ ח ֓מ  [maħallalaːχɔː], Ezek. 28.9) 

Conversely, some vowels that are short in L and A are rep-

resented as long in I Firk. Evr. I B 3, e.g. 

L, A: חַלְלֵי־ [ħalleː] ‘the slain of’ (I Firk. Evr. I B 3 ֓ לי֓ ל֓ ח  [ˈħaːlaleː], 
Isa. 22.2) 

In I Firk. Evr. I B 3 this word is marked with a retracted 

accent ( לליחַַ֣ ) rather than being unstressed as in L and A, which 

would have lengthened the vowel.147 

I.2.5.8.4. Conjunctive Vav 

A silent shewa after a word-initial conjunctive vav is sometimes 

made vocalic by lengthening the vav with a phonetic gaʿya, e.g. 

L: ְַק אוּוּ  ִ֔ רָּ  [wuːqa̟ˈʀɔ̟ːʔuː] ‘and read’ (A ּאו ִ֔ קֲרָּ  (Isa. 34.16 ,וּ 

In such cases, A regularly marks the vocalic shewa with 

ḥaṭef pataḥ. A ḥaṭef pataḥ is sometimes marked also in L.  

                                                 
147 Cf. Heijmans (2018, 102). 
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The marking of an Arabic sukūn in some transcriptions after 

vav without a gaʿya demonstrates that the shewa in such forms 

was pronounced silent, e.g. 

wuʀ̟̍] ورْعي  ʕiː] (BL Or 2554 fol. 35r, 2 | L [BHS]:  ַוּרְעִי Cant. 

1.8 ‘and graze!’) 

wuq̟̍] وُقْذوش  ðoːoʃ] (BL Or 2548 fol. 50v, 8ַ| L [BHS]: ׁוֹש  וּקְדָ֥

Isa. 41.20 ‘and holy of’) 
The reading of the shewa as vocalic after a lengthened vav 

separates two consonants that are relatively weak by their nature. 

These include sonorants, fricatives (frequently sibilants), guttur-

als and qof. The motivation, therefore, appears to have been or-

thoepic. Two weak consonants in contact do not constitute an 

optimal boundary between syllables (Vennemann 1988). They 

were split by a vowel to ensure that they were maximally salient: 

L, A:  ַּוֹןו לֲצִיֵּּ֨  ‘and regarding Zion’ (Psa. 87.5) 

L, A: ב קֲרָּ וֹ־וּ  בָּ֥ לִֶ֫  ‘the war of his heart’ (Psa. 55.22) 

L, A: ה שֲׁבֵָ֥  and capture’ (Jud. 5.12)‘ וּ 

L, A: ע שֲׁבֵַּ֨  and seven’ (1 Kings 14.21)‘ וּ 

L: יל לֲהַבְדִִ֔  and to divide’ (Gen. 1.18)‘ וּ 

L: ב זֲהַָ֛  and the gold of’ (Gen. 2.12)‘ וּ 

L: ְַכ הוּ  גַנִָּּ֔  ‘and like a garden’ (A: ה כֲגַנִָּּ֔  (Isa. 1.30 ,וּ 

L: ְַכ לוּ  י־כָּ כחִֹ֞  ‘as far as I was able’ (A: ל כֲכָּ  (Chron. 29.2 1 ,וּ 

L: ם כֲכַלּוֹתִָּ֡ ם :and when they had finished’ (A‘ וּ  כֲכַלּוֹתִָּ֡  .Chron 2 ,וּ 

24.14) 
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L: ְַס רוּ  גָֹ֥  ‘and close’ (A: ר סֲגָֹ֥  (Isa. 26.20 ,וּ 

L: ְַס כוּשׁ ַ־חַרוּ   ‘and the merchandise of Ethiopia’ (A: סֲחַר  .Isa ,וּ 

45.14) 

L: ְַק אוּוּ  ִ֔ רָּ  ‘and read’ (A: ּאו ִ֔ קֲרָּ  (Isa. 34.16 ,וּ 

L: ְַׁש חוּ  לַָ֥  ‘and send’ (A: ח שֲׁלַָ֥  (Kings 9.17 2 ,וּ 

L: ְַת כַסֵנוַּ וּ   ‘and let it cover us’ (A:  ַּתֲכַסֵנו  (Jer. 3. 25 ,וּ 

When the vocalic shewa occurs before a guttural with 

qameṣ, it is represented in A and sometimes also in L by ḥaṭef 
qameṣ, reflecting the assimilation of the shewa to the quality of 

the following vowel, e.g. 

L, A: יִם דֵַ֗ ר־יָָּ֜ טֳהָּ  and clean of hands’ (Job 17.9)‘ וּ 

L: ה דָּ ֹ֑ סְעָּ ה and refresh yourself’ (A‘ וּ  דָּ ֹ֑ סֳעָּ  (Kings 13.7 1 ,וּ 

L: קִי צְעִָּ֔ קִי and cry out’ (A‘ וּ  צֳעִָּ֔  (Jer. 22.20 ,וּ 

According to some medieval sources, the shewa after a vav 

with gaʿya is silent in some phrases consisting of words joined by 

maqqef.148 The examples mentioned in these sources and several 

other cases with maqqef do not have ḥaṭef pataḥ in L or A, e.g. 

L:  ַּדְמֵה־לְךַַּ֤ו  [ˌwuˑðmeː-laˈχɔː] ‘make yourself similar’ (Cant. 

8.14) 

L, A:  ח שְׁלַ  לִיַ ־וּ   [ˌwuˑʃlaˑħ-ˈliː] ‘and send me’ (1 Chron. 2.7) 

L, A: ל לְכָּ נֶָ֛יהַָּ־וּ  בָּּ  [ˌwuˑlχɔl-bɔːˈnɛːhɔː] ‘and to all her sons’ (1 Sam. 

1.4) 

                                                 
148 Dotan (1967, 258, 374), Ibn Nūḥ, Diqduq (ed. Khan 2000b, 36). 
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L, A:  ל לְכָּ וֹת־וּ  הַמְּקמָֹ֛  [ˌwuˑlχɔl-hammaqo̟ːˈmoːoθ] ‘and to all the 

places’ (1 Sam. 30.31) 

L, A: ל לְכָּ וֹר־וּ  גִבָּ֥  [ˌwuˑlχɔl-gibˈboːoʀ]̟ ‘and every warrior’ (1 Chron. 

28.1) 

L, A: ע שְבַ  גֶז־וּ  רֹ   [ˌwuˑʃvaˑʕ-ˈʀo̟ːʁɛz] ‘and full of trouble’ (Job 14.1) 

The maqqef, however, is unlikely to be the key conditioning 

factor for the reading of the shewa as silent, since there are ex-

amples where a word with maqqef has a vocalic shewa after vav 

with gaʿya, e.g. 

L, A: ב קֲרָּ וֹ־וּ  בָּ֥ לִֶ֫  [wuːqa̟ʀɔ̟ːɔv-libˈboː] ‘and the war of his heart’ (Psa. 

55.22) 

L: ְַס כוּשׁ ַ־חַרוּ   [wuːsaħaʀ-̟ˈkʰuːuʃ] ‘and the merchandise of Ethio-

pia’ (A סֲחַר  (Isa. 45.14 ,וּ 

It appears that in those cases where the shewa is silent the 

gaʿya is a musical minor gaʿya, which requires that the syllable in 

which the gaʿya occurs be closed (§I.2.8.2.2.).149 Minor gaʿya also 

occurs on vav in some cases that are single words, especially in 

those with a syllable structure that is suitable for minor gaʿya. In 

such cases A has a simple shewa sign, reflecting its reading as 

silent, e.g. 

L, A: ִַ֔כְלִבְּך  .and according to your heart’ (2 Sam‘ [wuˑχlibˈboːˌ] וּ 

7.21) 

L, A: ת בְמַגְזְרַֹ֣  .and with axes of’ (2 Sam‘ [wuˑvmaʁzaˈrˁoːoθˌ] וּ 

12.31) 

                                                 
149 Yeivin (1980, 247). 
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L, A:  ַֹבְגַלְּחו  and when he shaved’ (2 Sam. 14.26)‘ [wuˑvʁalloˈħoːˌ] וּ 

Kitāb al-Khilaf mentions several differences between Ben 

Asher and Ben Naftali regarding the reading of the vav and the 

following shewa in the types of constructions discussed above. In 

some cases, the difference seems to be between reading a word 

or phrase with or without musical minor gaʿya. Minor gaʿya was, 

indeed, the subject of the majority of differences in Kitāb al-
Khilaf. Examples:150 

Ben Asher: בכלַחית ל־חַיַָּ֥תוַּ  :L) וּ  בְכָּ  ‘and in every beast of’ Gen. 

9.10) 

Ben Naftali: ּבכלַחיתו   

 

Ben Asher: וּבהעלותַאהרן (L: ן תַאַהֲרֹ   and when Aaron set‘ וּבְהַעֲלֹ 

up’ Exod. 30.8) 

Ben Naftali: בהעלות   וּ 

In some cases, Ben Naftali read the vav with a phonetic 

gaʿya and the following shewa as vocalic where Ben Asher read 

vav without a gaʿya and the shewa as silent, e.g.151 

Ben Asher: וקְטרתי (L, A: י רְתִִ֔  (and my incense’ Ezek. 16.18‘ וּקְטָּ

Ben Naftali:  ַּרתיַבפתחטקֲַו   

In the case of the following example it appears that Ben 

Asher read the vav with a minor gaʿya and the shewa as silent 

                                                 
150 Ed. Lipschütz (1965, יב ,ה). 
151 Ed. Lipschütz (1965, לה). 
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whereas Ben Naftali read the vav with phonetic gaʿya and the 

shewa as vocalic:152 

Ben Asher: ַרגז ע ;L, A) ושְבע שְבַ  גֶז־וּ  רֹ   ‘and full of trouble’ Job 

14.1) 

Ben Naftali: ֲַעבוש  

I.2.5.8.5. Elsewhere 

Also in other contexts, a silent shewa preceded by a short vowel 

is sometimes converted into a vocalic shewa by imposing a resyl-

labification by lengthening the short vowel by a phonetic gaʿya. 

As in the case of shewa after vav, which was discussed in the pre-

vious section, this typically occurs where the two consonants are 

relatively weak, in that they are sonorants, fricatives (especially 

sibilants), gutturals or qof. The motivation, therefore, is to repair 

a suboptimal syllable contact, by splitting the consonants with a 

vowel to make them more salient and syllabifying them as onsets, 

i.e. CVC.C > CVV.CV.C. In A the vocalic shewa is generally rep-

resented by ḥaṭef pataḥ. The lengthened vowel before the shewa 

is in most cases ḥireq or pataḥ. In some sporadic cases it is segol. 

Examples: 

L: צֲחַק י־יִ  לִ   [jiːsˁɑħaq-̟ˈliː] ‘will laugh at me’ (Gen. 21. 6) 

L: וֹת קֲתַ֣  in the troughs of’ (Gen. 30.38)‘ [baʃiːqa̟ˈθoːoθ] בְּשִׁ 

L: ְַמ ךְהֲתִ  לִֹ֔  [haθiːmaˈloːoχ] ‘are you a king?’ (A: ְך מֲלִֹ֔  .Jer ,הֲתִ 

22.15) 

                                                 
152 Ed. Lipschütz (1965, נ). 
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L: ְַׁש יִם־רַתחַ  מִַׂ֖  [ħaːʃaʀa̟θ-ˈmaːjim] ‘a gathering of water’ (A: 

שֲׁרַת  (Sam. 22.12 2 ,חַ 

L: ץ ָ֜ ךְ־עֵֵ֗ סֲבָּ  in the thicket of trees’ (A: no‘ [biːsavɔχ-ˈʕeːesˁ] בִּ 

gaʿya ְך ץ־בִּסֲבָּ עְֵ֝ , Psa. 74.5) 

L: ְַר ל־זֵיאַ  אֵ   [ʔaːʀa̟zeː-ˈʔeːel] ‘the cedars of God’ (A: רֲזֵי  .Psa ,אַ 

80.11)153 

When the vocalic shewa occurs before a guttural with ḥireq, 

A sometimes represents the shewa with a ḥaṭef ḥireq sign, which 

reflects the regular assimilation of the quality of vocalic shewa to 

that of the vowel after the guttural (§I.2.5.1.), e.g. 

A:  ְִַׁש יתוּהִ  תְִַַחִֵ֗ יבוּהִ  עִָ֥  [hiːʃiˈħiːθuː hiːθiˈʕiːvuː] ‘they have acted 

corruptly and have done abominable deeds’ (L: ּיתו שְׁחִֵ֗ ַהִ 
יבוּ תְעִָ֥  (.Psa. 14 ,הִ 

Examples occur in which a vocalic shewa before a guttural 

with qameṣ is represented by ḥaṭef qameṣ, likewise reflecting 

vowel assimilation, e.g: 

L: ל ָ֥ בֳהָּ ל :hastening’ (A‘ [niːvɔˈhɔːɔl] נִ  בֳהָּ   (Prov. 28.22 ,נִָ֥

In one case a ḥaṭef pataḥ occurs in A before a guttural with 

qameṣ, instead of the expected ḥaṭef qameṣ, e.g. 

A: ה מֲעָּ  מְַ hear!’ (L‘ שִָׁ֥ השִָׁ֥ עָּ  , Psa. 39.13) 

                                                 
153 Forms such נִי ֹ֑ רַאָּ ם and I remained’ (Ezek. 9.8) and‘ וְנֵ אשֲׁאִַׂ֖  when‘ בְּמֹצַאֲכִֶׂ֖

you find’ (Gen. 32.20), in which, it seems, an original contact between 

two weak consonants has been split, may be related to this phen-

omenon. 



402 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §19), however, re-

fers to the practice of some scribes to vocalize this word with 

ḥaṭef qameṣ (שמֳעה). 

The Treatise on the Shewa refers to the reading of the vocalic 

shewa in י לְעִָ֥  my rock’ (2 Sam. 22.2, Psa. 18.3) as a ḥireq‘ סַ 

[saːliˈʕiː].154 

Where L has a simple shewa and A is not extant, the vocalic 

reading of the shewa can sometimes be established from Karaite 

transcriptions that mark vocalic shewa with an Arabic fatḥa vowel 

sign, e.g. 

يِم  maːmaθaq̟̍] مَامَْثَق  qi̟ːim] (BL Or 2554 fol. 65v, 1 | L [BHS]: 

ים מְתַקִִּ֔   (’Cant. 5.16 ‘sweet things מַ 
In some cases, the weak consonant with the vocalic shewa 

has lost original gemination, e.g. 

L, A:  ּהו לֲצֵֹ֑  ,and he urged him’ (Jud. 16.16‘ [vattaʔaːlaˈsˁeːhuː] וַתְאַ 

הוּלְַּוַתְאַַ  > צֵֹ֑ ) 

L, A: וֹת נֲרִׂ֖ וֹתנְַּכִַ  > ,Chinneroth’ (Josh. 11.2‘ [kʰiːnaˈrˁoːoθ] כִ  רִׂ֖ ) 

In many cases in the three books, A has a slanting merkha 

accent where L has a vertical gaʿya, e.g. 

L: ַ ִרבְַת חַַ֣  [tʰiːvaˈħaːaʀ]̟ ‘you choose’ (A: ר בֲחַַ֣  (Psa. 65.5 ,תִָ֥

L: ַ ִגלְַת עַַ֣  [tʰiːlaˈʕaːaʁ] ‘it mocks’ (A: ג לֲעַַ֣  (Prov. 30.17 ,תִָ֥

L: וֹל שְׁאַ֣ וֹל :for Sheol’ (A‘ [liːʃoˈʔoːol] לִ  שְׁאַ֣  (Psa. 49.15 ,לִָ֥

L: י בְחֵַ֣ י :the sacrifices of’ (A‘ [ziːveˈħeː] זִ  בְחֵַ֣  (Psa. 51.19 ,זִָ֥

                                                 
154 Ed. Levy (1936, כה). 
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L: ים מְתִָ֥ ים :from men’ (A‘ [miːmaˈθiːim] מִ  מֲתִ   > ,Psa. 17.14 ,מִָ֥

מְַּ יםמִ  תִָ֥ ) 

L:   ֶַרא בֲחַַ֣  [ʔɛːvaˈħaːaʀ]̟ ‘I choose’ (A: ר בֲחַַ֣  (Job 29.25 ,אֶָ֥

L: ַ ִוֹתא מֲרַ֣  [ʔiːmaˈʀo̟ːoθ] ‘the promises of’ (A: וֹת מֲרַ֣  (Psa. 12.7 ,אִָ֥

L:  ֶַאקְַא ַ֣ רָּ  [ʔɛːqa̟ˈʀɔ̟ː] ‘I call’ (A: א ַ֣ קֲרָּ  (Psa. 18.7 ,אֶָ֥

In a few cases where A has a merkha, an original gaʿya has 

been corrected to a merkha in L, e.g. 

L, A: י נֲשֵָׁ֥ יאַַ  :the men of’ (L first hand‘ אַָ֥ נֲשֵָׁ֥ , Job 34.10) 

L, A:  י שֲׁכֵנֵַּ֨ יוְלִַ  :and to my neighbours’ (L first hand‘ וְלִָ֥ שֲׁכֵנֵַּ֨ , Psa. 

31.12) 

In the parallel passages of 2 Sam. 22 and Psa. 18, both man-

uscripts have gaʿya in the 2 Sam. 22 passage whereas in the Psa. 

18 passage L has gaʿya and A has merkha: 

L, A:  י לְעִָ֥  my rock’ (2 Sam. 22.2)‘ סַ 

L:  ַַיס לְעִָ֥  ‘my rock’ (A י לְעִָ֥  (Psa. 18.3 ,סַָ֥

Examples such as these with merkha in A from the three 

books are referred to in §13 of Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 

1967). The most satisfactory reading of this passage is the variant 

text that Dotan cites in the apparatus of his edition:  

ַמשוכהַבפתחאַתמוכהַובגרשַארוכהַובמארכהַערוכהַתיבהַכל

‘Every word that occurs that is lengthened by merkha and 

is stressed with an accent is extended by pataḥ’ 



404 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

This, apparently original,155 version of the rule states that 

in words in the three books that have a merkha before a shewa in 

addition to a following main accent156 the shewa is read as a pataḥ 

(i.e. vocalic).157 The passage in Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim goes on to 

give four exceptions to this rule, in which the shewa is silent:  

L: ה ַ֣ מְרָּ נַפְשִׁיַ ַשָּׁ   [ˌʃɔːɔmˈʀɔ̟ː] ‘preserve my life’ (A: ה ַ֣ מְרָּ ָ֥  (Psa. 86.2 ,שָּׁ

L: ה ָ֥ בְרָּ יַשָּׁ  לִבִֵּ֗  [ˌʃɔːɔvˈʀɔ̟ː] ‘it has broken my heart’ (A: ה ָ֥ בְרָּ ָ֥  .Psa ,שָּׁ

69.21) 

L:  ַ יםטָּ וּ־גֵאִ  מְנ   [ˌtˁɔːɔmˌnuː-ʁeːˈʔiːim] ‘arrogant men have hidden’ 
(A: ּו מְנ  ָ֥  (Psa. 140.6 ,טָּ

                                                 
155 This formulation of the rule is cited in the Treatise on the Shewa (ed. 

Levy, 1936, יד). When discussing one of the examples, moreover, al-Fāsī 
uses the term merkha; cf. Jāmiʿ al-ʾAlfāẓ (ed. Skoss 1936, vol. 2, 684), 

which, he states, brings about ‘a strengthening of the accents’ (ַ תקויה 
 .(ללאלחאן
156 The term גרש and the verbal root גר׳׳ש is used elsewhere in Diqduqe 

ha-Ṭeʿamim as a generic term to refer to the main accent, e.g. §6, line 6 

(ed. Dotan, 1967). 

157 A later version of the passage, which Dotan adopts as his preferred 

text, refers to gaʿya: כלַתיבהַערוכהַובמרפאַארוכהַובגעיאַתמוכהַפתחאַמשוכה 

‘Every word that occurs made long with a softening (of vocalic shewa?) 

and stressed with gaʿya is extended by pataḥ’. This version cannot easily 
be accommodated with the exceptions to the rule listed at the end of 

the passage. It appears to have arisen due to the fact that many scribes, 

such as Jacob ben Samuel in L, marked gaʿya rather than merkha in such 

words. 
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L: ִֽ תיִ  ה ַַרְאַַ֣ יְהוָּ  [ˌjiːʀ̟̍ ʔaːaθ] ‘the fear of the Lord’ (A: ת ִֽרְאַַ֣  .Prov ,יִָ֥

8.13) 

In A all of these have merkha rather than gaʿya on the first 

syllable, and the rule in Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim is referring specifi-

cally to such cases with merkha. The first example (A ה ַ֣ מְרָּ ָ֥  .Psa ,שָּׁ

86.2) is an imperative form with a lengthened originally short 

qameṣ after the shin. On account of this lengthening and the silent 

shewa, it would have been pronounced in the same way as the 

3fs. past verbal form ה מְרָּ  since this also had a silent shewa. Such ,שָּׁ

past forms in A all have gaʿya on the first syllable: ה ַ֣ מְרָּ  .Psa) שָּׁ 

ה ,(119.167 ָ֥ מְרָּ  It is for this reason that they were .(Job 10.12) שָּׁ 

not included in the exceptions, since the rule is referring only to 

forms with merkha.158 The merkha evidently marks a secondary 

stress. The second two exceptions (A: ה ָ֥ בְרָּ ָ֥ וּ :Psa. 69.21; A ,שָּׁ מְנ  ָ֥  ,טָּ

Psa. 140.6) are past forms. As remarked, such past forms regu-

larly had silent shewa after the long vowel. The exceptional fea-

ture here, therefore, is the fact that they contain merkha. The 

fourth exception (A: ִֽ תיִָ֥ רְאַַ֣ , Prov. 8.13) is evidently listed since a 

                                                 
158 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ states that in some codices gaʿya is written slanting 

either to the right or to the left (Eldar 2018, 76-77). This would result 

in signs resembling the shapes of ṭifḥa and merkha respectively. See also 

short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.9.0. Moreover, gaʿya 
is sometimes referred to as maʾarikh in some sources (Wickes 1887, 24; 

Ben-David 1957b, 390–91). Given the exclusion of the forms ה ַ֣ מְרָּ  .Psa) שָּׁ 

119.167) and ה ָ֥ מְרָּ  from the list of exceptions to the rule (Job 10.12) שָּׁ 

discussed by Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim, however, it appears that the 

discussion concerns the accent merkha. 
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merkha occurs on an originally short ḥireq without the shewa be-

ing made vocalic as happens elsewhere. 

Kitāb al-Khilaf reports differences between Ben Asher and 

Ben Naftali with regard to the occurrence of phonetic gaʿya and 

the reading of shewa in forms of the type discussed in this section, 

e.g.159
 

Ben Asher: ַשוא וְא ַוכִקְסַַָּ :L) כִקְסם ם־שָּׁ ‘like a false divination’ 
Ezek. 21.28) 

Ben Naftali:  ִַשואַקֲסםכ  

In some cases, manuscripts with compound Babylonian vo-

calization that represent the Tiberian reading tradition such as I 

Firk. Evr. I B 3 mark a vowel as short where L and A have a gaʿya, 

e.g. 

L, A: י בְכֵָ֥ ֓ ב֓ ס ֓ the thickets of’ (I Firk. Evr. I B 3‘ [siːvaˈχeː] סִ  י֓ כ   

[sivχeː] Isa. 10.34) 

I.2.5.9. Marking of Shewa at the End of a Word 

The shewa sign marks a vowelless consonant in the coda of a syl-

lable in the middle of a word, but a vowelless consonant at the 

end of a word is generally not marked by a shewa sign, e.g. 

ית   in the beginning’ (Gen. 1.1)‘ [baʀe̟ːˈʃiːiθ] בְּרֵאשִִׁׂ֖

ים   God’ (Gen. 1.1)‘ [ʔɛloːˈhiːim] אֱלֹהִֹ֑

רֶץ  אָּ   .(Gen. 1.1) [hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ] הָּ

                                                 
159 Ed. Lipschütz (1965, לה). 
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In the following circumstances, however, a shewa sign oc-

curs on the final consonant of a word. 

I.2.5.9.1. In Word-final Consonantal Clusters 

When a word ends with a cluster of two vowelless consonants, 

both consonants are marked with a shewa sign, e.g.  

L: ְַוַיֵַּ֣בְך [vaɟˈɟeːevk] ‘and he wept’ (Gen. 45.15) 

L: ְַּשְׁב  and he captured’ (Num. 21.1)‘ [vaɟˈɟiːiʃb] וַיִָּ֥

L: ְַוַיֵָּ֥שְׁת [vaɟˈɟeːeʃtʰ] ‘and he drank’ (Gen. 9.21) 

L: ְַיַַּ֤פְת [ˈjaːaftʰ] ‘may he enlarge’ (Gen. 9.27) 

L: ְַוַיִַּ֣פְת [vaɟˈɟiːiftʰ] ‘and [my heart] has been enticed’ (Job 

31.27) 

L: ְַיֵרְד  and may he have dominion’ (Psa. 72.8)‘ [viˈjeːeʀd̟] וְֶ֭

L: ְַנִֵַֽ֣רְד [ˈneːeʀd̟] ‘nard’ (Cant. 4.14) 

L: ְַרְד  he causes him to dominate’ (Isa. 41.2)‘ [ja:aʀd̟ˈ] יִַ֔

L: ַַוֹסְףְַא ל־תָ֥  [ʔal-ˈtʰoːospʰ] ‘do not add’ (Prov. 30.6) 

L: ְַשְׁק  and she gave to drink’ (Gen. 21.19)‘ ̟[vatˈtʰaːaʃq] וַתִַׂ֖

L: ְַשְׁק  and he watered’ (Gen. 29.10)‘ ̟[vaɟˈɟaːaʃq] וַיֵַּּ֕

L: ְַשְׁט  truth’ (Prov. 22.21)‘ [qo̟ːoʃtˁˈ] קֶֹ֭

L: ְַיֵַ֣שְט [ˈjeːeʃtˁ] ‘let [not your heart] turn aside’ (Prov. 7.25) 

As can be seen, such word-final clusters have falling sonor-

ity, in that the first consonant is sonorant or fricative and the 

second an obstruent. The Tiberian Masoretic sources state that 
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both shewas at the end of such words were silent.160 According to 

some western medieval sources, the final shewa was vocalic in 

such words when they were not in major pause.161  

In a number of manuscripts, including some of the earliest 

model codices, the shewa is marked on the final consonant in 

words of this structure only when it is a בגדכפת consonant with 

dagesh but is omitted in final qof or ṭet, e.g.162 

שְׁקוַתִַַׂ֖   (A, S, Gen. 29.10) 

 (Parma di Rossi 3214 [1278 C.E.], Prov. 7.25) יֵַ֣שְט 

This practice of omission of the shewa by some scribes is 

referred to in the Treatise on the Shewa, where all the examples 

cited have final ṭet or qof: 

It is the practice of some people (to mark shewa) under 

other letters at the end of words like ְַשְׁק  ’and he watered‘ וַיֵַּּ֕
(Gen. 29.10, etc.), ְַאַל־יֵַ֣שְט ‘let it not turn aside’ (Prov. 7.25), 

and like ֵַ֗יעֲך שְׁטְַַלְהוֹדִ  קֶֹ֭  ‘to inform you of the truth’ (Prov. 

22.21) …. All of these do not have a function and they are 

not necessary. They are only for embellishment so that the 

                                                 
160 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.12.14.; short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.5.12; 

and earlier Masoretic treatises, e.g. Allony and Yeivin eds. (1985, 92–
93)  

161 Cf. Chomsky (1952, 16–17). 

162 Shashar (1983, 22), Ofer (1989, 318; 1993, 113–14). 
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letters do not remain bare of pointing, and some people do 

not mark them.163 

In the following examples an original word-final cluster of 

a ḥet and a plosive dalet has been split by an epenthetic vowel: 

L: ְַוַיִַּ֣חַד [vaɟˈɟiːħad] ‘and he rejoiced’ (Exod. 18.9) 

L: ְַאַל־יִֶ֭חַד [ʔal-ˈjiːħad] ‘let it not rejoice’ (Job 3.6) 

The dalet remains plosive, despite the preceding vowel, in-

dicating that the ḥet must originally have been vowelless and the 

epenthetic vowel was inserted at a late period after the rule of 

fricativization of בגדכפת consonants following vowels had ceased 

to operate. The shewa is marked on the final dalet by analogy with 

the vocalization of words with clusters such as ְַיֵרְד  etc. Segolate , וְֶ֭

forms with a medial ḥet such as חַד חַד ,together’ (2 Sam. 14.16)‘ יִַ֔  פַַ֣

‘fear’ (Job 4.14) and חַד  bribe’ (Deut. 10.17), by contrast, have‘ שֹׁ 

an epenthetic before the dalet that must have been inserted at an 

earlier period, when the בגדכפת fricativization rule was still op-

erating. 

I.2.5.9.2. Before a Final ʾAlef in the Orthography 

When a consonant that closes a syllable at the end of a word is 

followed by an ʾalef that is not read as a consonant or vowel let-

ter, a shewa sign is placed on this consonant, e.g. 

                                                 
אכרַאלתאבותַמתלַוַיַַּשקְַַאלַיֵשטְַומתלַלהודיעךַ 163 קוםַתחתַאחרףַאכרַפיַ וקדַיעמלוןַ
קשְׁטְַ...ַוהדהַכלהאַליסַתפעלַשיַולאַתחתאגַאליהאַואנמאַהיַללתחסיןַלילאַתבקאַ
 and CUL ,כח ,ed. Levy. 1936) אלאחרףַעריאנהַמןַאלנקטַובעצ̇הםַלאַיעמלהא

Or 1080.13.3.2, fol. 2r). 
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L: יְא  in the valley’ (Deut. 4.46)‘ [bagˈgaːaj] בַּגֵַ֗

L: וְא ֹ֑  emptiness’ (Exod. 23.1)‘ [ʃɔːɔvˈ] שָּׁ

L: וַיִַָּֽ֥רְא [vaɟˈɟaːaʀ]̟ ‘and he saw’ (Gen. 1.10) 

L: טְא  sin’ (Lev. 19.17)‘ [ħeːetˁ] חֵ 

The purpose of marking the shewa on the penultimate letter 

and omitting it on the final ʾalef was to ensure correct reading, 

alerting the reader to the fact that only the penultimate letter 

should be read. This contrasts with vocalizations such as ְַּשְׁב  in ,וַיִָּ֥

which the final letter was read. 

The common spelling of the name ‘Artaxerxes’ exhibits a 
word-final consonant cluster followed by an ʾalef that is not read: 

L: ַַסְתְאא רְתַחְשַָׁ֥  [ʔaʀt̟ʰaħˈʃaːastʰ] (Ezr. 8.1) 

Here there is a difference between qere and ketiv, whereby 

the ketiv represents a reading with a final vowel, as attested in 

Ezr. 4.7: ַַאא שְתָּ רְתַחְשֵַׁ֗  (Ezr. 4.7), and the qere is a reading without 

the final vowel, as attested in the qere note to the second occur-

rence of the name in Ezr. 4.7: ְַשְת אאַרְתַחְשִַׁׂ֖  i.e. the correct ,קַ̇שת ,

orthography of the qere ends in שת, without final א. Throughout 

the rest of the book of Ezra the name is written ַַׁאתְַשְַאַרְתַחְש  or 

אתְַסְַאַרְתַחְשַַׁ , without a qere note, but the vocalization is still 

clearly intended to correspond to an orthography without a final 

ʾalef. The vocalization, therefore, corresponds to that of a word 

with a final cluster such as ְַּשְׁב  This should be distinguished .וַיִָּ֥

from vocalizations such as טְא -in which the final ʾalef is consid ,חֵ 

ered part of the appropriate orthography of the word, although 
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not pronounced. The shewa would, therefore, occur on a vowel-

less consonant in the middle of the orthographic word, which 

follows normal vocalization practice. 

In Biblical Aramaic, a vocalization similar to that of 

אתְַשְַאַרְתַחְשַַׁ / אתְַסְַאַרְתַחְשַַׁ  is found before a final he that is not read 

in the word נְתְה -you (ms)’ (Dan. 2.29). Here again, the vocali‘ אַַ֣

zation corresponds to that of an orthography without a final 

vowel letter. 

In L a shewa is marked on the word-final yod in ַ ְַבַגַי ‘in the 

valley’ (A  ַבַגַי, Deut. 34.6) by analogy with the normal orthogra-

phy with final ʾalef גַיְא. 

I.2.5.9.3. Second Person Feminine Singular Pronominal 

Suffix 

When the tav of the 2fs verbal suffix follows a consonant with 

silent shewa and is pronounced as a stop, a shewa sign is marked 

under the suffix, e.g.  

L: ְַדְת  and you shall bear [a son]’ (Gen. 16.11)‘ [vijoːˈlaːaðtʰ] וְילַַֹ֣

L: ְַקְת חָּ   you (fs) laughed’ (Gen. 18.15)‘ [sˁɔːˈħɔːɔqt̟ʰ] צָּ

L: ְַרְת מַָ֥  and you (fs) will say’ (Jud. 4.20)‘ [vɔʔɔːˈmaːaʀt̟ʰ] וְאָּ

L: ִַטְתְַל קַַּּ֤  [liq̟̍ qa̟ːatˁtʰ] ‘you gleaned’ (Ruth 2.19) 

L: ַ לַכְתְ   and you should go’ (Ruth 2.9)‘ [vɔhɔːˈlaːaχtʰ] וְהָּ

This is analogous to the marking of shewa on the final con-

sonant in clusters in words such as ְַוַיֵָּ֥שְׁת and ְַּשְׁב -ex (.I.2.5.9.1§) וַיִָּ֥

cept that clusters ending in the tav of the 2fs suffix regularly oc-
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cur in verbs ending in a strong consonant and they are not re-

stricted to clusters with falling sonority, as shown by cases such 

as ִַטְתְַל קַַּּ֤ . It is possible that the practice of marking a shewa on a 

final consonant in all contexts originated in the 2fs plosive verbal 

suffix and the primary motivation for this was to distinguish it 

clearly from the 2ms verbal suffix -ַָּת . It was then extended to 

word-final root consonants with dagesh, probably first to tav in 

forms such as ְַוַיֵָּ֥שְׁת, and subsequently elsewhere, in forms such as 

שְׁבְַּ -Finally, it was extended to other word-final conso .וַיִַּ֣חַדְַ and וַיִָּ֥

nants in clusters, as in ְַשְׁק  by analogy with forms such as ,וַתִַׂ֖

שְׁבְַּ  164.וַיִָּ֥

The form ְַדְת  and (you) will give birth to’ (Gen. 16.11)‘ וְילַַֹ֣

should be interpreted as a feminine singular participle (equiva-

lent to ילֶֹדֶת), and so the final tav is the feminine nominal inflec-

tion rather than a verbal suffix. In ַ יישַֹׁבְתְ   ‘dwelling in’ (Jer. 22.23) 

and ְַנְת נִַּׂ֖ ימְק   ‘nested’ (Jer. 22.23), which are likewise participles, 

there is a difference between ketiv and qere, the final yod being 

the orthography of the ketiv but not read in the qere. 

When the 2fs suffix follows a vowel in a final weak verb, 

the tav is fricative and is not marked with shewa, e.g. 

L: ית שִֹ֑  you have done’ (Gen. 3.13)‘ [ʕɔːˈsiːiθ] עָּ

L: ַית תִֵּ֕ וְשָּׁ [vaʃɔːˈθiːiθ] ‘and you should drink’ (Ruth 2.9) 

L: ת מִֵ֗  and [when] you are thirsty’ (Ruth 2.9)‘ [vasˁɔːˈmiːiθ] וְצָּ

                                                 
164 For this argument see Ofer (1993, 115-117). 
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Sporadically in L, however, a shewa is marked on a final 

fricative 2fs suffix in weak verbs, by analogy with the marking of 

the shewa on the suffix in strong verbs, e.g. 

L: ְַיִַ֣ית יִַ֣ית you were’ (A‘ [hɔːˈjiːiθ] הָּ  (Jud. 11.35 ,הָּ

L: ְַיִָ֛ית יִָ֛ית and you shall be’ (A‘ [vɔhɔːˈjiːiθ] וְהָּ  (Isa. 62.3 ,וְהָּ

This is found more regularly in some other early manu-

scripts, e.g. 

S: ְַאת את :you have come’ (L‘ [vɔːɔθ] בָּ  Gen. 16.8)165 ,בָּ

II Firk. Evr. II B 94: ְַית תִֵּ֕  :and you will drink’ (L‘ [vaʃɔːˈθiːiθ] וְשָּׁ

ית תִֵּ֕  Ruth 2.9)166 ,וְשָּׁ

In the early model manuscript codex known as C3, shewa 

signs that were originally marked on several cases of fricative tav 

were erased by Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel, who corrected the 

manuscript in many places. This suggests that the marking of 

shewa on a fricative 2fs suffix was an earlier layer of tradition.167 

In manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, the tav of the 

suffix after vowels in final-weak verbs is generally fricative, as in 

Tiberian, but there is an isolated case of it being marked with 

dagesh in an Old Babylonian (OB) manuscript (Yeivin 1985, 350). 

This reflects its pronunciation as a stop by analogy with the form 

of the suffix on strong verbs: 

                                                 
165 Cf. Shashar (1983, 22). 
166 Cf. Yeivin (1968, 370).  
167 For this manuscript and the correction work of Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel 
see Penkower (1989). For the erasure of the shewa signs see Ofer (1993, 

116). 
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ִֹיָ  ית ֹפ  [jɔːfiːtʰ] ‘you are beautiful’ (L [BHS]: ַ פִית   (Cant. 7.7 ,יָּּ

In verbs with final guttural radicals a late insertion of an 

epenthetic vowel has occurred before the final suffix leaving the 

tav a stop, similarly to the process we have seen above in the 

form ְַוַיִַּ֣חַד (Exod. 18.9), e.g. 

L: ַַ עַתְ  דַ  יָּ [jɔːˈðaːʕatʰ] ‘you (fs) know’ (1 Kings 2.15) 

L: ְַעַת גִַׂ֖  you have laboured’ (Isa. 62.8)‘ [jɔːˈʁaːʕatʰ] יָּ

L: ַ חַתְ  כַ   you have forgotten’ (Isa. 17.10)‘ [ʃɔːˈχaːħatʰ] שָּׁ

L: ְַַחַת מְלִַ֔ ה  [humˈlaːħatʰ] ‘you were [not] rubbed with salt’ 
(Ezek. 16.4) 

The shewa sign is marked on the tav by analogy with verbs 

with a final strong radical, such as ַ לַכְתְ   etc. The ,(Ruth 2.9) וְהָּ

dagesh in the tav indicates that the consonant was a stop. It was 

an ungeminated stop and the dagesh was read as a dagesh lene. 

This is shown by Karaite transcriptions that mark geminated con-

sonants with an Arabic shadda sign but omit the shadda on בגדכפת 

consonants with dagesh lene, e.g.  

اب۠ اع۟ت   :BL Or 2549 fol. 234r, 5 | L [BHS]) [sɔːˈvɔːɔʕatʰ] س ۠

עַתְַ בָּ   (’Ezek. 16.29 ‘you were [not] satisfied שָּ
It should be noted that in this manuscript the shewa is omit-

ted on the tāʾ transcribing the tav. 
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The plosive tav and vocalization with shewa of the 2fs inde-

pendent pronoun ְַאַת (in pause ְַת -e.g. Gen. 12.11)168 has, like ,אָּ 

wise, arisen be analogy with the form and vocalization of the 2fs 

suffix on strong verbs. As is the case with the dagesh in the suf-

fixes, the dagesh in the independent pronoun ְַאַת was read as 

dagesh lene and the tav was not geminated.169 The lack of gemi-

nation is shown by Karaite transcriptions that mark geminated 

consonants with Arabic shadda. In these manuscripts, the shadda 

sign is not marked on the tāʾ that transcribes the tav, e.g. 

يذۚى-ب۟ث  ࣵ ࣦه۟ج ۚ اتۖ ࣦا۟ࣤ ى مۚ   [baθ-ˈmiː ˈʔaːatʰ hagˈgiːðiː] (BL Or 

2544, fol. 10r, 3 | L [BHS]: ידִי תְַהַגִָ֥ יַאִַ֔  Gen. 24.23 ‘tell בַּת־מִַ֣

whose daughter you are’) 
The reading of ְַאַת with ungeminated tav is found also in 

modern oral reading traditions that distinguish between gemi-

nated and ungeminated consonants. 

In the Karaite transcriptions, the shewa sign is sometimes 

omitted on the tāʾ that transcribes the tav of ְַאַת, e.g. 

توۖا۟ ࣦ   [vaˈʔaːatʰ] (BL Or 2549 fol. 226r, 1 | L [BHS]: ְַת  .Ezek וְאִַׂ֖

16.7 ‘and you’) 
                                                 
168 In L the shewa is omitted in ת ֹ֑  .(Ruth 3.9) אָּ

169 Some reference grammars, such as Bergsträsser (1918, 141), Bauer 

and Leander (1922, 219–20), erroneously claim that the final tav of the 

independent 2fs pronoun was geminated by analogy with the 2ms 

independent pronoun ה  The analogy, however, was with the 2fs .אַתָּ

verbal suffix, which was not geminated. 
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تاࣦࣤ۟   [ˈʔaːatʰ] (BL Or 2549 fol. 238v, 2 | L [BHS]: ְַת  .Ezek אִַ֔

16.45 ‘you’) 
A similar type of vocalization is found in the 2fs suffix con-

jugation of the verb נת׳׳ן ‘to give’, e.g. 

L: ְַת תִַׂ֖  you (fs) gave’ (Ezek. 16.36)‘ נָּ

In contrast to the independent pronoun ְַאַת, the final tav in 

this form was pronounced geminate, as demonstrated by Karaite 

transcriptions, e.g. 

ࣦا۟ ࣦاثنࣦ۠  تۖ   [nɔːˈθaːattʰ] (BL Or 2549 fol. 235r, 2 | L [BHS]: ְַת תִַׂ֖  נָּ

Ezek. 16.36 ‘you (fs) gave’) 
This form, therefore, had a final consonant cluster. 

I.2.5.9.4. Final Kaf 

A shewa sign is regularly written on a vowelless word-final kaf, 

e.g. 

L: ְשֶׁך  and darkness’ (Gen. 1.2)‘ וְחִֹׂ֖

L: ְרֶך  and he blessed’ (Gen. 1.22)‘ וַיְבָּ 

L: ְוֹך  within’ (Gen. 2.9)‘ בְּתַ֣

This practice is likely to have originated as a means of 

clearly distinguishing the 2fs possessive suffix from the 2ms 

possessive suffix, both of which are written without a final vowel 

letter, e.g. 

L: ְיך חִִ֔  your (fs) brother’ (2 Sam. 13.7)‘ אָּ

L: יך חִ   your (ms) brother’ (2 Sam. 2.22)‘ אָּ
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The marking of the shewa was then extended to all 

occurrences of final kaf. This explanation is found already in the 

Mikhlol of David Qimḥi (1160–?1235):170 

But the kaf of the feminine pronoun, as in ְדֵך  your (fs)‘ יָּ

hand’, ְרַגְלֵך ‘your (fs) leg’, ְעֵינֵך ‘your (fs) eye’, ְזְנֵך  your (fs)‘ אָּ

ear’, is pointed with shewa since there is a possibility of 

erring and reading qameṣ, although a soft letter (i.e. mater 

lectionis) is not written after it. Therefore, they always 

pointed the kaf that designated the feminine with shewa. 

In conformity with the way they customarily pointed this 

kaf they regularly pointed also a root letter kaf at the end 

of a word, as in ְשֶׁפֶך ‘pouring’, ְחֹשֶׁך ‘darkness’, ְדֶרֶך ‘way’. 
The kaf in these are the like the resh of מַר  and the lamed אָּ

of כַל  but they did not point the resh and the lamed ,אָּ

whereas they pointed the kaf (with shewa).171 

I.2.5.9.5. Further Cases in L 

In L there are two cases where a shewa sign is marked at the end 

of a word that is linked to the following word by maqqef and does 

not fall into any of the categories mentioned above: 

L: וֹן וֹן־הֲדַד :Hadadrimmon’ (A, C‘ הֲדַדְ־רִמִּׂ֖ רִמִּׂ֖ , Zech. 12.11) 

                                                 
170 Cf. Ofer (1993). 
171 David Qimḥi, Mikhlol (ed. Rittenberg, 1862, 139b), Chomsky (1952, 

זְנֵךְַינקדוַבשו׳׳אַכיַישַדרךַלטעותַבוַ :(17 דֵךְַרַגְלֵךְַעֵינֵךְַאָּ אבלַכ׳׳ףַכינויַהנקבהַכמוַיָּ
קמץַאע׳׳פַשאיןַאותַנחהַכתובהַאחריהַלפיכךַנקדוַהכ׳׳ףַסימןַהנקבהַבשו׳׳אַַשתקרא

ג׳׳כַהכ׳׳ףַהשרשיתַבשאחריתַהמלהַלעולםַ בנקידתַזאתַהכ׳׳ףַנקדוַ שהרגילוַ לעולםַולפיַ
הרי׳׳שַוהלמ׳׳דַַפֶךְַחֹשֶׁךְכמהַשֶַׁ כַלַולאַנקדוַ מַרַולמ׳׳דַאָּ רי׳׳שַאָּ דֶרֶךְַהנהַהכ׳׳ףַבהםַכמוַ

 .ונקדוַהכ׳׳ף
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L: ם ִׂ֖ לְ־עָּ בָּ ל :in front of the people (?)’ (A‘ קָּ בָּ ם־קָּ ִׂ֖ עָּ , 2 Kings 15.10) 

I.2.5.9.6. Non-Standard Tiberian Manuscripts 

Many manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization 

exhibit patterns of occurrence of shewa on word-final letters that 

can be regarded as further extensions of the principles of marking 

shewa. 

In some manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocaliza-

tion, a shewa sign is marked regularly on the fricative tav of the 

3fs verbal suffix, e.g. 

א ַ  ִׂ֖ תְַבָּּ  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 80 | L [BHS]: את ִׂ֖  Ruth 2.12 בָּּ

‘you have come’) 
יתְַֿוְגִַ  לִָּ֥  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 80 | L [BHS]: ית  Ruth 3.4 וְגִלִָּ֥

‘and you will uncover’) 
 ַָּ ִֵַ֗וְצ  תְַֿמ   (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 80 | L [BHS]: ת מִֵ֗  Ruth 2.9 וְצָּ

‘and [when] you are thirsty’) 
The shewa is often written on a word-final guttural conso-

nant that is preceded by a vowel, especially ḥet and ʿayin (§I.1.8., 

§I.1.16.), e.g. 

חְַשְכַַָ֛תִַוַָּ   (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 48 | L [BHS]: תִשְׁכַח  Job וֶַ֭

39.14 ‘and she forgot’) 
ַַּ֤וַיִּבְַ  חְַרָּ  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]: 

ח  (’Kings 11.40 ‘and he fled 1 וַיִּבְרַַּ֤
עְַהוֹדַַֹ֑   (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 127 | L [BHS]: ע  .Psa הוֹדַֹ֑

90.12 ‘teach!’) 
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 ַ ַַּ֤וַיִּשְּ  עְַמָּ  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]: 

ע   (’Sam. 22.7 ‘and he heard 2  וַיִּשְׁמַַּ֤
והְַ  וֹהַַאֱַ :T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 47 | L [BHS]) אלַ֣ לַ֣  Job 39.17 

‘God’) 
יהְַי ַַ  גִָ֥  (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: ַַיה  Isa. 13.10 ‘[does יַגִָ֥

not] give light’) 
The purpose of the shewa here appears to be to ensure that 

the weak guttural letter was read and not slurred over. It marks 

explicitly that the letter closes a syllable, and is therefore conso-

nantal.  

Similarly, shewa in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts is 

often marked on final consonantal vav that is preceded by a 

vowel, to ensure that they are read as consonantal (§I.1.6.), e.g. 

 ִַׂ֖ ָּ ל  יוְַעָּ  (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: יו ִׂ֖ לָּ  Psa. 89.46 עָּ

‘on him’) 
 ַ ִַׂ֖וְשּ  יוְַוּל ָּ  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 219 | L [BHS]: 

יוַ ִׂ֖  (and his train’ Isa. 6.1‘ וְשׁוּלָּ

Some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts occasionally 

mark shewa on other word-final consonants that are preceded by 

a vowel and not in clusters, e.g. 

וֹשְַׁאֱַָ֜  נֵ֗  (JTS ENA 2640 f. 11, Díez Macho 1971, 293-4 | L 

[BHS]: ַׁוֹש נֵ֗ אֱָ֜ Psa. 10.18 ‘man’) 
ַַ֣הֵֶַּ֨בַָּ  לְַכָּ  (JTS ENA 2640 f. 11, Díez Macho 1971, 293-4 | L 

[BHS]: ל יכַַּ֤ הֵֵּ֨  (’Psa. 11.4 ‘in the temple of בְּ 
 ַ וּרְַאַשֹּ֑  (JTS ENA 2118 f. 14, Murtonen 1961, 55 | L [BHS]: 

וּר  (’Isa. 20.6 ‘Ashur אַשֹּׁ֑
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תְַֿוֹפֵַָ֛מּכְַ   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 155 | L [BHS]: מוֹפֵת  .Psa כְֶ֭

71.7 ‘like a sign’) 
In a number of Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts of non-

biblical texts vocalizers have marked shewa on all word-final con-

sonants, e.g. in the liturgical text Maḥzor Vitry: ְַנִגְאַלְַ ,מְעַטְַ ,אֵחַדְַ ,רַב, 
 .(Eldar 1975, 194) עְבַדִיםְַ

In some Non-Standard Tiberian biblical manuscripts shewa 

is marked on word-final he and ʾalef that are matres lectionis and 

are not realized as consonants, e.g. 

בְַ  ַַ֣שָּׁ  הְַֿרָּ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 156 | L [BHS]: ה ָ֥ בְרָּ  .Psa שָּׁ 

69.21 ‘has broken’) 
ַוַָּ֥ח  הְַֿשָּׁ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 156 | L [BHS]: ה וּשֶָּׁ֫  .Psa ח 

70.6 ‘hasten’) 
וֹאְַבלַָּּ   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 156 | L [BHS]: וֹא בֵ֗  Psa. 71.3 לָּ

‘to come’) 
It seems that this practice arose by extending the use of 

shewa that marks syllable closure to letters that are pronounced 

as vowels without consonantal realization. A similar devel-

opment is attested in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts in the 

use of mappiq on he and dagesh on ʾalef, which are in some cases 

extended from marking consonantal he and ʾalef to the marking 

also of matres lectionis he and ʾalef (§I.1.1., §I.1.5.). This type of 

extension of the marking of shewa is sometimes applied also to 

word-internal matres lectionis, e.g. 

אְַ  טָּ  נוּחָּ  (T-S NS 18.5, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ּאנו טָּ   .Num חָּ

14.40 ‘we have sinned’) 
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וֹכְַמְלַאְַ  תִׂ֖  (T-S A22.54, Khan 1991, 855 | L [BHS]: ֹו  .Gen מְלַאכְתִׂ֖

2.2 ‘his work’) 
אְַ  מֶרוַתָֹ֥  (T-S A22.54 | L [BHS]: אמֶר ָֹ֥  (’Gen. 3.2 ‘and she said וַת
יְַ  םדַלִֹּ֑  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 80 | L [BHS]: ים  Prov. 29.14 דַלִֹּ֑

‘the poor’) 
רלֵּאְַ  מֹ   (T-S ASַ8.123, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ר  Lev. 24.1 לֵּאמֹ 

‘saying’) 
Such a marking of shewa on word-internal matres lectionis 

has been identified in manuscripts of European provenance con-

taining non-biblical Hebrew texts with a Non-Standard Tiberian 

type of vocalization, e.g. אְתִי ,רֵאְשִית ,לֵאְמוֹר צָּ ך ,מְלֶאְכֶת ,מָּ  172.מִכַאְן ,צאְֹנָּ

In some European manuscripts, mater lectionis ʾalef is marked by 

ḥaṭef pataḥ instead of shewa, e.g. אֲשי אֲתִי ,רִאֲשוֹן ,רָּ -This is un 173.בָּּ

likely to reflect a consonantal realization of the ʾalef but rather 

has arisen by analogy with the use on matres lectionis of the shewa 

sign, which alternates with ḥaṭef pataḥ in other contexts.  

Another Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization practice found 

in non-biblical texts is to mark shewa on a consonant preceding a 

mater lectionis that is marked by a vowel sign. This is found before 

shureq, which is always marked on mater lectionis vav, e.g. in 

Mishnaic texts: ר דְוּ ,הַמְוּבְחָּ בָּ  and also before ,(Sharvit 1968, 24) אָּ

other matres lectionis on which a vowel is marked contrary to the 

standard Tiberian system, e.g. כְאַן (Bar-Asher 1980, 48). Alterna-

tively, when the mater lectionis has a vowel sign, the preceding 

                                                 
172 Eldar (1975, 195; 1978, 68–69), Bar-Asher (1980, 48). 

173 Eldar (1978, 69), Beit-Arié (1965, 38). 
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consonant is sometimes also marked with a vowel sign, e.g. 

ן ,וּבַצאֹֹן ,בְצֵאֵתִי אָּ  174.כָּ

I.2.6. SYLLABIFICATION AND METRICAL STRUCTURE OF 

WORD-FINAL SYLLABLES 

The syllable structure of words with final consonantal clusters 

such as ְַוַיֵַּ֣בְך ‘and he wept’ (Gen. 45.15), ְַּשְׁב  ’and he captured‘ וַיִָּ֥
(Num. 21.1) and ִַטְתְַל קַַּּ֤  ‘you gleaned’ (Ruth 2.19) can be analysed 

as having extra-syllabic consonants. These would have the 

underlying structure /vaj.jev.k/, /vaj.jiʃ.b/ and /liq.̟qa̟tˁ.t/, in 

which the final consonant of the cluster at the periphery of the 

word is extrasyllabic. This can be compared to the analysis of the 

underlying syllable structure of a word such as קוֹל as /qō̟.l/ with 
an extrasyllabic final consonant (§I.2.4.). In both cases the extra-

syllabicity of the final consonant is conditioned by the fact that a 

syllable should not have more than two morae. Words with final 

consonant clusters such as /vaj.jev.k/, /vaj.jiʃ.b/ and /liq.̟qa̟tˁ.t/ 
have in their final syllables a vowel without inherent length. On 

the phonetic level, however, the final vowel would be lengthened 

by stress and so it would split into a CV̄.VC structure with an 

epenthetic vowel after the long vowel, as is the case with /qō̟.l/ 
[ˈqo̟ːol] and /lev/ [ˈleːev], viz. [vaɟ.ˈɟeː.ev.k], [vaɟ.ˈɟiː.iʃ.b] and 

                                                 
174 Eldar (1975, 195), Bar-Asher (1980, 48). These three types of double 

vocalization of vowels marked by matres lectionis are also found in 

medieval Judaeo-Arabic texts that are vocalized with Tiberian vowel 

signs, see Khan (1992a). 
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[liq.̟ˈqa̟ːatˁ.t]. The consonant on the word-final periphery would 

remain extrasyllabic at the phonetic level.  

As is the case with words such as [ˈqo̟ːol] and [ˈleːev], on 

the level of metrical parsing the unstressed epenthetic in words 

such as [vaɟ.ˈɟeː.ev.k], [vaɟ.ˈɟiː.iʃ.b] and [liq.̟ˈqa̟ːatˁ.t] would be-

long together with the preceding long vowel in a trochaic foot. 

The final consonant can be considered to have been 

extrametrical: 

 [vaɟ. ˈɟeː.ev.k] 

 (*) (ˈ* .) 
Word-final extrasyllabic consonants can be posited to exist 

also in segolate forms, e.g. ְלֶך פֶרסֵֶַ֫ ,’king‘ [mɛː.lɛχˈ] מֶֶ֫  [ˈseː.fɛʀ]̟ 

‘book’, ֶַֹ֫דֶשׁק  [ˈqo̟ː.ðɛʃ] The underlying forms of these would be 

/mɛl.χ/, /sef.r/, /qoð.ʃ/, and the final extrasyllabic consonant 

would be syllabified by an epenthetic on the phonetic level.175 As 

is the case with other epenthetics, we should assume that these 

epenthetics did not stand in an independent foot. They would be 

analogous to the epenthetic of words such as [ˈqo̟ː.ol] and be 
weak syllables bound prosodically to the previous strong syllable 

in a trochaic foot:  

 /mɛl.χ/ 

 [ˈmɛː.lɛχ]  
 (ˈ* .) 
                                                 
175 Such underlying representations without the epenthetic vowel are 

adopted in analyses of Tiberian Hebrew made within the framework of 

generative phonology and optimality theory, e.g. Prince (1975), 

Greenstein (1992), Malone (1993), Coetzee (1999), Edzard (2013). 



424 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

The vowel in the underlying syllable structure /mɛl.χ/ is 

short. After the insertion of the epenthetic, it has become length-

ened. A stressed vowel would have been lengthened. A further 

factor that brought about this lengthening is likely to have been 

a metrical constraint on having a sequence of a light CV syllable 

and a following weak epenthetic syllable.  

A similar analysis would apply to forms such as ְַאַל־יִֶ֭חַד ‘let 

it not rejoice’ (Job 3.6) and ַ חַתְ  כַ   .you (fs) have forgotten’ (Isa‘ שָּׁ

17.10), which also end in trochaic feet: 

 /jiħ.d/  /ʃɔːχaħ.t/ 

 [ˈjiː.ħad]  [ʃɔːˈχaː.ħat] 

 (ˈ* .)  (*) (ˈ* .) 
Some nouns that derive historically from a *CVCC pattern 

have stress on the syllable containing the vowel that breaks the 

final cluster. This applies, for example, to nouns with a medial 

ʾalef, e.g. 

 well’  < *biʾr‘ בְּאֵר 
 wolf’  < *ðiʾb‘ זְאֵב 

 stench’ < *buʾš‘ בְּאֹשׁ 
In such forms an original epenthetic takes the main stress. 

The original short lexical vowel is left without stress and comes 

to be in a metrically weak CV syllable, and so is represented by 

shewa. Since the second vowel is stressed it should be assumed 

that, although originally an epenthetic, it has become reanalysed 

as a lexical vowel in the underlying form of the word:  

 *biʾr > בְּאֵר [beˈʔeːeʀ]̟ /bʔe.r/ 
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This process of shifting the stress to the epenthetic is regu-

lar with medial-ʾalef nouns, in which it may have been motivated 

by an effort to preserve the weak ʾalef. By making the ʾalef the 

onset of a strong stressed syllable of a foot, i.e. ֵֶַ֫רבְּא  [beˈʔeːeʀ]̟ (. 

ˈ* .) rather than of a weak unstressed syllable of a foot, as in ְלֶך  מֶֶ֫

[ˈmɛː.lɛχ] (ˈ* .) the articulation of the ʾalef is strengthened. The 

same orthoepic metrical principle is likely to have given rise to 

the ṣere on initial ʾ alef in forms such as אֵזוֹר ‘girdle’ and אֵבוּס ‘crib’, 
which have a קְטוֹל and קְטוּל morphological pattern respectively. 

The ʾalef with ṣere is a metrically strong syllable (*), whereas an 

ʾalef with ḥaṭef segol, which would have been expected according 

to the morphological pattern, would have been a metrically weak 

syllable. The same explanation holds for the vocalization of ʾalef 

with ṣere in verbal forms such as ּו אֵהֲבֶ֫  ,you love’ (Prov. 1.22)‘ תְ 

where a ḥaṭef segol would be expected (cf. ּבו ֹ֑  Zech. 8.17). Note תֶאֱהָּ

also the form ּכְלֵהו אָּ  it consumes him’ (Job 20.26), where this‘ תְֶ֭

process has preserved the ʾalef, which is normally weakened and 

after prefixes (cf. ּהו   .(’Isa. 62.9 ‘they will eat it יאֹכְל ִ֔
Stress shifts to the epenthetic syllables also in many nouns 

with a final weak radical, e.g. 

 fruit’  < *pary‘  פְרִי 

 kid’  < *gady‘ גְדִי 

 weeping’ < *baky‘ בְּכִי 

In such cases, the motivation for the stress shift appears to 

be that the long vowel created by the combination of the epen-

thetic and the final weak radical was favoured for stress place-

ment over the short vowel in the first syllable. 
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Clusters of two consonants on the phonetic level occur in 

principle on word peripheries. This includes the word-final pe-

riphery, as in the forms discussed above, and the word-initial pe-

riphery, as in the isolated case of the numeral ‘two’ שְׁתֵי / שְׁתַיִם, 

in which the shewa is silent: [ˈʃtaːjim], [ˈʃteː]. As with word-final 

clusters, the initial consonant of the word-initial cluster in this 

word can be analysed as extrasyllabic on the underling and pho-

netic level, viz. /ʃ.tē/ [ʃ.ˈteː] (§I.2.5.3.). 

It has been shown (§I.2.5.6.) that the parsing of a form such 

as /qō̟.l/ [qo̟ːol] with a long vowel followed by an extrasyllabic 

consonant, which is realized phonetically as a strong syllable fol-

lowed by a light epenthetic syllable in a trochaic foot (* .), has 

been extended by analogy into word-internal position in cases 

where a long vowel is followed by silent shewa, e.g. ּמְרו  שָּׁ

/ʃɔ.̄m.rū/ [ʃɔː.ɔm.ˈʀu̟ː] (* .) (*).  

There are a few cases of the extension of the syllabic struc-

ture and/or metrical pattern of underlying word-final consonan-

tal clusters to word-internal position. One such case is that of 

forms with word-internal gutturals in a closed syllable such as 

וּיַעַמְדֶַ֫  [jaː.ʕam.ˈðuː] ‘they stand’. The metrical structure of this can 

be represented as follows: 

 [jaː.ʕam. ˈðuː] 
 (* .) (*) 

The word would consist of two feet, the first of which is 

trochaic. Evidence for this is the fact that the accent can be re-

tracted to the vowel before the guttural by the process of nesiga 

(Revell 1983), e.g. 
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ֹ֑חַד  הַיָּּ   let us stand’ (Isa. 50.8)‘ [naː.ʕam.ðɔːˈ] נַַ֣עַמְדָּ

The normal rule of nesiga is that the accent cannot be 

retracted further than the first syllable before the final syllable 

that has a full vowel sign, so long as this syllable has a long 

vowel. This means that the accent in a word such as ה אַמָּּ  the‘ הָּ

cubit’ [hɔː.ʔam.mɔː] cannot be retracted to the initial syllable. We 

propose that the reason nesiga is possible in a form such as ה  נַַ֣עַמְדָּ
[ˈnaː.ʕam.ðɔː] but not in a word such as ה אַמָּּ  is [hɔː.ʔam.mɔː] הָּ
that nesiga takes account of metrical feet rather than phonetic 

syllables. The rule is that the accent cannot be moved back 

further than the foot immediately preceding the word-final foot. 

These two words have different metrical structures, ה  has נַַ֣עַמְדָּ

two feet, whereas ה אַמָּּ   :has three הָּ

 naː. ʕam. ðɔː 
 (* .) (*) 

 hɔː. ʔam. mɔː   

 (*) (*) (*) 

Nesiga can take place in a word such as נִּי הַמֶ  חֲקָּ ַ֣  it is far‘ רָּ

from me’ (Job 21.16) since it too consists of two feet: 

 [ˈʀɔ̟ː. ħa.qɔ̟ː] 
 ˈ(*) (. *) 

The trochaic foot in a word such as ֶַ֫וּיַעַמְד  [jaː.ʕam.ˈðuː] (* .) 

(*) is analogous to that of a segolate form such as ְלֶך  [mɛː.lɛχˈ] מֶֶ֫
(* .) ‘king’ or עַר  youth’, in which the final syllable‘ (. *) ̟[naːʕaʀˈ] נֶַ֫

is unstressed.  
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A form such as ֶַ֫וּיַעַמְד  [jaː.ʕam.ˈðuː] can be assumed to have 

the underlying phonological form /jaʕmðū/, which would corre-
spond to the syllable structure of the equivalent morphological 

form in strong verbs, e.g.. ּיִשְׁמְרו /jiʃmrū]. The process of deriva-
tion would be as follows: 

 /jaʕmðū/ > (i) [ja.ʕam.ðū] > (ii) [jaː.ʕam.ˈðuː] 
In stage (i), an epenthetic is added after the guttural in the 

phonetic form and the guttural is syllabified in a closed syllable 

with the following consonant. In stage (ii), the vowel of the pre-

ceding syllable is lengthened due to a metrical constraint against 

having a sequence of a light CV syllable followed by weak un-

stressed epenthetic syllable. This would be similar to the pro-

posed derivation of forms with gutturals such as ה  .viz ,הֶעֱלָּ

/heʕ.lū/ > (i) [hɛ.ʕɛ.ˈluː] > (ii) [hɛː.ʕɛ.ˈluː] (§I.2.5.4.). 

Another case of a word-internal trochaic foot is in proper 

names such as ִּׂ֖הו  .Berechiah’ (1 Chron. 2.24)‘ [bɛːʀɛ̟χˈjɔːhuː] בֶּרֶכְיָּ

Here the syllabification and metrics of a word-final segolate pat-

tern have been extended to word-internal position: 

 /bɛr.χ.jɔ.̄hū/ 

 [bɛː.ʀɛ̟χ ˈjɔː huː] 
 (* .)  ˈ(*)  <*> 

In the Babylonian reading tradition, the vowel before the 

epenthetic has not been lengthened but rather reduced (Yeivin 

1985, 1082): 

 [braχˈjɔːhuː] בְרַכיָהו 
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This can be compared to the lack of lengthening in Babylo-

nian pronunciation of the vowel before the epenthetic of guttur-

als in forms such as ְרהעַנ  ‘young woman’, which was read as 

[nʕaˈrɔː] or [naʕaˈrɔː] (§I.2.5.4.). 

One possible case of a word-internal syllable-final conso-

nant cluster is reflected by the vocalization of the Hebrew gentilic 

‘the Jerahmeelite’ in L. In most cases this is vocalized ִַיהַיְּרַחְמְאֵל  

[haɟ.ɟa.ʀa̟ħ.me.ʔeː.ˈliː]. In 1 Sam. 27.10, however, it is vocalized 

in L as follows: 

L: י י :A) הַיַּרְחְמְאֵלִִ֔  (Sam. 27.10 1 ,הַיְּרַחְמְאֵלִִ֔

This was also the original vocalization of the form in 1 Sam. 

30.29, though it has been corrected to י  The vocalization .הַיְּרַחְמְאֵלִִ֔

י  is found in 1 Sam. 27.10 and 1 Sam. 30.29 also in other הַיַּרְחְמְאֵלִִ֔

manuscripts written by the scribe of L, Samuel ben Jacob, 

showing that it is unlikely to be a random error (Phillips 2017, 

16). This vocalization, therefore, may be a case of a word-internal 

consonant cluster at the end of a syllable analogous to word-final 

clusters in words such as ְַנִֵַֽ֣רְד ‘nard’ (Cant. 4.14) and ְַרְד  he causes‘ יִַ֔

him to dominate’ (Isa. 41.2). As in the word-final clusters, the 

word-internal cluster in י  .would have falling sonority הַיַּרְחְמְאֵלִִ֔

The cluster would come before the boundary between the stem 

of the name and the theophoric element (cf. the remarks concern-

ing the name Eliphelehu in §I.2.5.7.6.).  

I.2.7. LEXICAL ḤAṬEF VOWELS 

Some short vowels in open syllables are lexical vowels rather 

than epenthetic vowels. This applies mainly to a set of vowels 
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represented by ḥaṭef qameṣ. In such cases, the ḥaṭef qameṣ [ɔ] pre-

serves the rounded quality of a historical lexical vowel of the 

morphological form and there has not been quality reduction and 

neutralization. They should be represented as the phoneme /o/ 

with unspecified length in the phonological form of the word. In 

conformity with the normal rule, this phoneme is realized as [ɔ] 

in unstressed syllables, and [oː] in syllables with the main stress, 

e.g. 

יםהַקֳַּ  שִִׁ֡ דָּ  [haq.̟qɔ̟.ðɔː.ˈʃiː.im] /haq.̟qo̟.ðɔ.̄ʃī.m/ (2 Kgs 12.19 

‘the holy things’) < *qoðɔš̄īm; cf. sing. ׁקדֶֹש [ˈqo̟ːðɛʃ]) 
וֹת  בֵ֗  ħo.rɔ.̄vō.θ/ (Psa. 9.7 ‘waste places’)/ [ħɔ.ʀɔ̟ː.ˈvoː.oθ] חֳרָּ

< *ḥurɔv̄ōθ; cf. sing. ַָּהח רְבִָּּ֔  [ħɔʀ̟̍ bɔː] Lev. 26.31 ‘waste 

place’) 
ה  נָּּ  ʔɛsˁ.sˁo.rɛn.nɔ/̄ (Isa. 27.3 ‘I/ [ʔɛsˁ.sˁɔ.ˈʀɛ̟ː.ɛn.nɔː] אֶצֳרֶ 

guard it’) < *ʾeṣorɛnnɔ;̄ cf. ר  Psa. 119.69 ‘I) [ʔɛsˁˈsˁoːorˁ] אֱצֹֹ֬
keep’) 

לִי ħol.j/ (‘illness’) < *ḥuly; cf. pausal form/ [ħɔ.ˈliː] חֳלִי   חֹֹ֑

[ˈħoːliː] (Deut. 7.15) 

י   roʔ.j/ (Gen. 16.13 ‘seeing’) < *ruʾy; cf. pausal/ [ʀɔ̟.ˈʔiː] רֳאִֹ֑

form אִי  (1 Sam. 16.12) [ʀo̟ːʔiːˈ] רֹֹ֑

רִי sˁor.j/ (‘balm’) < *ṣury; cf. pausal form/ [sˁɔ.ˈʀi̟ː] צֳרִי  צִֹ֔  וָּ
[vɔːˈsˁoːʀi̟ː] (Ezek. 27.17) 

מִידֳַ   [dɔ.ˈmiː] /dom.j/ (‘silence’) < *dumy 

 ħor.j/ (‘burning’) < *ḥury/ [ħɔ.ˈʀi̟ː] חֳרִי  

In the examples cited above the ḥaṭef qameṣ is the reflex of 

a short round historical vowel. In some cases ḥaṭef qameṣ in an 
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open syllable is the result of the shortening of an original [oː] /ō/ 
or [ɔː] /ɔ/̄ in an unstressed syllable, e.g. 

ים   > sˁip.pʰo.rī.m/ (Lev. 14.49 ‘birds’)/ [sˁip.pʰɔ.ˈʀi̟ː.im] צִפֳרִֹ֑
*ṣippōrīm; cf. sing. צִפוֹר [sˁippʰoːoʀ]̟) 

ת  תֳנֹ   kʰut.tʰo.nō.θ/ (Exod. 29.8 ‘tunics’)/ [kʰut.tʰɔ.ˈnoː.oθ] כ 
< *kuttōnōθ; cf. sing. תֹנֶת  [kʰutˈtʰoːnɛθ]  כ 

מֳתֵי  ַ֣  > bɔ.̄mo.θē/ (Isa. 14.14 ‘the heights of’)/ [bɔː.mɔ.θeːˈ] בָּּ
*ˈbɔm̄ōθē; cf. מוֹת  ’heights‘ [bɔːˈmoːoθ] בָּּ

לְתִיהֶַ  חֳדַ   [hɛː.ħɔ.ˈðaː.al.tʰiː] /hɛɛ.ħo.ðal.tʰī/ (Jud. 9.9. ‘shall I 

cease?’) < *ḥɔ̄̍ ðāltī 
There are some cases where the qere has a lexical ḥaṭef 

qameṣ where the ketiv has a mater lectionis vav, e.g. 

 Neh. 13.23: ketiv אשדודיותַעמוניות, qere ַוֹת וֹתַאַשְׁדֳדִיִּ֔ עַמֳּנִיִּׂ֖  ‘Ash-

dodite, Ammonite (women)’ 
The ketiv, in such cases, would seem to reflect a variant 

reading in which a historical long /ō/ had not been shortened. 
Some words with ḥaṭef qameṣ in an open syllable exhibit 

variants in which the reduction to an epenthetic has taken place. 

This is seen, for example, in the vocalization ים שִֹׁ֑ -the holi‘ הַקְּדָּ

nesses’ (Ezek. 44.13) instead of the more common שִׁים -Com .הַקֳּדָּ

pare also ה נָּּ ה to (’Psa. 119.33 ‘and I will keep it) וְאֶצְרֶָ֥ נָּּ  .Isa) אֶצֳרֶ 

27.3 ‘I guard it’), and י  branches of’ (Zech. 4.12), which‘ שִׁבֲּלֵַ֣

seems to be the same lexical item as ים  .ears of grain’ (Gen‘ שִׁבֳּלִֵ֗

41.5). In some cases, the variants are differences between Maso-

retic authorities. Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel, for example, in his Kitāb 
al-Khilaf records a variation between the reading of Ben Asher 
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ה נָּּ ה I will write it’ (Jer. 31.33) and that of Ben Naftali‘ אֶכְתֳבֶֹ֑ נָּּ  אֶכְתֲבֶֹ֑

(Lipschütz 1965, לג). 
Yeivin (1980, 283) identifies some cases of ḥaṭef segol on 

non-guttural consonants as a lexical vowels (‘morphological use’ 
in his terminology). These are found mainly in Biblical Aramaic, 

e.g. ַַ ּבֱנַיְתַה (Dan. 4.27 ‘I built it’), י י ,(’Ezra 4.18 ‘it was read) קֱרִִׂ֖  גֱלִַ֣
(Dan. 2.30 ‘it was revealed’). A Hebrew example is ים בְצֶלְצֱלִ    A, C) וּ 

2 Sam. 6.5 ‘and with cymbals’). L has simple segol here: ים בְצֶלְצֶלִ   .וּ 
It is not clear, however, whether any of these preserve the origi-

nal quality of a lexical vowel or whether they reflect some kind 

of assimilation to the phonetic environment. 

The qualities of ḥaṭef qameṣ [ɔ] and ḥaṭef segol [ɛ] share the 

property of being lax vowels, in that they were produced in the 

central vowel space. Phonetic studies of other languages have 

shown that, all other things being equal, unstressed lax vowels 

are shorter than unstressed tense vowels.176 This feature of the 

lax vowels [ɔ] and [ɛ] could have been the principal reason why 

the retention of their qualities was allowed in conditions where 

tense vowel qualities were reduced. 

In some manuscripts, a shewa sign is marked where L has a 

lexical vowel represented by ḥaṭef qameṣ. In MS Sassoon 507 (S), 

for example, the plural form תֳנֹת תְנֹת is vocalized כ  -The trea 177.כ 

tise Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, §19) states that some 

scribes wrote shewa rather than ḥaṭef qameṣ in the words רְדֳכַי  מָּ

and  ַתֳנוֹתכ , where the ḥaṭef qameṣ represented a lexical vowel. The 

following passage from Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ also refers to the practice 

                                                 
176 For example, Delattre and Hohenberg (2009). 

177 Yeivin (1968, 35), Shashar (1983, 21). 



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 433 

of some scribes to mark short lexical vowels in open syllables 

with shewa rather than a ḥaṭef sign:  

It is said … that some scribes wanted to remove 

uncertainty from places that may lead to error and have 

combined a vowel with shewa … because they thought that 

people would err in the reading of (for example) רְדֳכַי  .מָּ

When some people saw shewa without qameṣ in רְדְכַי  they ,מָּ

read it as pataḥ. If they saw qameṣ alone, they were at risk 

of giving the qameṣ its full length. So, the scribes decided 

to combine them so that this degree of uncertainty be 

removed. This applied also to similar cases. This is an 

exception to their customary practice. What supports the 

claim that this is the view of only some of them with regard 

to letters not belonging to the group of the four (guttural 

letters) is that in most codices one does not find what has 

been presented as counterevidence (i.e. the marking of 

ḥaṭef signs on non-guttural letters), but all codices are 

uniform in the combination of shewa with a vowel under 

the four (guttural) letters.178 

These variations in vocalization whereby the shewa sign is 

written instead of ḥaṭef qameṣ representing lexical vowels in 

words such as רְדֳכַי תֳנוֹתכַ  and מָּ  are variations in notation of the 

lexical vowel rather than its reduction to an epenthetic. 

The form י  indicates that a (’Gen. 16.13 ‘seeing) [ʀɔ̟.ˈʔiː] רֳאִֹ֑

ḥaṭef qameṣ that represents a lexical vowel does not assimilate to 

the quality of the vowel after a following guttural, unlike epen-

thetic vowels. 

                                                 
178 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.2.12.6. 
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The status of these lexical vowels represented by ḥaṭef 
qameṣ involved not only the resistance to neutralization of their 

historical vowel quality and to assimilation to the quality of ad-

jacent vowels but also retention of a stronger metrical structure 

than epenthetics. This is demonstrated by the distribution of the 

allophones of resh. In the medieval sources, the resh was said to 

have its default uvular realization in a word such as  ַצֳרִי [sˁɔ.ˈʀi̟ː] 
‘balm’ (Gen. 43.11),179 i.e., after an alveolar consonant with ḥaṭef 
qameṣ. As remarked in §I.1.20., when the alveolar has vocalic 

shewa in this environment, as in the word ה  [sˁɑ.rˁuː.ˈfɔː] צְרוּפִָּ֔
‘refined (fs)’ (2 Sam. 22.31), the resh was in the same foot as the 

alveolar and had a pharyngealized apico-alveolar realization. 

This reflects the fact that the domain of the conditioning of the 

allophones of resh was the foot rather than the syllable: 

 [(sˁɑ.rˁuː.) (ˈfɔː)] 
 (. *)   (ˈ*) 

The realization of the resh in  ַצֳרִי [sˁɔ.ˈʀi̟ː] as an uvular can 

be interpreted as reflecting the fact that such a ḥaṭef qameṣ on a 

non-guttural consonant was in a separate foot from that of the 

following syllable: 

 [(sˁɔ.) (ˈʀi̟ː)] 
 (*) (ˈ*) 

The foot containing the ḥaṭef qameṣ consists of light mono-

moraic syllable CV. Metrical phonologists term this a ‘degenerate 

                                                 
179 See the commentary on Sefer Yeṣira by Saadya Gaon (ed. Lambert 

1891, 79) and the sources cited in Khan (1995, 70–71). 
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foot’, since feet would normally be expected to be bisyllabic or 
bimoraic (Prince 1990; Kager 2007, 200–201). Such degenerate 

feet are tolerated in some languages, but often only under certain 

conditions, such as peripheral position or main stress. In Tiberian 

Hebrew, a degenerate foot consisting of a light CV syllable is only 

tolerated with a lax vowel quality of qameṣ or segol. Furthermore, 

it is only allowed if it is immediately followed by a stronger bi-

moraic syllable (CVV or CVC). This is analogous to the fact that 

a light epenthetic CV syllable, represented by a shewa or a ḥaṭef 
vowel, is only allowed if it is bound prosodically with a following 

bimoraic syllable in the same foot. This can be captured by pro-

posing metrical tree structures such as the following: 

 

   Word    Word 

 

  w  s  w  s 

 

  φ  φ  φ  φ 
 

 w  s s  s  s 

 

 [(sˁɑ.  rˁuː) (ˈfɔː)]  [(sˁɔ.) (ˈʀi̟ː)]  
Key: w = weak, s = strong, φ = foot 

These trees show that CV syllables with lexical vowels have 

at a higher metrical level the same rhythmic relationship with 

what follows as does a CV epenthetic vowel within a foot. The 

bimoraic syllable following a lexical vowel is stronger than the 
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lexical vowel on a higher metrical level, just as a bimoraic sylla-

ble is stronger than a preceding epenthetic CV within a foot. 

A series of two light CV syllables is not tolerated, and a foot 

with the syllabic structure CVCV is not licit. So a degenerate CV 

foot cannot be combined with a preceding monomoraic syllable 

of a vocalic shewa of a preposition or a short /u/ of the 

conjunctive vav. In such cases the ḥaṭef qameṣ vowel is elided and 

in this respect it behaves like a vocalic shewa, e.g. 

יבִַּ  דְמִָ֥  [bið.ˈmiː] (Isa. 38.10 ‘in the silence of’ versus י  .Isa) דֳמִִׂ֖

62.6) 

י   .Gen) צֳרִיַ  versus (’Gen. 37.25 ‘and balm) [wusˁ.ˈrˁiː] וּצְרִַ֣

43.11) 

Another repair strategy is to lengthen a preceding short 

vowel, as is found when the degenerate foot is preceded by 

interrogative he, e.g. 

ד  יןַבְּגִלְעִָּ֔ ַאֵַ֣  .is there no balm in Gilead?’ (Jer‘ [haː.sˁɔ.ˈʀi̟ː] הַצֳרִי 

8.22) 

Another way in which syllables with lexical vowels behave 

like vocalic shewa is in the retraction of the accent (nesiga). It was 

established in §I.2.6. that nesiga operates within the domain of 

metrical feet rather than syllables and the general rule is that it 

retracts not further than the foot that immediately precedes the 

word-final foot. In a construction such as מֳתֵי ַ֣ בַבָּּ ֹ֑ עָּ  ‘the heights of 

the clouds’ (Isa. 14.14) with a CV syllable containing a lexical 

ḥaṭef qameṣ vowel, the foot of this syllable is ignored and the 

stress retracts back to a syllable that is the third foot from the 

end: 
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 [ˈbɔː mɔ θeː] 
 ˈ(*) (*) (*) 

It would seem, therefore, that a degenerate foot containing 

a short CV syllable with a lexical short vowel was ignored by 

nesiga and so such a syllable behaves like the syllable of an epen-

thetic vowel that does not have its own foot, as in נִּי הַמֶ  חֲקָּ ַ֣  it is‘ רָּ
far from me’ (Job 21.16): 

 [ˈʀɔ̟ː ħa.qɔ̟ː] 
 ˈ(*) (. *) 

Nevertheless, there is evidence that such ḥaṭef qameṣ and 

ḥaṭef segol lexical vowels where metrically stronger than vocalic 

shewa due to their being parsed in a separate foot. Some reflec-

tions of the higher degree of metrical strength of a ḥaṭef qameṣ 
on non-guttural consonants in words like דֳמִי include the follow-

ing.  

These short [ɔ] vowels represented by ḥaṭef qameṣ can re-

ceive a secondary stress, in which case they are lengthened and 

are represented by a simple qameṣ sign in the vocalization, e.g., 

ים  שִִׁ֔ דָּ  (’Exod. 29.37 ‘holinesses) קָּ 
 [ˌqɔ̟ː.ðɔː.ˈʃiː.im] 

 ˌ(*) (*) ˈ(* .) 
Such secondary stress, marked in this case by a major gaʿya, 

occurs, in principle, two syllables back from the main stress at 

the end of the word (§I.2.8.2.1.). Secondary stress does not occur 

in words with vocalic shewa in this position, since the vowel is 

epenthetic and is metrically weak, e.g. 
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רִים   ’words‘ דְבָּ
 [da.vɔː.ˈʀi̟ː.im] 

 (. *) ˈ(* .) 
In some early Tiberian Masoretic manuscripts, moreover, 

qameṣ is written in place of ḥaṭef qameṣ also in pretonic syllables 

that do not take secondary stress, e.g., 

II Firkovitch Evr. II B 10:  ַרִי -balm’ (Gen. 43.11, most manu‘ צָּ

scripts have  ַצֳרִי) 

L: ּנּו פֶֹ֑ -he will strike him’ (1 Sam. 26.10, A and most manu‘ יִגָּ

scripts have ֳַנּוּיִג פֶֹ֑ ) 

The same applies to cases of ḥaṭef segol that sporadically 

occur under non-guttural consonants, e.g., 

L: ים בְצֶלְצֶלִ   and with cymbals’ (2 Sam. 6.5, most manuscripts‘ וּ 

have ים בְצֶלְצֱלִ   (וּ 

I.2.8. VARIATION IN THE DURATION OF LONG VOWELS 

I.2.8.1. Syllables with the Main Stress and 

Unstressed Syllables 

According to the general principles of vowel length (§I.2.2.), 

vowels represented by basic vowel signs are long when they are 

either (i) in a stressed syllable or (ii) in an unstressed open sylla-

ble. There was, however, some variation in the relative duration 

of such long vowels. Some details of this variation can be recon-

structed from the medieval sources. 
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I.2.8.1.1. Stressed and Unstressed Vowels 

We learn from some sources that vowels in stressed syllables were 

longer than long vowels in unstressed syllables. This was most 

clearly formulated in the grammatical treatises of the Qimḥi 

family, e.g. Joseph Qimḥi, Sefer Zikkaron: 

The big vowels are always long unless the stress is adjacent 

to them [i.e. they are in an unstressed syllable], e.g. ר מַ   :שָּׁ

the stress is on the mem, so you do not lengthen the qameṣ 
of the shin.180 

David Qimḥi, Sefer Mikhlol: 

If adjacent to the ‘big’ vowel there is another vowel, either 

‘small’ or ‘big’, and the stress falls on the letter next to it, 

you shorten the first vowel even though it is ‘big’, e.g. רְתִי כַַּ֤ ַזָּ
ךְַ   I remember for you’ (Jer. 2.2): here the stress is on the‘ לָּ

kaf and you lengthen the stressed vowel despite the fact 

that it is ‘small’ Just as you lengthen this vowel, so you 

shorten the vowel of the zayin, although this is qameṣ.181
 

                                                 
180 Bacher (ed.) (1888, 17): ַהגדולותַישַלהםַעיכובַואיחורַבכלַקריאתםַחוץַאם

רַהטעםַבמ׳׳םַלאַתאריךַקמצותַ מַ  השי׳׳ןטעםַהתיבהַסמוךַלהַכמוַשָּׁ . The Qimḥis 

classified the Hebrew vowels into ‘big’ vowels and ‘small’ vowels 

according to their quantity. The ‘big’ vowels were ṣere, ḥolem and long 

qameṣ, shureq, and ḥireq. The ‘small’ vowels were pataḥ, segol, qameṣ 
ḥaṭuf, short ḥireq and qibbuṣ. 
181 Ed. Rittenberg (1862, 137b–138a): ַואםַתהיהַבצדַהתנועהַהגדולהַתנועה
אחרתַקטנהַוגדולהַובאותַאשרַלצדהַטעםַאתהַמשפילַהתנועהַהראשונהַאע׳׳פַשהיאַ

כמוַזכרתיַלךַהנהַהטעםַבכ׳׳ףַהיאַתנועהַקטנהַואע׳׳פַכןַתעמידנהַמפניַהטעםַגדולהַ
 .שבהַולפיַשתעמידנהַתשפילַקריאתַהזי׳׳ןַאע׳׳פַשהיאַקמוצה
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Given that the Karaite transcriptions and other medieval 

sources182 clearly indicate that vowels in unstressed open 

syllables were long, these statements by the Qimḥis were 

probably not intended to mean that the unstressed long vowels 

were reduced completely to short ones but rather that these were 

still long relative to the short vowels although they were not as 

long as vowels that were lengthened by stress. This relative 

quantity difference between stressed and unstressed long vowels 

can also be inferred from other grammatical works, e.g. the 

epitome of Saadya’s grammatical work known as Kitāb Naḥw al-

ʿIbrānī ‘The Book of the Grammar of Hebrew’, which was 

published by Eldar (1981, 128): 

In the words: וּמִי וֹרִיַקָ֥ אִׂ֖  ‘Arise! Shine out!’ (Isa. 60.1) you 

lengthen the beginning of the word because it is feminine, 

but when it is masculine, you say וֹם יַלְיִׂ֖ דַקוּמִַ֣ לְעַֹ֑  ‘for the day 

that I arise as a witness’ (Zeph. 3.8), lengthening the end 

of the word because it is masculine.183 

This tendency to reduce the duration of the long vowel in 

unstressed syllables may explain the occurrence of ḥaṭef qameṣ in 

place of the expected qameṣ in the form ֶַלְתִיה חֳדַ   [hɛːħɔðaːaltiː] 
‘shall I cease?’ (Jud. 9.9) or in place of the expected ḥolem in מֳתֵי ַ֣  בָּּ

                                                 
182 E.g. Saadya’s commentary on Sefer Yeṣira (ed. Lambert 1891, 76–77). 

וריַתמדַאולַאלכלמהַלאנהאַמונת̇הַותקולַפיַמאַהואַמד̇כרַליוםַ 183 מת̇לַקוַ̇קומיַאִׂ֖
לעַדַתמדַאכ̇רַאלכלמהַלאנהַמ]ד̇כר[ יַ -The concept of lengthening vs. non .קומַ֣

lengthening/shortening in this passage and also in the extracts from the 

Qimḥis corresponds to the use of the terms madd and qaṣr in the Arabic 

tajwīd literature to denote ‘extra length’ and ‘normal length’ 
respectively, cf. Bravmann (1934, 76). 
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[ˈbɔːmɔθeː] ‘the heights of’ (Isa. 14.14) (cf. §I.2.7.). It is likely 

that orthoepic efforts were made to keep the relatively weak un-

stressed open syllables long and cases such as  ַלְתִי מֳתֵי and הֶחֳדַ  ַ֣  בָּּ

reflect lapses in this orthoepy.  

In the Karaite transcriptions, an unstressed ḥolem within 

words is sometimes represented without a mater lectionis, reflect-

ing its shortening. This applies to the following example, in 

which a ḥolem occurs in an unstressed syllable before the second-

ary stress: 

ام  ف٘صوۢثۚيخࣤۜ  :BL Or 2543 MS A, fol. 7r, 8 | L [BHS]) وٟث٘ۖ

ם וֹתִיכִֶ֔  (’Jer. 25.34 ‘and your dispersions וּתְפוֹצַ֣
In less careful reading, the duration of these unstressed long 

vowels was regularly reduced. This is reflected, for example, by 

a Karaite transcription of the Psalms (Khan 1990a, Genizah MS 

13), in which long qameṣ in unstressed open syllables is not tran-

scribed by an Arabic mater lectionis, e.g. 

יו :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]) علاو  ַ֣ לָּ  .Psa עָּ

109.6 ‘against him’) 

לַַּ֤ח :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]) شلاح   .Psa שֵָּּׁ֨

111.9 ‘he sent’). 
In this manuscript and also in other Karaite transcriptions 

a long vowel in a closed syllable in an unstressed word bound by 

maqqef to what follows is, likewise, sometimes transcribed with-

out a mater lectionis, e.g. 
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 .Psa הוֹד־ :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]) هذ 

111.3 ‘majesty’) 

 .Psa הוֹן־ :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]) هن 

112.3 ‘wealth’) 

ثارࣦۜنۜ كࣦࣦۚ-ميࣦ۠   (BL Or 2546, fol. 118v, 5 | L [BHS]: ם־כִנִִֶּֽׂ֖רֶת  .Num יָּ

34.11 ‘sea of Chinnereth’) 

ف۟رۖعوࣦ -لۛب   (BL Or 2540, fol. 20v, 7 | L [BHS]: ַ ֹלֵב־פַרְעה Exod. 

7.22 ‘the heart of Pharaoh’) 

وث۠ ام  ם :BL Or 2540, fol. 17r, 2 | L [BHS]) بۛثࣦا۟ب  ֹ֑  .Exod בֵית־אֲבתָֹּ

6.14 ‘the house of their fathers’)  
As has been remarked in §I.2.7., in some manuscripts words 

that normally have ḥaṭef qameṣ in a pre-stress syllable are vocal-

ized with qameṣ, such as II Firkovitch Evr. II B 10: ַ רִי   .balm’ (Gen‘ צָּ

43.11, most manuscripts have  ַצֳרִי), L: ּנּו פֶֹ֑  he will strike him’ (1‘ יִגָּ

Sam. 26.10, A and most manuscripts have ֳַנּוּיִג פֶֹ֑ ). This could reflect 

the application of this orthoepic measure to these vowels also, 

which resulted in their being lengthened. Moreover, in some me-

dieval manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization this 

orthoepic tendency is reflected by the frequent marking of gaʿya 

on the pre-stress unstressed syllable, e.g. Vatican MS Urbinati 2 

(Yeivin 1980, 250–51), e.g. 

 ַ ַֹ בִּשׁ ְ ַַ֣ל  יםשׁ ִ  (L [BHS]: ים  (’Ezek. 1.1 ‘in the thirtieth [year] בִּשְׁלֹשִַׁ֣
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הֿ  ַֹ֣ י  ַ ַהָּ ַַ֣הָּ הֿי ָּ  (L [BHS]: ַ֣ה יָּ הַהָּ יַֹ֣  (’Ezek. 1.3 ‘it was הָּ

I.2.8.1.2. Deḥiq 

In the Masoretic literature it is reported that a long vowel in 

word-final position is shortened by the phenomenon known as 

deḥiq (Aramaic: ‘compressed’). The long vowel in question is 

usually qameṣ [ɔː] or segol [ɛː], which are lax, rather than the 

tense long vowels shureq [uː], ḥolem [oː] and ḥireq [iː].184 The 

compression takes place typically when (i) the final lax vowels 

qameṣ and segol occur in a word that has the stress on the penul-

timate syllable and is read with a conjunctive accent or when the 

word has maqqef and (ii) the following word has stress on its in-

itial syllable, or at least on a full vowel after an initial shewa, i.e. 

on the initial metrical foot. On account of the conjunctive accent 

or the maqqef, the first word is closely bound prosodically with 

the following word. When a vowel is in deḥiq, the consonant at 

the beginning of the following word has dagesh,185 e.g., 

L: ה ידָּ עִַ֣ םַוְאָּ בִָּּ֔  ‘I shall cause to witness against them’ (Deut. 

31.28) 

L: לֶַ֣יך ַַֹ֑עָּ רֶץפָּ  ‘(you breached) for yourself a breach’ (Gen. 38.29) 

L: עַן הַכְנִַ֔ רְצָּ  to the land of Canaan’ (Gen. 12.5)‘ אַַ֣

L: ֵַַַַֹ֣֑הלֶַּמִי־א ךְלָּּ  ‘who are these to you?’ (Gen. 33.5) 

                                                 
184 Phonetic studies of other languages have shown that, all other things 

being equal, unstressed lax vowels are shorter than unstressed tense 

vowels; cf., for example, Delattre and Hohenberg (2009). 

185 For further details concerning deḥiq see Yeivin (1980, 292–93). 
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L:  ַבְּמִרְעֶה־טוֹב ‘in good pasture’ (Ezek. 34.14) 

L: ֹו הְיֶה־בּ   will be in it’ (Josh. 2.19)‘ תִ 

L: ַַעֲשֶה־לְּךַַ֣ת  ‘you make for yourself’ (Prov. 24.6) 

According to Hidāyat al-Qārīʾ, the final vowel here ‘is not 

dwelt upon or prolonged in pronunciation,’186 ‘it does not have 

an exhalation of breath but is very compressed.’187 In an anony-

mous Masoretic treatise, the syllable containing a vowel in deḥiq 

is described as ‘shortened’ (makhṭūf).188 The vowel can be repre-

sented, therefore, as half-long, e.g. ה ידָּ עִַ֣ םַוְאָּ בִָּּ֔  [vɔʔɔːˈʕiːðɔˑ 
ˈbbɔːɔm]. 

When the first word is connected by maqqef without an ac-

cent, Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ refers to the construction as ʾathe me-raḥiq 

(Aramaic: ‘coming from far’).189 This is because the conjunctive 

accent before the deḥiq is further away, on the second word be-

fore the main accent, e.g. 

L: י יִתַלִשְׁמִֹ֑ וּאַיִבְנֶה־בִַּׂ֖  He will build a house for my name’ (2‘ הָ֥
Sam. 7.13) 

                                                 
 Long version, edition in vol. 2 ,לאַיתאנאַולאַיטולַפיַאלנטקַבדלךַאלמלך 186

of this book, §II.L.1.7.4. 

מצ̇יקַגדא 187  ,Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book ,ליסַפיהַתנפסַבלַהוַ

§II.L.1.7.4. 

188 Bod. Heb. d 33, fol. 16: כאןַאלחרףַאלדיַתחתהַאלתלתהַנקטַמכטוף ‘the 

letter under which the segol occurs is shortened’. 
189 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.7.5. 
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L: לֶא יםַתַעֲשֶה־פֶֹ֑  .Do you work wonders for the dead?’ (Psa‘ הֲלַמֵּתִָ֥

88.11) 

L: ה ה־פִֹׂ֖ הַשְׁבָּ וּרָּ  Turn aside, sit here’ (Ruth 4.1)‘ סָ֥

Some cases that are identified as ʾathe me-raḥiq have a dis-

junctive on the second word before the main accent, e.g. 

L: ַ יהָּ הַאֵלִֶׂ֖ ָ֥ הּוְאֵלְכָּ ֹ֑ ה־בָּּ וְאֶדְרְשָּׁ  ‘that I may go to her and inquire of 

her’ (1 Sam. 28.7) 

This suggests that the main conditioning factor for the com-

pression of the vowel is not the preceding accent but rather the 

status of the word with maqqef as prosodically subordinate to the 

following word. So these types of cases reflect the same basic 

phenomenon as cases of deḥiq where the word with the main ac-

cent is preceded by a word with a conjunctive accent. Some Mas-

oretic treatises, indeed, use the term ʾathe me-raḥiq to refer to all 

cases of deḥiq.190 

When unstressed tense vowels, such as the high vowels 

shureq and ḥireq, occur at the end of a word in the configurations 

for deḥiq that have just been described, the vowel is generally not 

compressed and there is no dagesh on the following word, e.g.  

L: ַּנו רַהוֹרַדְתֵַ֣ וֹאֲשֶַׁ֣ בִ֔  [hoːʀa̟ðˈtʰeːnuː ˈvoː] ‘through which you let 

us down’ (Josh. 2.18) 

L: ֹו ַבָ֥ רְתִי חַ   .I have chosen him’ (1 Chron‘ [vɔːˈħaːaʀt̟ʰiː ˈvoː] בָּ

28.6) 

                                                 
190 E.g. the treatise published by Baer and Strack (1879, §29). See the 

remarks of Dotan (1969). 
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In such cases where the first word ends in a tense vowel, a 

gaʿya is sporadically marked on this vowel in early manuscripts, 

alerting the reading to the fact that the vowel should be given its 

full length and should not undergo compression through deḥiq, 

e.g. 

L:  ִַיל עַרַ הֵילִַּ֤ יַשַׁ   ‘wail, oh gate’ (Isa. 14.31) 

This gaʿya is most commonly marked when the second 

word begins with a guttural consonant and cannot take a dagesh. 

In such cases, compression of the final vowel does not occur 

whatever its quality, e.g. 

L: לֶּה ַאֵָ֛ יך  דֶָ֥  these servants of yours’ (2 Kings 1.13)‘ עֲבָּ

A: ה יתָּ  שִַּ֤ סֶדַ ַעָּ חֶ   ‘you did a kindness’ (1 Sam. 15.16) 

A: י יתִ  אִַּ֤ מֶשׁ ַַרָּ אֶ   ‘I saw yesterday’ (2 Kings 9.26) 

L: ַַםי ַעַ  וּ  עְלִימ   ‘the people hide’ (Lev. 20.4) 

It is also marked on lax vowels before non-guttural conso-

nants that do not take an expected dagesh in conditions suitable 

for deḥiq, e.g.191 

L:  ַ סַח  הַפֶ  שָּ  ַּ֤  and he keeps the Passover’ (Num. 9.14)‘ וְעָּ

A: ה לָּ  ַּ֤ ַַעָּ וֶת  מָּ   ‘death has come up’ (Jer. 9.20) 

The dagesh that occurs on the first letter of the second word 

in deḥiq constructions, such as ה ידָּ עִַ֣ םַוְאָּ בִָּּ֔ , marked the gemination 

of the consonant. This is likely to have been a strategy to mark 

clearly a boundary between the two words, which was in danger 

                                                 
191 For details of the occurrence of the gaʿya after the stress see Yeivin 

(1968, 188–91). 
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of being lost due to the shortening of the vowel (§I.3.1.9.). A 

short vowel was not licit in word-final position. The gemination 

of the consonant was a repair strategy that compensated for the 

loss of duration in the preceding vowel and closed the word-final 

syllable. This was a fortition of the onset of the syllable in the 

second word. This fortition, it seems, was facilitated by the fact 

that the syllable was strong due to the incidence on it of the main 

stress:192  

ה  ידָּ עִַ֣ םַוְאָּ בִָּּ֔  

 [vɔ.ʔɔː.ˈʕiː.ðɔˑ b.ˈbɔː.ɔm] 

Such a process applied also to constructions in which the 

interrogative word ה  is joined to the following word by maqqef מָּ

such as the following: 

L: ַַאתמ ֹֹ֑ ה־ז  ‘what is this?’ (Exod. 13.14) 

L: י  what will you give me?’ (Gen. 15.2)‘ מַה־תִתֶן־לִִ֔

The fact that the vowel in the interrogative word in such 

constructions is pataḥ can be interpreted as reflecting a complete 

shortening of the vowel at an early period. The long Tiberian 

qameṣ vowel /ɔ/̄ developed historically from a long */ā/. A short 

*/a/, on the other hand, retained its non-rounded quality of /a/ 

                                                 
192 A parallel to such a process of compensatory gemination of a word-

initial consonant is the so-called raddoppiamento sintattico in spoken 

Italian, e.g. città bellissima [t͡ʃitˈta‿bbelˈlissima] ‘beautiful city’ (Nespor 

and Vogel 2012, 165–74). A parallel to the restriction of compensatory 

gemination to consonants following lax vowels is found in Neo-Mandaic 

(Häberl 2009, 76). 
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in the Tiberian tradition. The pataḥ quality in the interrogative 

word reflects the shortening of */ā/ to */a/ at a period before 
*/ā/ shifted to /ɔ/̄. The fact that deḥiq constructions such as 

ה ידָּ עִַ֣ םַוְאָּ בִָּּ֔  have qameṣ in the final syllable of the first word rather 

than pataḥ either reflects a later date of the shortening, after */ā/ 
had shifted quality to /ɔ/̄, or reflects a process whereby the long 

vowel did not reduce completely to a short vowel and remained 

sufficiently long to undergo the quality shift.  

The Karaite Arabic transcriptions, most of which indicate 

long vowels by Arabic matres lectionis, represent the final qameṣ 
and segol in deḥiq constructions, with a mater lectionis, e.g. 

خࣦۖ وۖا۠عيۚد۠ا  ا  بٟ۠  (BL Or 2551 fol. 41r, 8 | L [BHS]: ְך ֹ֑ הַבָּּ ידָּ עִַ֣  .Psa וְאָּ

81.9 ‘ testify for youI shall ’) 

يم ارۚ يمكࣦ۠  ع۠الۜاࣵه۠ا وۖس ۚ  (BL Or 2549 fol. 145r, 1 | L [BHS]: וְשִים־

ים רִִׂ֖ ַכָּ יהָּ לֶָ֥  (’Ezek. 4.2 ‘and set up against it the battering rams עָּ

م۠ا  امشࣦ۠ -وۖنۚذٟۖ  (BL Or 2549 fol. 64r, 1 | L [BHS]: ם ֹ֑ ה־שָּּׁ  .Jer וְנִדְמָּ

8.14 ‘and let us be silent there’) 
These show that in the Tiberian reading tradition, which is 

what most of the transcriptions reflect, the final vowel was not 

fully reduced to a short vowel. This is likely to have been an or-

thoepic measure to prevent complete shortening.  

The Babylonian tradition exhibits a lesser tendency than 

the Tiberian tradition for such an orthoepic measure. In many 

manuscripts with compound Babylonian vocalization, the vowel 

at the end of the first word in a deḥiq construction is marked with 
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a ḥiṭfa sign, which indicates that it was pronounced as a short 

vowel (Yeivin 1985, 338), e.g.193 

ִֹֹהה֬שבָעְ֔  יל  [hiʃʃɔːvʔɔ lliː] ‘swear to me’ (Gen. 21.23 | L [BHS]: 

י הַלִַּּ֤ בְעָּ  (הִשֵָּּּׁ֨

הבָֹהת֔רְגַ   [gaˈrtʰɔ bbɔː] ‘[the land] where you have sojourned’ 
(Gen. 21.23 | L [BHS]: ּה הַבָּּ  ִֽרְתָּ  (גַָ֥

ובהֹט ֹעֶרְמֲבְ   [bmarʕa ttˁoːv] ‘in good pasture’ (Ezek. 34.14 | L 

[BHS]:  ַבְּמִרְעֶה־טוֹב). 

והֹב ֹיֶהְתֽ   [tihya bboː] ‘will be in it’ (Josh. 2.19 | L [BHS]: 

וֹ׃ הְיֶה־בּ   (תִ 

Greek transcriptions also reflect a full shortening of the 

vowel. This is seen in the transcription of the vowel correspond-

ing to Tiberian qameṣ with epsilon in the following example:194 

 ωσειεννα (Klostermann 1933, Heikel 1913, Gaisford 1842) | 

L [BHS]: ֹ֑א הַנָּּ ָ֥ יעָּ  (’!Psa. 118.25 ‘save, I pray הוֹשִׁ 
Likewise, in modern reading traditions the vowel in deḥiq 

constructions is read as short, e.g. 

Baghdad  

 waʾəqbeˈreːhašˈšam (Morag 1977, 37 | L [BHS]: ַ ם ַשָּּׁ הָּ אֶקְבְּרֶַּ֤  וָּ
Gen. 48.7 ‘and I buried her there’) 

Aleppo 

                                                 
193 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
194 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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 neːlxašˈšam (Katz 1981, 30 | L [BHS]: ם הַשִָּּׁ֔  Sam. 9.6 1 נֵַ֣לֲכָּ

‘let us go there’) 
The Karaite transcriptions show that also the pataḥ of the 

interrogative word מַה in constructions such as ַַאתמ ֹֹ֑ ה־ז  (Exod. 

13.14) was pronounced long. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ refers to the com-

pression of this long vowel (see below), so it can be represented 

as half-long, like other long vowels compressed in deḥiq,195 e.g. 

اخل۠ ࣦࣦم۟ا   [maˑ ˈllɔːɔχ] (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 7 | L [BHS]: 

ַ֣ךְ  (’?Gen. 21.17 ‘What is to you (fs) מַה־לָּּ

ىلࣦࣦࣤتۚتۜنࣦم۟ا   [maˑ ttʰittʰɛn ˈliː] (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 57v, 8 | 

L [BHS]: ִִַ֔ימַה־תִתֶן־ל  Gen. 15.2 ‘What will you (ms) give to 

me?’) 

وشۖمࣦࣦࣤم۟ا   [maˑ ʃʃaˈmoː] (BL Or 2540, fol. 9r, 7 | L [BHS]: מַה־

וֹ  (’?Exod. 3.13 ‘What is his name שְּׁמִ֔

وث ما  ز   [maˑ ˈzzoːoθ] (BL Or 2542, fol. 60v, 11 | L [BHS]: 

את ֹֹ֑  .(’?Exod. 13.14 ‘What is this מַה־ז
In this light, we can understand the qere note in Exod. 4.2: 

L: ֶַַ֣המַז  מהַזהַקרַ̇ 

                                                 
195 Constructions with מַה־ followed by dagesh are considered to be ʾathe 

me-raḥiq in the Masoretic treatise published in Baer and Strack (1879, 

§29). 
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This was pronounced [maˑ-ˈzzɛː] in the reading tradition, as 

shown by the Karaite transcriptions, e.g.  

ام۟ازۜ ࣦ   (BL Or 2540, fol. 10v, 3 | L [BHS]: qere מהַזה, ketiv ַהמַזֶַַ֣  

Exod. 4.2 ‘What is this?’) 
The qere note indicates that the appropriate orthography 

for the reading [maː-ˈzzɛː] is מהַזה, not מזה. 

There are some Karaite transcriptions that reflect a less 

careful reading tradition and represent the pataḥ in מַה as short, 

e.g. 

ר :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 156 | L [BHS]) مياقار  ָ֥ ָּקָּ  מַה־יָּּ

‘How precious!’ Psa. 36.8) 

־לְּךַַ֣מַה :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 156 | L [BHS]) ملخا   

‘What ails you?’ Psa. 114.5) 

Manuscripts with compound Babylonian vocalization indi-

cate that the pataḥ continued to be pronounced short in the Bab-

ylonian tradition (Yeivin 1985, 338–39): 

אתהֹז מֶ   [ma ˈzzoːθ] ‘What is it?’ (Exod. 13.14 | L [BHS]: מַה־
את ֹֹ֑  (ז

השַעָהֹיֵמֶ   [ma jjeːʕɔːˈsaː] ‘What will be done?’ (Exod. 2.4 | L 

[BHS]: ה שִֶׂ֖  (מַה־יֵּעָּ

Furthermore, there is an extant Greek transcript in Origen’s 
Hexapla that represents the vowel corresponding to the Tiberian 

pataḥ with epsilon, indicating that it was read short:196 

                                                 
196 Data supplied by Ben Kantor. 
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 μεββεσε` (Ambrosiana palimpsest | L [BHS]: צַע  .Psa מַה־בֶָּ֥

30.10 ‘what profit?’) 
The lengthening of the pataḥ in מַה appears, therefore, to be 

an orthoepic measure in some core streams of the Tiberian tradi-

tion to keep the written word prosodically separate from the fol-

lowing word.  

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ classifies constructions with מַה followed by 

dagesh as deḥiq: 

The compression [of a long vowel] may occur in a word 

that does not have an accent but is a small word, as in מַה־
ר י ,whatever (your soul) says’ (1 Sam. 20.4)‘ תאֹמַָ֥  This‘ זֶה־בְּנִָ֥

is my son’ (1 Kings 3.23), רִי  .What, my son?’ (Prov‘ מַה־בְֶּ֭

31.2).197 

According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, therefore, the pataḥ in מַה־
ר ה and the qameṣ in (Sam. 20.4 1) תאֹמַָ֥ ידָּ עִַ֣ םַוְאָּ בִָּּ֔  (Deut. 31.28) in 

the Tiberian tradition are both long vowels that have undergone 

compression. The status of the pataḥ in מַה as a long vowel must 

have been the result of later orthoepic lengthening, since the 

presence of the pataḥ clearly shows that it had undergone short-

ening at some earlier period. Likewise, despite the compression 

described in the Hidāya of other vowels in deḥiq, efforts were 

made in the Tiberian tradition to retain their length, to keep them 

clearly separate from what follows. In traditions that had less 

concern for orthoepy, such as the Babylonian tradition, the vow-

els were read as short in both contexts. 

                                                 
197 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.7.4. 
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When constructions with מַה have the configuration that is 

optimal for minor gaʿya, the pataḥ is marked with minor gaʿya 

and is lengthened by this musical gaʿya rather than by orthoepic 

lengthening. These constructions have disjunctive accents and 

the pataḥ in the מַה in the closed syllable is separated from the 

stressed syllable either (i) by another closed syllable, followed by 

vocal shewa or (ii) by an open syllable followed by a ḥaṭef with 

an identical quality (i.e. patterns that may be represented thus: 

תְפַלְפְלִִַ֔ים ים ,מִ  תְקַטְלִִ֔ תְפַעֲלִִַ֔ים and מִ   e.g.198 ,(מִ 

L:  ַֹה־נַּעֲבד  What we will serve?’ (Exod. 10.26)‘ מַ 

L: ה ה־תַעֲשִֵׂ֖  and what will you do?’ (Josh. 7.9)‘ וּמַ 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ includes the last example ה ה־תַעֲשִֵׂ֖  .Josh) וּמַ 

7.9) in the section on deḥiq indicating that the pataḥ vowel was 

compressed. It can be represented, therefore, [umaˑ-ttaːʕaˈseː] 
with half-long [aˑ]. This would be compatible with minor gaʿya, 

which results in only half-lengthening of the vowel it falls on 

(§I.2.8.2.2.). Karaite transcriptions transcribe the pataḥ in these 

circumstances with a mater lectionis, e.g. 

ناعبوذ ما   (BL Or 2542, fol. 56v, 10 | L [BHS]:  ַֹה־נַּעֲבד  .Exod מַ 

10.26 ‘What we will serve’) 

I.2.8.1.3. The Impact of Musical Accents on Duration 

The duration of a given stressed vowel relative to another 

stressed vowel clearly varied according to the musical accent it 

                                                 
198 For more details concerning the minor gaʿya see Yeivin (1980, 244–
245). 



454 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

carried. It may be assumed that words with disjunctive accents, 

which marked a syntactic boundary, were chanted at a slower 

tempo than words with conjunctives. This is reflected by several 

phenomena connected with the occurrence of the secondary 

stress that will be discussed in §I.2.8.2.199 Stressed vowels with 

disjunctives were, therefore, generally longer than those with 

conjunctives.200 Moreover, the phenomenon of pausal forms 

suggests that the lengthening of stressed syllables of words 

occurring at a major syntactic division has deep historical roots 

in the reading tradition.201  

The duration of a vowel also varied according to the 

musical motif of each accent. There are a number of allusions to 

differences in the length of the various accents in the Masoretic 

sources. Merkha, as its name suggests, is said to be a relatively 

                                                 
199 The practice of speakers of a language to lengthen the final word in 

a syntactic phrase has been discussed in several places in the literature 

on phonetics, e.g. O’Connor (1973, 256–60), Klatt (1975; 1976), Wight-

man (1992), Berkovits (1993; 1994, referring to Modern Hebrew), Turk 

and Shattuck-Hufnagel (2007), Gabriel and Lleó (2011). It functions as 

an important signal of the grammatical structure of the utterance. In 

the Biblical Hebrew reading tradition the musical accents underscored 

prosodic features which were inherent in the language (Dresher 1994).  

200 Cf. the words of the thirteenth-century naqdan Yequtiʾel bar 

Yehudah: איןַהעמדהַבמשרתיםַכמוַבמלכיםַולאַנכוןַלמושכםַכלַכך ‘There is no 

lengthening on the conjunctive accents as there is on the disjunctives 

and it is not correct to make them long’ (Gumpertz 1958, 145). 

201 The occurrence of qameṣ in place of pataḥ in pausal forms such as in 

ר מָּ   he guarded’ (Hos. 12.13), for example, must date to a period before‘ שָּׁ

the */ā/ > /ɔ/̄ quality shift took place. 
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long accent.202 According to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the low, sustained 

accents,203 viz. pashṭa, zaqef, ṭifḥa, ʾatnaḥ and silluq, were 

lengthened with a concomitant modulation (hazz) and rise in 

tone (rafʿ) if the syllable upon which they fell was followed by 

another syllable, e.g. יִם מִַׂ֖ רֶץ ,heaven’ (Gen. 1.1)‘ הַשָּּׁ אָּ   ’the earth‘ הָּ
(Gen. 1.1). If, however, they fell on the final syllable of a word, 

they were chanted quickly without a modulation or rise in 

tone.204 Durational differences of the stressed vowel were 

                                                 
202 Cf. Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, 106): מחוברתַלאחותהַבארוכה 

‘joined to its partner with a long tone’, also Wickes (1887, 24), Ben-

David (1957b, 390). 

203 The early sources divided the accents into three groups according to 

the nature of their tone, two of the groups contained high tone accents 

and the third low tone accents; cf. Yeivin (1980, 168), Eldar (2018, 85–
88). 

204 Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version (ed. Eldar 2018, 86–87): ַפכלַלחןַיבקא
בעדהַמלךַפיַאלכלמהַאסתופיהַות]תוקף[ַפיהַולכלַלחןַלאַיבקאַבעדהַמלךַארסלהַ
 Every accent that has a vowel remaining after it in the‘ ולאַת]תוקף[ַפיה

word you should give its full quantity and dwell on it. Every accent after 

which there is no vowel remaining, however, you should read quickly 

and not dwell on it’. The Hebrew Maḥberet ha-Tījān, a derivative of 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ uses the Hebrew term hanada (הנדה) as the equivalent 

of hazz to denote ‘modulation’ (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 97); cf. also 
Hommel (1917, 95). Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ and its derivative texts only lists 

pashṭa/yetiv, zaqef and ʾatnaḥ in the category of low tone accent (Arabic 

waḍʿ, Hebrew niṣṣav, šeḥiyya). The accents silluq and ṭifḥa are stated to 

have had the same properties as the low tone accents in so far as they 

were lengthened with a concomitant modulation and rise in tone if they 

fell on a penultimate syllable. See Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ (ed. Eldar 2018, 85), 



456 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

doubtless occasioned also by the musical structure of the other 

accents, but these cannot be established from the sources with 

any certainty. 

The conjunctive accent preceding the disjunctive accent 

pashṭa is merkha when the two stressed syllables are not separated 

by another syllable (Yeivin 1980, 196), e.g. 

L:  ַרַאוֹר  creating light’ (Isa. 45.7)‘ יוֹצֵָ֥

L:  ַּהו הַתֹ  ָ֥ יְתָּ  was without form’ (Gen. 1.2)‘ הָּ

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ states with regard to such combinations: 

When its word (i.e. the word with pashṭa) has only one 

vowel (as in ר אוֹרַ ַיוֹצֵָ֥ ), you give the merkha its full value and 

lengthen it, but when there are more (vowels) than that in 

the word (with the pashṭa) (as in ה ָ֥ יְתָּ הוַּ ַהָּ תֹ  ), the merkha is 

not lengthened’.205  

                                                 

Maḥberet ha-Tījān (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 97), Sefer Ṭaʿame ha-Miqra 

(ed. Mercerus 1565, facsimile ed. 1978, Diii, a-b). The shift of ṭifḥa from 

a high to a low tone in word final position is probably also alluded to 

in Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan, 1967, 106, 155): ַבמהרהַבאַלשיחה
ַלהַאתנחהַלאחורַמתוחה  it [When it occurs on the final syllable]‘ וסמוך

quickly passes to the category of low tone accents, and so the accent 

ʾatnaḥ is close to its tone’. 
205 Ed. Eldar (2018, 138): ַַאסתופית ַואחד ַכלמתהַאלאַמלך ַפי ַיכון אד̇אַלם
ד̇לךַלאַתוסתופאַאלמארכה כלמתהַאזידַמןַ  In the .אלמארכהַוטולתהאַואד̇אַצארַפיַ

corresponding passage in the Hebrew Maḥberet ha-Tījān it is stated that 

when the word with pashṭa has more than one vowel, readers ‘skip over’ 
מבליעיםַ) ’the merkha and ‘cause its melisma to be swallowed (ידלגַבה)
 .(ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 95) (בנעימתה
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The reduction in the duration of the vowel with merkha was 

evidently correlated with the increased length of the vowel with 

pashṭa and the concomitant rise in tone. We learn from the 

descriptions of the three different categories of tone in the 

orthoepic treatises that the high tones had a greater intensity 

(magnitude of sound) than the low tones. This is clearly 

expressed in the following passage from the Arabic Maḥberet ha-

Tījān. The two high tones are termed ʾ iʿlān (‘announcing’) and rafʿ 
(‘raising’) and the low tone waḍʿ (‘laying down’):206 

The meaning of the term ʾiʿlān is that you ... raise the pitch 

of the voice and ‘make it known’ forcefully … The meaning 

of the term waḍʿ is that you lower the pitch at which you 

chant the word that has them [i.e. the low tone accents] 

and you do not ‘make the voice known’ nor raise its pitch, 

but rather you reduce its sound intensity .... The meaning 

of the term rafʿ is that it is intermediate between ʾiʿlān and 

waḍʿ.207 

In physiological terms, when pashṭa occurred on a word 

with two vowels and penultimate stress such as  ַּהו  it required a ,תֹ 

greater volume of lung air, both due to its increased duration and 

to the rise in subglottal pressure necessary to bring about an 

increase in intensity. One may, therefore, explain the reduction 

                                                 
206 For similar terminology in the surviving sections of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ 
see Eldar (2018, 85-88). 

207 Ed. Neubauer (ed. 1891, 28):ַומעניַאלאעלאןַהוַאנךַ...ַתרפעַאלצותַותעלנה
תחטַאלכלמהַאלד̇יַהםַעליהאַולאַתעלןַאלצותַ:אליַפוקַבקווהַ...ַומעניַאלוצ̇עַהוַאןַ
בהאַולאַתרפעהַבלַתצ̇עהַוצ̇עאַסאכנאַ...ַומעניַאלרפעַאןַיכוןַמתוסטַביןַאלאעלאןַ

יןַאלוצ̇עוב . 
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in the duration of the vowel with merkha as a means of decreasing 

air expenditure to counterbalance the increase in air expenditure 

elsewhere in the same expiration or ‘breath group’. It will be 

shown in the next section that this physiological factor also 

conditioned the length of vowels with secondary stress. 

I.2.8.2. Syllables with the Secondary Stress 

I.2.8.2.1. On Open Syllables with Long Vowels 

In general, a secondary stress falls on a long vowel in an open 

syllable that is separated from the main stress by at least one 

other syllable, i.e. there is a eurhythmic alternating sequence of 

prominent and non-prominent syllables. The secondary stress in 

these contexts may be marked by certain conjunctive accents, e.g.  

L: ם ִ֔ דָּ אָּ ַ֣  and the man’ (Gen. 4.1)‘ וְהָּ

L: ם וֹתֵיהֶַּ֤  in their lamentations’ (2 Chron. 35.25)‘ בְּקִינ 

L: י יגִיתִִׂ֖  my comfort’ (Jer. 8.18)‘ מַבְלִָ֥

In many cases the secondary stress is marked by a gaʿya 

sign, e.g. 

L: ם ֵ֗ דָּ אָּ  the man’ (Gen. 2.7)‘ הָּ 

If the second syllable before the main stress syllable has a 

short vowel and is closed but some preceding syllable is open, 

then the secondary stress, in principle, falls on that syllable, e.g. 

L: ים עַמּוּדִָ֛  the columns’ (Exod. 38.11)‘ הָּ 

L: ם הֶֹ֑ עִמָּּ  who are with them’ (1 Chron. 5.20)‘ שֶַׁ֣
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Similarly, if a vocalic shewa or ḥatef occurs two places back 

from the accent, the major gaʿya is placed on a preceding syllable, 

e.g. 

L: ה ָ֛ מָּ אֲדָּ ָּ   the ground’ (Gen. 9.2)‘ ה 

An additional secondary stress may be marked by a gaʿya 

on an open syllable that is separated from the first secondary 

stress by at least one syllable, though such gaʿyas are rare in the 

early manuscripts, e.g. 

L: י אֵלִֹ֑ אַשְרִ   the Asrielite’ (Num. 26.31)‘ הָּ 

A long vowel which is separated from the main stress 

syllable by a ḥaṭef vowel or shewa also takes secondary stress, e.g.  

L: עֲלֶַ֣ה  goes up’ (Gen. 2.6)‘ יַ 

L: ּו בְדִ֔ ַ֣  and they will serve’ (Jer. 30.9)‘ וְעָּ

L:  ַּמְרו  they have kept’ (Deut. 33.9)‘ שָּׁ 

We have seen that shewa after a long vowel is generally 

silent (§I.2.5.6.). The secondary stress does not, however, clash 

with the main stress since there is an intervening epenthetic syl-

lable before the consonant with the silent shewa. e.g. 

[ˌʃoː.om.ˈʀi̟ː.im]. A secondary stress may also occur on a long 

vowel that is separated from the main stress by a geminated con-

sonant, e.g. 

L: ים תִִ֔ ַ֣  the houses’ (Exod. 12.7)‘ הַבָּּ

L: א נֵָּּ֗ ַ֣  Oh!’ (Exod. 32.31)‘ אָּ
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In such words, too, a syllable formed by an epenthetic 

vowel separates the syllable with the secondary stress from main 

stress: [hab.ˌbɔː.ɔt.ˈtʰiː.im]. 

In the metrical structure, secondary and main stresses in 

words such as  ַּמְרו ים and שָּׁ  תִִ֔ ַ֣  ,would occur in adjacent feet הַבָּּ

whereas in a word such as ם ֵ֗ דָּ אָּ -there is an intervening foot be הָּ 

tween those of the stresses: 

 [ˌʃɔː.ɔm. ˈʀu̟ː] 
 (ˌ* .) (ˈ*) 
 [hab. ˌbɔː.ɔt. ˈtʰiː.im]. 

 (*) (ˌ* .) (ˈ* .) 
 [ˌhɔː ʔɔː ˈðɔː.ɔm] 

 (ˌ*) (*) (ˈ* .) 
The stress rhythm is, therefore, based on the sequence of 

phonetic syllables rather than the sequence of feet. 

In the early Masoretic sources, the gaʿya was not regarded 

as one of the accents but rather a sign to denote the slowing down 

of the reading. It appears, however, that it acquired a musical 

motif of its own in some cases. This is seen in the following pas-

sage on the gaʿya from Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ:  
[The gaʿya] should not be considered to belong either with 

the disjunctive accents or the conjunctive accents, since it 

is only an exhalation in speech, which carries the words 

forward … Its distinctive property is the imparting of a 
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melody to the reading so that joy is diffused in the heart, 

in order to conduct the reading along.208 

The term in the early sources is vocalized ה עְיָּ  reflecting its ,גָּ

origin as an Aramaic active participle of the verb ְַהעַָּג  ‘to roar, to 

low’, or, occasionally, ה ה In Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ .גִיעְיָּ עְיָּ  has an Arabic גָּ

broken plural גואעי gawāʿī. The sign later came to be known as 

the מֶתֶג meteg, a term that was introduced by Yequtiʾel ha-Naqdan 

(first half of the thirteenth century) (Gumpertz 1958) and still 

widely used today.  

Yeivin, who carried out detailed studies of the gaʿya in the 

early manuscripts, classified it into two main categories (Yeivin 

1968, 89–194; 1980, 240–64):  

(i) Musical gaʿya. This type of gaʿya is related to the musical 

cantillation and generally marks some kind of secondary 

stress preceding the main accent. It is dependent on the 

syllable structure of the word and the type of accent that is 

adjacent to it.  

(ii) Phonetic gaʿya. This slows down the reading of vowels in 

various places to ensure the correct pronunciation of the 

word, usually to indicate that a following shewa should be 

made vocalic or to ensure that certain consonants were not 

slurred over. 

The musical gaʿya is divided into a variety of categories. 

The type that marks a secondary accent on open syllables, as in 

                                                 
208 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.3.1. 
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ם ֵ֗ דָּ אָּ  ,is known as ‘major gaʿya’.209 In the early Masoretic codices ,הָּ 

major gaʿya is not marked on all words that have a syllable struc-

ture suitable for it. Moreover, there are differences across the 

early manuscripts with regard to the frequency with which it is 

marked. This reflects the fact that the marking of major gaʿya was 

not standardized in the Tiberian tradition and it is rarely men-

tioned in the Masoretic treatises. It is marked infrequently in A, 

about 30% of the possible cases, mainly on words with the dis-

junctive accents pashṭa or zaqef. It is marked slightly more fre-

quently in L, in about 40% of the possible cases. The other early 

manuscripts mark it in different proportions, some quite fre-

quently (e.g. C marks it in about 75% of the possible cases). In 

general, however, the early manuscripts mark it less frequently 

than later ones and some printed editions regularly mark it on 

every open syllable that is suitable for it. 

Mordechai Breuer (1971) has shown that some accent 

sequences are determined by the number of intervening full 

vowels without taking into account mobile shewas or ḥaṭefs. In 

these systems, a vowel with secondary stress counts as two 

unstressed vowels. For instance, munaḥ before zaqef is 

transformed into pashṭa if the accent syllable of the word with 

zaqef is preceded by at least two full vowels: ה ִ֔ רָּ אמֶרַשָּ ַֹ֣ -and Sa‘ וַת

rah said’ (Gen. 21.6), ם הִָּ֔ ַאַבְרָּ יּאֹמֶר   .and Abraham said’ (Gen‘ וַ 

                                                 
209 In some Masoretic sources the terms ׁרֵש ה ,garesh גָּ רְשָּׁ  garsha גָּ

‘extending’ and ְמַאֲרִיך maʾarikh ‘lengthening’ are used as general terms 

to refer a secondary accent in an open syllable marked either by a 

conjunctive accent or by a gaʿya; cf. Dotan (1967, 163, 342), Yeivin 

(1980, 86). 



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 463 

וּן ,(20.11 דְעִ֔ ַתֵ   you will know by this’ (Num. 16.28—the ṣere‘ בְּזאֹת 
with secondary stress counts as two full vowels), ִַַ֔בְזַרְעֲך וּ רֲכַ֣  וְהִתְבָּּ
‘and they will be blessed in your seed’ (Gen. 22.18—the shewa 

and the ḥaṭef vowel are not counted). 

Major gaʿya, as we have seen, often signals the occurrence 

of a secondary stress. The fact that some manuscripts do not 

always mark a gaʿya in a syllable that one would have expected 

to take the secondary stress does not necessarily imply that in the 

reading tradition the secondary stress was not pronounced. When 

the presence of a gaʿya on an open syllable has an effect on the 

distribution of the accents or of other gaʿyas, the effect is often 

sustained even when the gaʿya is not marked, the necessary 

condition being only that the open syllable could have been 

marked by a gaʿya (i.e. it is appropriate for secondary stress). A 

couple of examples of this will suffice: 

(i) If zarqa has two conjunctive servi and the word bearing 

the zarqa has a major gaʿya, then the first servus before the zarqa 

is merkha. If, however, the word bearing the zarqa has no gaʿya, 

then the first servus is usually munaḥ. The merkha occurs even if 

the following word does not explicitly mark the gaʿya on the open 

syllable that is suitable for it.210 

(ii) In word structures that are suitable for taking either a 

minor gaʿya or a major gaʿya, such as ה ִׂ֖ אֶשְׁתַמְּרָּ  ’and I kept myself‘ וָּ
(2 Sam. 22.24), the fact that the word can take a major gaʿya (in 

this case on the open syllable at the beginning of the word) 

                                                 
210 Yeivin (1980, 206–7). If, however, the second servus before zarqa is 

munaḥ, the first is always munah. 
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obviates the occurrence of the minor gaʿya, even if the major 

gaʿya sign is not marked (Yeivin 1968, 141). 

Compare also some of the statements concerning the major 

gaʿya in the Masoretic literatureַwith reference to a gaʿya on a 

word with zarqa: 

‘The reader pronounces the gaʿya, whether it is written or 

not written.’211 

‘In some books the gaʿya is written whereas in others it is 

not written but rather the knowledge of the reader is relied 

upon.’212 

It may be assumed, therefore, that the secondary stress fell 

on the appropriate syllable irrespective of whether it was marked 

graphically. A long vowel that had secondary stress was longer 

than an unstressed long vowel. This may be inferred from the 

statements in the early Masoretic and grammatical literature that 

a vowel with gaʿya is lengthened, e.g. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ: 
‘Its distinctive property is the extension of the melody.’213 

                                                 
211 Sefer Ṭaʿame ha-Miqra (ed. Mercerus, 1565, Eiii): ַוהקוראַיטעיםַהגעיא
 .בפיוַאוַכתובהַאוַלאַכתובה

212 Hebrew Maḥberet ha-Tījān (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 98): ַבמקצתַספרי
 .כותביןַהגעיהַובמקצתַאיןַכותביןַאלאַסומכיןַעלַדעתַהקורא

 ,Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book ,וכאציתהַאלאמדאדַבאלנגם 213

§II.L.3.1. Cf. the orthoepic works derived from the Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, e.g. 

the Hebrew Maḥberet ha-Tījān (ed. J. Derenbourg, 77) and the Arabic 

Maḥberet ha-Tījān, (ed. Neubauer 1891, 27), and also the references 

given by Yeivin (1968, 142). 
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It has been shown above, moreover, that in some accent 

sequences a syllable with secondary stress was treated as 

equivalent to two unstressed syllables, implying that the duration 

of the vowel nucleus of the syllable with secondary stress was 

increased by virtue of the stress. The gaʿya sign was, in fact, called 

maʾarikh in some sources (Wickes 1887, 24; A. Ben-David 1957b, 

390–91). 

Joseph and David Qimḥi say explicitly that a long vowel in 

a syllable that is not adjacent to the accent syllable (i.e. one that 

takes secondary stress) is lengthened, but not one that is in a 

syllable adjacent to the accent (and so does not take secondary 

stress), e.g. the qameṣ on the shin in the word ַ מַרְתָּ   is longer than וְשָּׁ

that in ר מַ   214.שְָּ֝

It has been remarked above that the early Tiberian 

manuscripts differ in their consistency of marking the secondary 

stress by gaʿya. Those manuscripts that marked major gaʿya 

consistently emanated from a scribal circle that tended to give 

graphic expression to a relatively greater number of the phonetic 

details of the reading tradition. The trend towards a more 

complete graphic notation reached its apogee in many of the 

Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, which in addition to the 

abundant marking of gaʿyas, also indicate subtle differences in 

the strength of consonants according to their phonetic 

environment (§I.3.3.). Yeivin has shown that in A, in which major 

gaʿyas are marked inconsistently, their notation is not random 

but follows certain trends. If the difference between the gaʿya 

                                                 
214 Cf. the passages from the Sefer Zikkaron and the Sefer Mikhlol quoted 

by Yeivin (1981b, 48–49). 
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notation of A and that of early manuscripts that mark them more 

consistently arises from a tendency to indicate less phonetic 

minutiae, we may postulate that the selective gaʿya notation of A 

corresponds to differences in the duration of vowels with 

secondary stress. That is to say, some vowels with secondary 

stress were longer than others and only the longer ones tended 

to be marked. This seems plausible, since the medieval sources 

state that the gaʿya was essentially a marker of vowel duration. 

The words that are marked with major gaʿya in A nearly all 

have disjunctive accents. It is very rarely marked on words with 

conjunctives (Yeivin 1968, 147–48). In conformity with the 

foregoing discussion, this may be interpreted as a reflection of 

the fact that vowels with secondary stress were generally shorter 

in words with conjunctives than in those with disjunctives. Such 

durational differences are not alluded to in the early Masoretic 

and grammatical literature. It should be pointed out, however, 

that the thirteenth-century naqdan, Yequtiʾel ha-Kohen bar 

Yehudah, the first scholar to deal systematically with the 

question of gaʿyas and secondary stress, states explicitly that 

‘metegs (= gaʿyas) of disjunctives are greater than metegs of 

conjunctives’.215 This can be explained by the fact that words with 

disjunctive accents were read slower than words with 

conjunctives and so the relative duration of the constituent 

syllables was increased. 

Within the set of words with disjunctive accents, A marks 

major gaʿya most frequently on those with pashṭa. After pashṭa 

the accents with which it occurs most often are, in descending 

                                                 
 .ʿEn ha-Qore (Gumpertz 1958, 141) :מתיגתַהמלכיםַגדול׳ַממתיג׳ַהמשרתים 215
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order, zaqef, ʾatnaḥ, ṭifḥa and reviaʿ (Yeivin 1968, 148–60). The 

major gaʿya, therefore, is marked predominantly with the low 

sustained tone accents. With regard to the accents with which 

gaʿya is marked most frequently, pashṭa and zaqef, Yeivin notes 

that the gaʿya generally does not occur if the word is milʿel, i.e. 

has the accent on the penultimate syllable (Yeivin 1968, 152, 

156). It is reasonable to assume that the omission of the gaʿya 

before pashṭa and zaqef on milʿel words was connected with the 

fact that the low tone accents were lengthened with a 

concomitant rise in pitch and intensity when they fell on a 

penultimate syllable (see above). The duration of the vowel with 

secondary stress was evidently reduced in the same way as the 

duration of a vowel with merkha was reduced before a pashṭa on 

a milʿel word. In both cases, the reason for the reduction was that 

the increase in lung air required to sustain the longer duration 

and greater intensity of the pashṭa (and zaqef) necessitated a 

decrease in air expenditure elsewhere in the same breath group. 

Similarly, gaʿya was seldom marked on words with the high tone 

accents since these required a larger volume of air to sustain the 

greater subglottal pressure necessary for their higher intensity. 

The vowel with the secondary stress before such accents was, 

therefore, of shorter duration. When, however, the low tone 

accents pashṭa, zaqef, ʾatnaḥ and tifḥa were on the final syllable 

of a word, they required relatively little air expenditure since 

they were pronounced quite short and with low intensity (see 

above). There was, consequently, more air available for the 

articulation of other segments in the same breath group and so 
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the secondary accent was pronounced with a relatively long 

duration. 

In his study of accent retraction (nesiga), Praetorius 

suggested that in word pairs in which the expected retraction of 

the accent did not take place, the accent of one or of both of the 

words was weak and so the clash of the two stress syllables was 

felt to be more acceptable. The circumstances in which the stress 

was weakened include: 

(i) Long accent groups, i.e. a disjunctive preceded by two 

or more words with conjunctives (Praetorius 1897, 11, 43); 

(ii) When a word pair in a short accent group has a close 

syntactic connection to a following accent group, e.g. when the 

second accent group is a complement of a verb contained in the 

preceding accent group (Praetorius 1897, 39), e.g. the preposi-

tional phrase in: 

ים  מִֹ֑ ירַבְּדָּ וֹיַבּנֶָֹ֥הַעִִׂ֖  ’Woe to him who builds a town with blood‘ הָ֛
(Hab. 2.12) 

(iii) When one of the words of a short accent group has 

strong contrastive stress (Praetorius 1897, 51–58), e.g. 

רֶץוְַ  ַיִנְחַל־אִֶ֔ הַבִי  הַחוֹסֶָ֥  ‘but he who takes refuge in ME will in-

herit the earth’ (Isa. 57.13) 

Nesiga sometimes also fails to occur in a short accent group 

when it is in close syntactic connection with the preceding accent 

group and contrastive stress falls on the last word of this accent 

group (Praetorius 1897, 51–58), e.g. 

ַבִיַ   יתְךָ֥ הַהֱסִ   If (it is) THE LORD (who) has incited you‘ אִם־יְהוָּ֞

against me’ (1 Sam. 26.19) 
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In all these cases, it is plausible to assume that the stress 

was reduced due to a diminution in the supply of lung air. This 

diminution arose in the first two cases as a result of the fact that 

the breath group was relatively long. In the third case, a large 

proportion of the air of the breath group was expended on the 

word with strong contrastive stress and so the amount of air 

available for the rest of the breath group was correspondingly 

reduced. The reduction in the volume of air expended on a 

stressed syllable would have resulted in a decrease not only of 

the intensity of the vowel but also of its duration. Consequently, 

we may infer that the aforementioned factors that conditioned 

the occurrence patterns of nesiga were also conditioning factors 

of vowel duration. The reduction of vowel duration in the 

environment of contrastive stress arose for essentially the same 

reason as did the reduction of the duration of vowels with merkha 

or with secondary stress before high tone disjunctives.  

There is one feature of the distribution of major gaʿyas in 

the Aleppo Codex that may have been conditioned by the length 

of the breath group. Major gaʿya occurs with some accents more 

frequently when there are no preceding words with dependent 

conjunctives.216 The absence of preceding words with conjunc-

tives may have motivated a shorter breath group and so given 

rise to a corresponding increase in the duration of the stressed 

vowels. It is, of course, not possible to establish with absolute 

certainty where the boundaries of breath groups occurred in the 

medieval Tiberian reading tradition. Nevertheless, it is 

                                                 
216 Yeivin (1968, 150 [ʾatnaḥ], 151 [zaqef]). 
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reasonable to assume that they coincided to some extent with the 

boundaries of accent groups and/or of syntactic units. 

I.2.8.2.2. On Closed Syllables with Short Vowels 

(Minor Gaʿya) 

Gaʿya also marked secondary stress on closed syllables with short 

vowels, i.e. vowels that are unspecified as to length in their pho-

nological features (viz. pataḥ /a/, segol /ɛ/, ḥireq /i/, 

qibbuṣ/shureq /u/, /o/, /e/), as opposed to a vowel that is inher-

ently specified by a phonological feature as long (long qameṣ /ɔ/̄, 

ḥolem /ō/, ṣere /ē/, long shureq /ū/, long ḥireq /ī/) (for details of 

this classification of vowels see §I.2.3.). This occurs most consist-

ently on the first syllable of words with disjunctive accents that 

have the following patterns: ִִַ֔תְפַלְפְל יםמִ   [ˌmiˑθpʰalpʰaˈliːim], 

ים תְקַטְלִִ֔  and (with a geminated consonant) [miˑθqɑ̟ttˁɑˈliːimˌ] מִ 

תְפַעֲלִִַ֔ יםמִ   [ˌmiˑθpʰaːʕaˈliːim] (with a ḥaṭef preceded by a vowel of 

the same quality).217 These are patterns in which the main accent 

syllable is preceded by sequences of two closed syllables with 

short vowels followed by a mobile shewa or by a sequence of one 

closed syllable with a short vowel and an open syllable followed 

by a syllable with a ḥatef vowel that is the same quality as the 

vowel of the preceding open syllable.  

Such vowels of unspecified length with gaʿya in words in 

these patterns are generally transcribed in the Karaite transcrip-

tions with an Arabic mater lectionis, which indicates that they 

were lengthened by the secondary stress, e.g. 

                                                 
217 Cf. Yeivin (1980, 244). 
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۟ايشۖمۖعࣦ  وٟࣦو   [ˌvaˑɟɟiʃmuˈʕuː] (BL Or 2544 fol. 118v, 4 | L [BHS]: 

וּ ִֽיִּשְׁמְעִ֡ Exod. 14.3 וַ   ‘and they heard’) 

اب۟ ام۟اح۟نࣦۜࣵ   [ˌbaˑmmaːħaˈnɛː] (BL Or 2544, fol. 32v, 1 | L [BHS]: 

מַּחֲנֶ ה  (’Gen. 32.22 ‘in the camp בַּ 

مۚشۖفۖحوۢ ث   BL Or 2546, fol. 132r, 11) [miˑmmiʃpʰoˈħoːoθˌ] مۚي 

| L [BHS]: ת מִּשְׁפְחִֹׂ֖  (’Num. 36.1 ‘from the families of מִ 

وۢبࣦ٘  لۖي۟اع۟ق   BL Or 2546, fol. 85v, 8 | L) [wuˑljaːʕaˈqo̟ːovˌ] وٟو 

[BHS]: ב לְיַעֲקֹֹ֑  (’Num. 32.11 ‘and to Jacob וּ 
In the Masoretic literature, this type of gaʿya was termed 

‘minor gaʿya (ַקטנה  whereas the gaʿya that marked the (געיה

incidence of secondary stress on an open syllable was termed, as 

remarked, ‘major gaʿya’ (ַגדולה  This implies that when 218.(געיה

secondary stress fell on a short vowel in a closed syllable, the 

vowel was not lengthened as much as a vowel in an open syllable 

with secondary stress.219 Evidence for this lesser degree of dura-

tion is the fact that some Karaite manuscripts that transcribe long 

                                                 
218 Cf. Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, 302, 383). 

219 Yequtiʾel ha-Naqdan refers to the gaʿya in a closed syllable as ‘heavy’ 
בֵד)  and the gaʿya in an open syllable as ‘light’. These terms of Yequtiʾel (כָּ

do not denote the way the gaʿyot were pronounced. He states that he 

called the gaʿya in closed syllables ‘heavy’ since: ‘The heart of many 

sages is heavy for not having understood them ... and the door [of 

understanding] which is open for the light ones is closed for those which 

are heavy’ (Gumpertz 1958, 142). 
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vowels in open syllables or syllables with the main stress with an 

Arabic mater lectionis omit a mater lectionis in a syllable with sec-

ondary stressed marked by a minor gaʿya, e.g. 

ۚوࣦࣦ۟   ࣦي  وٟࣦشۖرۖص   [ˌvaˑɟɟiʃʀɑ̟ˈsˁuː] (BL Or 2542, fol. 43r, 6 | L [BHS]: 

וּ ִֽיִּשְׁרְצָ֛  (’Exod. 1.7 ‘and they swarmed וַ 

امࣦ۠ كࣦۖحࣦ۟ثۖـࣦنۚ    [ˌniˑθħakkʰaˈmɔː] (BL Or 2542, fol. 43r, 9 | L 

[BHS]: ה ִׂ֖ תְחַכְמָּ  (’Exod. 1.10 ‘let us deal wisely נִ 

بوࣦۢقࣦ اعࣦۘي۟لࣦۖوࣦٟࣦ    [ˌwuˑljaːʕaˈqo̟ːov] (BL Or 2542, fol. 49r, 13 | L 

[BHS]: ב לְיַעֲקֹֹ֑  (’Exod. 6.8 ‘and to Jacob וּ 
For this reason, the vowel with minor gaʿya is represented 

as half-long in my phonetic transcription of the forms, e.g. [aˑ], 
[iˑ], [uˑ]. 

Some Karaite transcriptions regularly omit a mater lectionis 

only when the minor gaʿya is on one of the high vowels ḥireq [i] 

or shureq [u], but transcribes lower vowels that have minor gaʿya 

with a mater lectionis, e.g. 

وٟࣦ  וּ :BL Or 2549 fol. 18v, 9 | L [BHS]) [vaˑɟɟittʰaˈnuːˌ] و۟ ايۚتۖن  ִֽיִּתְנָ֛  וַ 

Jer. 4.16 ‘and they gave’) 

اي   BL Or 2549 fol. 87r, 6 | L) [liˑmnaːʔaˈsˁɑːɑjˌ] لۚ مۖن۟اۖص۟ࣤ

[BHS]: י מְנַאֲצִַ֔ ‘ Jer. 23.17 לִ  those who despise meto ’) 

رۖفࣦ   خۖمۚس ۖ وۢثوٟ   [ˌwuˑχmisrˁɑˈfoːoθ] (BL Or 2549 fol. 112r, 14 | 

L [BHS]: וֹת כְמִשְרְפַ֣  (’Jer. 34.5 ‘and like the burning of וּ 
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This appears to reflect the universal phonetic phenomenon 

whereby, all other things being equal, high vowels tend to be of 

shorter duration than low vowels. This difference in duration can 

be above the threshold of perception (Lehiste 1970, 18–19). Evi-

dently, the scribes of the Karaite transcriptions perceived the 

high vowels with minor gaʿya to be of shorter duration than the 

low vowels. Since many other transcriptions represent the high 

vowels with minor gaʿya with matres lectionis, we can assume that 

the high vowels with minor gaʿya were not completely short, but 

half-long vowels of a shorter duration relative to low vowels.220 

Attempts were made to standardize the distribution of the 

minor gaʿya in the Tiberian Masoretic tradition and there is 

general agreement among the early manuscripts in its marking. 

This standardization is reflected by the fact that a large 

proportion of the differences between Aharon ben Asher and 

Moshe ben Naphtali that are recorded in Kitāb al-Khilaf of 

Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel relate to the minor gaʿya.  

Minor gaʿya occurs in the patterns described above across 

the boundary of words that are connected by maqqef, e.g. ר ל־הַחֲמִֹ֔  עַ 

‘on the ass’ (Exod. 4.20). Minor gaʿya also occurs less consistently 

on a range of other related structures in which the syllable with 

the gaʿya is separated from the main accent syllable by at least 

one other syllable and a vocalic shewa, e.g. 

L: ית כְנַעֲנִֹ֑ תְפַעֲלִִַ֔ with vocalic shewa additional to the) הַ  יםמִ   

pattern) ‘the Canaanite woman’ (1 Chron. 2.3) 

                                                 
220 For further details concerning the representation of minor gaʿya in 

the Karaite transcriptions, see Khan (1992c). 
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L: ּו חֲמִׂ֖ לָּּ  (with a vowel of different quality before the ḥaṭef) וַיִּ 
‘and they fought’ (Josh. 10.36) 

It very rarely occurs on a syllable that is separated from the 

accent by only one syllable, e.g. 

L:  ַשֶׁר א־קֶ  מְצָּ  .a conspiracy is found’ (Jer. 11.9)‘ נִ 

Yeivin (1968, 89–194; 1980, 240–64) classifies major gaʿya 

and minor gaʿya as musical gaʿyas and it is reasonable to assume 

that the secondary stress that they represented was adorned by a 

short musical motif. The frequent use of conjunctive accents on 

open syllables to mark the secondary stress supports this view. 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ described gaʿya as bringing about ‘the extension 
of the melody so that joy is diffused in the heart, … animating 

the reader and moving him to read more’.221 One may interpret 

this as referring to some kind of melismatic embellishment. The 

Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿaimim, moreover, classifies gaʿya among the 

accents, presumably on account of its musical value.222 Secondary 

stress normally fell on a long vowel in an open syllable since it 

was a feature of long vowels that they were more amenable to 

being stretched (‘dehnungsfähig’, according to the terminology 

of Trubetzskoy 1936; 1938) than short vowels and so could 

accommodate the musical contour of the secondary stress more 

easily. When secondary stress fell on a short vowel, the vowel 

was lengthened but its duration was less than that of a long vowel 

                                                 
221 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.3.1. 

222 Ed. Dotan (1967, 108, §1). Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, on the other hand, does 

not consider gaʿya to be an accent; cf. Long version, edition in vol. 2 of 

this book, §II.L.3.1; ed. Eldar 2018, 74-75. 
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in an open syllable that had secondary stress. It was for this 

reason that short vowels in closed syllables were not usually 

suitable for secondary stress, since they were not lengthened 

enough to accommodate the melisma of the stressed syllable. 

The occurrence of the secondary stress of minor gaʿya on 

short vowels in closed syllables in the patterns ְַתְפַל יםפְלִִַ֔מִ  ים , תְקַטְלִִ֔  מִ 

and ִִַ֔תְפַעֲל יםמִ   can be explained by the hypothesis that the sequence 

of two CVC-CVC syllables with short vowel nuclei functioned, 

under certain conditions, analogously to a single syllable with a 

long bimoraic nucleus CVV. Secondary stress was allowed to fall 

on a short vowel in such patterns since the motif associated with 

the stress was spread over both the stressed syllable and the 

syllable that followed it. There subsequently followed a buffer 

syllable in the form of a mobile shewa or haṭef, which separated 

the melismatic unit of the secondary stress from the main stress 

syllable. Just as the most prominent component of the CVCCVC 

sequence accommodating the secondary stress of minor gaʿya was 

the first syllable, reflected by the lengthening of its vowel, so in 

a bimoraic CVV syllable the main prominence was on the first 

vowel mora, which is the most sonorous segment of the syllable 

(Kager 1993). 

It would be more precise to say that the melisma of the 

secondary stress spread across the strong syllables of two metrical 

feet. This explains why minor gaʿya is frequently found also on 

structures such as כְנַעֲנִֹ֑ית  the Canaanite woman’ (1 Chron. 2.3)‘ הַ 

and ַ ר־תְבַשְּׁלוּ   ,what you cook’ (Exod. 16.23) (Yeivin 1980, 246)‘ אֲשֶׁ 

in which the syllable with secondary stress is separated from the 
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buffer syllable by two phonetic syllable nuclei (vocalic shewa + 

pataḥ) but only one metrical foot: 

 [(ˌhaˑk.) (kʰa.naː.) (ʕa.ˈniːiθ)] 

(ˌ*) (. *) (. ˈ* .) 
 [(ʔa.ˌʃɛˑʀ)̟ (tʰa.vaʃ) (ʃa.ˈluː)] 

(. ˌ*) (. *) (. ˈ*) 
A form such as ם  from before you’ (Lev. 18.24) was‘ מִפְנֵיכֶ 

unsuitable for minor gaʿya since the shewa belongs to the second 

foot and the strong syllable of this foot is not separated from the 

main stress by the statutory buffer syllable: 

 [(mip.) (pʰa.neː.) (ˈχɛːɛm)] 

 (*) (. *) (* .) 

It is for this reason that the separation between minor gaʿya 

and the main stress had to be a full vowel + mobile shewa/ḥaṭef 
vowel ( תְפַלְפְלִִַ֔ יםמִ  ) but could not be the same in reverse sequence 

ם)  .(מִפְנֵיכֶ 

A secondary accent marked by minor gaʿya does not occur 

on all closed syllables that are separated from the main stress by 

a second foot and a buffer syllable. It tends to occur only in those 

circumstances in which the vowel of the syllable under secondary 

stress was maximally long. In conditions in which the duration 

of the vowel was reduced, the minor gaʿya tends not to be 

marked. It is not clear whether the absence of the minor gaʿya 

indicates that the secondary stress was omitted or whether it 

denotes that the vowel was still under secondary stress but of 
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shorter duration and, consequently, unable to accommodate a 

melisma. 

There were two major conditioning factors of vowel 

duration that affected the duration of the vowel with minor gaʿya. 

One of these was the tempo at which the word containing minor 

gaʿya was read. When chanted at a slower tempo, the vowels were 

stretched. Consequently, the vowels of words that had disjunctive 

accents were generally longer in duration than the vowels of 

words with conjunctives. This factor has already been inferred 

from the distribution of major gaʿyas. From the distribution of 

minor gaʿyas one may infer another factor, viz. there was a strong 

tendency to make the interval between the secondary stress and 

the main stress in all words isochronous, irrespective of 

differences in the number of syllables that separated them. This 

meant that the duration of the syllables between the two stress 

beats including those on which the stress occurred varied 

according to their number. The more intervening syllables there 

were, the shorter was their duration. The variation in duration of 

the syllable would doubtless have been achieved by lengthening 

or shortening of the vowels that were the most ‘stretchable’ 
constituents of a syllable. It is not clear whether this affected all 

the vowels, both long and short, or just the long vowels, which, 

by their nature, had a more flexible duration.  

In the conditions in which minor gaʿya was regularly 

marked, the vowel under secondary stress was maximally long 

according to these two aforementioned criteria: (i) The gaʿya 

normally occurs when the word has a disjunctive accent but not 

when it has a conjunctive; (ii) Apart from the syllable that was 
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necessary to carry part of the melisma of the secondary stress, 

the material constituting the unstressed buffer between the two 

stress beats was the absolute minimum, viz. an open syllable with 

a short vowel nucleus (vocalic shewa or a ḥaṭef vowel): ִִַ֔תְפַלְפְל יםמִ  , 

ים תְקַטְלִִ֔ תְפַעֲלִִַ֔ and מִ  יםמִ  . When the buffer between the two stresses 

was longer, the duration of the vowels of the word was reduced 

out of an effort to keep the time interval between them the same 

and so the gaʿya was usually omitted. This explains the 

phenomenon described in the Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim whereby the 

gaʿya was omitted if the structures that regularly had it were 

attached to a following word by maqqef, e.g. ה מָּּ ֹ֑  and they‘ וַיִּפְלוּ־שָּׁ

fell there’ (Gen. 14.10).223 Even forms that have no more than an 

additional vocalic shewa between the two stress syllables, such as 

ית כְנַעֲנִֹ֑ ר־תְבַשְּׁלוַּ  the Canaanite woman’ (1 Chron. 2.3) and‘ הַ   אֲשֶׁ 

‘what you cook’ (Exod. 16.23) exhibit slightly less consistency in 

the placement of minor gaʿya than the ‘fully regular structures’ 
(Yeivin 1968, 107). Forms which have a bimoraic syllable as a 

buffer, i.e. an independent foot, rather than a light monomoraic 

syllable with mobile shewa or ḥaṭef, such as ה ִׂ֖ מָּ  ’to war‘ לַמִּלְחָּ
(Num. 21.33) do not have gaʿya with any degree of regularity 

(Yeivin 1968, 117; 1980, 247). By contrast, additional syllables 

preceding the secondary stress fell outside the isochronous 

interval between the two stress beats and so had no influence on 

the duration of the vowels, e.g. לֶת מַּאֲכֶֹ֑  .and the knife’ (Gen‘ וְאֶת־הַ 

22.6). 

                                                 
223 Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan 1967, §15), Dotan (1964, 65), Yeivin 

(1968, 97–98). 
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Minor gaʿya was marked with equal consistency before all 

the disjunctives. The duration of a vowel with minor gaʿya, unlike 

that of a vowel with major gaʿya, was not reduced significantly 

as the result of greater air expenditure on a subsequent high tone 

accent. This was most likely because the relatively short duration 

of a vowel with minor gaʿya required by its very nature far less 

air expenditure than a long vowel with major gaʿya. As remarked 

above, however, the Karaite transcriptions reflect differences in 

duration in the vowel with minor gaʿya according to intrinsic dif-

ferences in duration between high and low vowels. 

If an open syllable preceded the syllable that took minor 

gaʿya in a form of regular structure, the secondary stress fell on 

this open syllable and was either marked with major gaʿya or was 

left without graphical representation, e.g. ה ִׂ֖ אֶשְׁתַמְּרָּ  and I kept‘ וָּ

myself’ (A, 2 Sam. 22.24; cf. Yeivin 1968, 98). A long vowel in 

an open syllable was, all other things being equal, more suitable 

for taking the melisma of the secondary stress than a sequence of 

two short syllable nuclei. The duration of a stressed vowel in an 

open syllable, moreover, was not reduced by the pressure of 

isochrony between stress beats to the extent that it could not 

accommodate the melisma. 

By this argument, in the structure ִַתְפַעֲלִיםמ  one would have 

expected that the vowel in the open syllable before the haṭef 
could have accommodated the melisma of the secondary stress, 

since this vowel was long, as shown by the Karaite transcriptions, 

e.g. 
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ִֽיַּעֲקדַֹ  :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 67v, 2 | L [BHS]) و۟ اي۟اعۘقوۢذࣦ   .Gen וַ 

22.9 ‘and he bound’) 

 
اع۟ب٘يرࣦ و۟ ايࣦ۟   (BL Or 2544, fol. 32v, 11 | L [BHS]: ר ִֽיַּעֲבִֵׂ֖  Gen. 32.24 וַ 

‘and he caused to pass over’) 

ال  ۟ ووره۟اح۟مࣦࣦࣤع   (BL Or 2540, fol. 12v, 2 | L [BHS]: ר ל־הַחֲמִֹ֔  עַ 

Exod. 4.20 ‘upon the donkey’) 
When a long vowel in this position is followed by an 

ordinary shewa, minor gaʿya generally does not occur (Yeivin 

1968, 111), e.g. ּו לְמִׂ֖  .so they may be ashamed’ (Ezek. 43.10)‘ וְיִכָּ

Here the secondary stress evidently generally fell on the syllable 

before the shewa: [vi.jik.ˌkʰɔː.ɔl.ˈmuː]. When the long vowel is 

followed by a laryngeal/pharyngeal with a vowel of a different 

quality, e.g. ּו חֲמִׂ֖ לָּּ  and they fought’ (Josh. 10.5), the tendency‘ וַיִּ 

for the word to have minor gaʿya is greater than when it is 

followed by a non-guttural consonant with shewa (ּו לְמִׂ֖  but less (וְיִכָּ

than when the vowel preceding the ḥaṭef is of the same quality 

( ִֽיַּעֲקדַֹ   If the word has pashṭa, for example, there is a preference .(וַ 

to have secondary stress in the form of a major gaʿya on the syl-

lable before the guttural rather than minor gaʿya on the preceding 

syllables, e.g.  ַּעֲקו  and they were called’ (Jud. 10.17; cf. Yeivin‘ וַיִּצָּ 

1968, 109). 

These facts can be explained by the assumption that the 

duration of the vowel varied in each of these three structures, 

those of shorter duration being less suitable for taking the full 

secondary stress melisma than those of longer duration. In some 
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manuscripts that exhibit a selective notation of major gaʿya, there 

is a greater tendency for the major gaʿya to be omitted on a vowel 

before a ḥaṭef than on a long vowel before a shewa.224 This was 

probably motivated by the shorter duration of the vowel before 

a ḥaṭef. 
A vowel in an open syllable that is followed by a ḥaṭef of 

the same quality must be considered to have been the shortest of 

the three types of vowel. The rules for accent sequences that 

treated a syllable with secondary stress as two syllables counted 

a vowel preceding a ḥaṭef of the same quality as only one syllable 

(M. Breuer 1971, 184, n.45). Consequently, if any secondary 

accent at all fell on such vowels, it could not have increased the 

vowel duration to the full length of other vowels in open syllables 

under secondary stress. One may also adduce as evidence of the 

relatively short duration of vowels of this type the fact that they 

do not usually take munaḥ before zaqef where the occurrence of 

munaḥ would have been expected (Yeivin 1968, 201–2; Breuer 

1971, 184, n.45). It is plausible to interpret this as being due to 

the unsuitability of the vowels to accommodate the necessary 

melismatic structure of the accent due to their short duration. 

The relatively short duration of a vowel before a ḥaṭef of 

the same quality was conditioned by two factors.  

First factor: A number of phoneticians have shown that in 

some languages the duration of a vowel varies according to the 

                                                 
224 Menachem Cohen (1982a, 66, 67, 69, 70, 73) has found this feature 

of gaʿya notation in the manuscripts L, C and in the later medieval 

Spanish manuscripts BL Or 2201 (dated 1246) and BL Or 2626-8 (dated 

1483). 
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extent of the movement of the speech organs required in order to 

come from the vowel position to the position of the following 

phonetic segments. The greater the extent of movement, the 

longer the vowel.225 It may be inferred that this principle 

influenced vowel duration in Tiberian Hebrew. In the sequence 

of a vowel, a laryngeal/pharyngeal, and a ḥaṭef of the same 

quality, no significant movement of speech organs in the oral 

cavity was required to make the transition from the first member 

to the last. There were two relevant processes involved: the 

tongue position for the two vowels, and the speech organ 

movement and muscle activity required to articulate the 

intervening consonant. Phonetic segments are not produced in 

speech as independent units, but rather the sounds overlap and 

flow into one continuously changing stream of sound. Several 

phoneticians have postulated on the basis of studies of gestures 

in the vocal tract that the tongue moves from vowel shape to 

vowel shape with the consonantal gestures superimposed, 

overlapping in time with the articulatory gestures for the 

vowels.226 Therefore in a sequence of vowel + consonant + 

vowel when the two vowels are of the same quality the speech 

organ movement necessary to pass from the first vowel to the 

second would always be less than when the two vowels were of 

different quality, irrespective of what the intervening consonant 

might be.  

Second factor: In Tiberian Hebrew the patterns of stress and 

the distribution of the accents only reflect a consistent reduction 

                                                 
225 E.g. Lehiste (1970, 20). 

226 E.g. Öhman (1966), Browman and Goldstein (1989). 
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in the duration of the first vowel when the intervening consonant 

is a pharyngeal/laryngeal. There is no evidence for a similar 

reduction when an oral consonant intervenes between two 

vowels of the same quality, except, occasionally, when the 

consonant is a lax continuative, especially sonorants. An 

important factor contributing to the reduction of duration must, 

therefore, have been the phonetic nature of the pharyngeals/ 

laryngeals. It is relevant here to draw attention to a phenomenon 

that is attested in North African Arabic dialects whereby long 

vowels are shortened before pharyngeal consonants, Moroccan, 

Jewish Algiers: draʿ ‘arm’ < *dhirāʿ, jnaḥ ‘wing’ < *jināḥ 

(Brockelmann 1908 vol. 1, 64; Marcel Cohen 1912, 135). Brock-

elmann explains this as the result of the articulation of the phar-

yngeal taking away part of the duration of the vowel. This was 

no doubt due to the weak vowel-like nature of non-oral conso-

nants.227 We may, therefore, identify this as a second factor that 

                                                 
227 Another relevant parallel can be found in stress placement patterns 

in the Modern South Arabian languages. Dufour (2017) has 

demonstrated that in the history of these languages syllables attracted 

stress according to a hierarchy of vowel qualities thus: *a > *i > *u. 

This means that a syllable with an *a was favoured over syllables with 

higher vowels for stress placement. What is of interest is that a syllable 

with an *a vowel that was followed by a guttural consonant was less 

favoured for stress than one that containing an *a vowel that was not 

followed by a guttural. This can be interpreted as showing that the 

duration of the vowel was reduced when followed by a guttural and 

thus the vowel in this context was less suitable for stress. Cf. also 

Hayward et al. (1988). 
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is likely to have reduced the duration of Hebrew vowels before 

gutturals.228 

Although the articulation of אהח׳׳ע in Tiberian Hebrew was 

weak, it was only reduced completely to zero in the case of א and 

בוֹא in a number of word forms, such as ה א ,יאֹכַל ,יָּ צָּ  and forms מָּ

that used ה as a mater lectionis for a final long vowel. Where אהח׳׳ע 

were articulated, they often caused a lowering of adjacent 

vowels, in many cases to the quality of pataḥ, the lowest vowel. 

This was evidently occasioned by the narrowing of the pharynx, 

which was achieved by pulling the back of the tongue into the 

pharynx and this, in turn, was facilitated by the lowering of the 

tongue. The association of אהח׳׳ע with a low vowel shape may 

explain the following phenomenon of gaʿya distribution in the 

early manuscripts that has been noted by Yeivin (1968, 99-100). 

Among the cases of words of regular structure for minor gaʿya 

that, contrary to expectation, do not take minor gaʿya with a 

disjunctive accent, there is a large proportion of forms of the 

pattern ַַעֲלִיםמִתְפ  with segol + haṭef segol, e.g. ז  and he took‘ וַיֶּאֱחֹ֞

                                                 
228 There is some evidence that the duration of a vowel in an open 

syllable was also reduced when it was separated from a subsequent haṭef 
of the same quality by a sonorant oral continuant. When the position of 

the laryngeal/pharyngeal in the form ַַעֲלִיםמִתְפ  is taken by one of the 

sonorant consonants that characteristically do not tolerate dagesh in a 

syllable with shewa, minor gaʿya regularly occurs (Yeivin 1968, 112–
13), e.g. A ֲִַֽיְהַל לוַּ וַ   ‘and they praised’ (L  ִַּֽיְהַלְלו  .Chr. 29.30) (§I.2.8.2.2.) 2 ,וַ 

Again we may assume that the vowel-like sonorant took away some of 

the duration from the preceding vowel, making it unsuitable for 

secondary stress. 
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hold of’ (Jud. 16.3), ה נָּּ  and I will do it’ (Isa. 46.11). This‘ אַף־אֶעֱשֶ 

can be interpreted as indicating that a long vowel preceding 

 with a haṭef vowel of the same quality tended to be shorter אהח׳׳ע

in proportion to the lowness of the vowel quality. The tongue 

position for pataḥ was the closest to that which was appropriate 

for the narrowing of the pharynx and so less movement of 

articulatory organs was required. We may again draw a parallel 

with North African Arabic, where the vowel shortening before 

pharyngeals is restricted in principle to long low ā vowels. 

Finally, if a long vowel was followed by a closed syllable 

beginning with אהח׳׳ע and containing a vowel nucleus of the same 

quality, it was apparently longer than a long vowel followed by 

 with a ḥaṭef of the same quality. This is shown by the אהח׳׳ע

regular occurrence of munaḥ on the long vowel before the closed 

syllable to mark secondary stress before zaqef, e.g. וֹת אִ֔ חַטָּ  for‘ וְלַַ֣

the sin offerings’ (Neh. 10.34) (Yeivin 1968, 203). This was prob-

ably due to the fact that a consonantal onset of a prosodically 

strong syllable (CVC, CVV) was of a stronger articulation, there-

fore less vowel-like, than that of a prosodically weak syllable con-

taining vocalic shewa or a ḥaṭef. This would have made the con-

sonant less likely to take away duration from the preceding 

vowel. 

It follows from the first factor discussed above that a vowel 

preceding a laryngeal/pharyngeal with a haṭef of a different 

quality, as in ּו חֲמִׂ֖ לָּּ נוּ and they fought’ (Josh. 10.36) and‘ וַיִּ  גֹאֲלִֵׂ֖  of‘ מִ 

our nearest kin’ (Ruth 2.20), was of a slightly longer duration 

than a vowel before a haṭef of the same quality. This was because 

the transition to the haṭef vowel required some movement of 
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tongue and lip position. Through the operation of the second fac-

tor, however, the following guttural took away some of the pre-

ceding vowel duration and so these vowels did not have quite 

their full duration. Although they took secondary stress in the 

form of munaḥ before zaqef in preference to minor gaʿya, e.g. 

וּתִַ חֲמִ֔ ַ֣ לָּּ  ‘[do not] fight’ (1 Kings 22.31), they were, in general, not 

so suitable for secondary stress as were long vowels of full 

duration. There was, consequently, a certain tendency for secon-

dary stress in other circumstances to pass over a syllable with 

such a vowel when conditions were favourable for the melisma 

of the stress to be spread over two syllables instead. 

In forms such as ּו לְמִׂ֖  .so they may be ashamed’ (Ezek‘ וְיִכָּ

43.10), it may be expected from the operation of the first factor 

that the long qameṣ would be reduced in duration since this was 

followed by an epenthetic of the same quality: [vi.jik.-

kʰɔː.ɔl.ˈmuː]. Such structures, however, exhibit a lesser tendency 

to take minor gaʿya than forms such as ּו חֲמִׂ֖ לָּּ  ’and they fought‘ וַיִּ 
(Josh. 10.5). Evidently, the qameṣ in forms such as ּו לְמִׂ֖  was וְיִכָּ

longer in duration and more suitable for taking the full secondary 

stress melisma. This would have been due to the absence of a 

guttural consonant following the vowel that would have taken 

over part of the duration of the vowel. 

I.2.9. SHEWA GAʿYA 

The gaʿya sign is sometimes marked next to shewa or ḥaṭef signs. 

This is referred to by the terms gaʿyat shewa or shewa gaʿya. The 

second term will be used here. It is rare in the twenty-one books 

(only some 200 cases occur) but is common in the three books. It 
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is a musical shewa, but is often marked before a guttural, which 

suggests that there may be also a phonetic motivation for its 

use.229  

There are some parallels between the occurrence of shewa 

gaʿya and that of minor gaʿya. Shewa gaʿya occurs mainly in words 

with disjunctive accents. Some cases of shewa gaʿya, moreover, 

occur on patterns that correspond to the regular patterns for mi-

nor gaʿya, viz.  ְַפַלְפְלִיםמ קַטְלִים , פַעֲלִים and מְ   the counterparts of) מְ 

תְַ פַלְפְלִיםמִ  תְקַטְלִים , תְפַַ and מִ  עֲלִיםמִ  ), e.g. 

L: ּו שַׁלְּחִ֡  you should set free’ (Jer. 34.14)‘ תְ 

L: ַ֞מְעֲך שָּׁ  when you hear’ (1 Chron. 14.15)‘ כְ 

L: ַ מַעֲלֵה  in the ascent of’ (2 Chron. 32.33)‘ בְּ 

The occurrence of shewa gaʿya, however, is not so concen-

trated on these regular patterns as the minor gaʿya is concen-

trated on its regular patterns. Gaʿya is found in a variety of other 

patterns on a shewa or ḥatef that is separated from the accent by 

at least one vowel, e.g. 

L: ם אוּלֵָּ֗  but’ (Job 12.7)‘ וְ 

L: ְך אִי־לָּ֞  go out’ (Cant. 1.8)‘ צְ 

L: ַ אתָּ ִ֔ רָּ ִֽקָּ ַוְ  יתָּ אִִ֔ ִֽרָּ  you will see and you will read’ (Jer. 51.61)‘ וְ 

L: ה יָּ הָּ ְֽ֠  and it will be’ (Hos. 2.1)‘ וְ 

L: ּיאֹמְר֞ו  and let them say’ (Joel 2.17)‘ וְ 

                                                 
229 For detailed treatments of the distribution of shewa gaʿya see Yeivin 

(1968, 128–37, 252–61; 1980, 252–54), Dotan (1967, 128, 218–22, 

357–58, 381), M. Breuer (1982, 193–97). 
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L:  ְַםכ הוֹצִיאָּ֞  ‘when they brought out’ (Josh. 10.24) 

L: ֶַ֭ יוע טִישׁתָֹּ  ‘his sneezings’ (Job 41.10) 

L: ים רִ֞ ל־הַשָּ אֶת־כָּ  and all the princes’ (2 Kings 24.14)‘ וְ 

Shewa gaʿya also occurs on a conjunctive vav when it has a 

shureq before a labial, e.g. 

L: ּו רְרָ֛ מַה־תְעֹ   and what do you awaken?’ (Cant. 8.4)‘ וּ 

Given the strict conditions of word length for the occur-

rence of the secondary stress of minor gaʿya, these freer occur-

rence patterns of shewa gaʿya suggest that its motivation was not 

exclusively to mark a secondary stress. Rather, in some cases at 

least, its purpose was to slow down reading for orthoepic reasons. 

As remarked, this is likely to apply to some cases where it occurs 

before a guttural. Evidence for this is the fact that there are in-

stances where shewa gaʿya occurs before a guttural on a word that 

has an ʾazla accent sign that itself marks a secondary stress, e.g. 

L: ה יְתָָּ֜ הָּ   and it will be’ (Isa. 28.4)‘ וְ 

In most cases, shewa gaʿya occurs at the beginning of a 

word, as in the examples cited above. In a few cases in the three 

books, it occurs in the middle of a word, e.g. 

L, A: ׁיש אִֵ֗ רֵי־הָּ שְׁ   blessed is the man’ (Psa. 1.1)‘ אַָ֥

L: ת שוּ־עוֹלֵֹ֗ חְפְ  שוּ :they search out iniquities’ (A‘ יַ  תַיַָ֥חְפְ  עוֹלֵֹ֗ , Psa. 

64.7) 

In both these cases, the shewa gaʿya clashes with an imme-

diately preceding gaʿya or merkha, suggesting that it reflected the 

slowing of the reading for orthoepic purposes rather than a sec-

ondary stress beat. 
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According to Masoretic treatises, a shewa with gaʿya was 

read with the length of a full vowel. This is seen, for example, in 

a passage concerning the pronunciation of shewa before gutturals 

in the Treatise on the Shewa edited by Levy (1936, כ־יט): 

It (the shewa) should not be pronounced (in the word 

לִים  .as a pure qameṣ, equal (to the following qameṣ), i.e (הַבְּעָּ

with lengthening, but rather it is pronounced short, as if it 

were qameṣ, but not a full qameṣ, e.g. לִים  but you do ,הַבְּעָּ

not say לִים עָּ  for that is a mistake. Likewise, when it is ,הַבָּּ

adjacent to vowels other than qameṣ, it is pronounced 

short. This is also the case when two shewas come together, 

as in ה ה ,אֶשְׁמְעָּ ה ,אֶרְגְעָּ ִֽיִּקְרְאוּ and likewise ,אֶרְבְּעָּ ִֽיִּמְצְאוּ ,וַ   ,וַ 
ִֽיִּשְׁמְעוּ -Follow this (rule), do not add to it or sub .הַנִּמְצְאוּ ,וַ 

tract from it, unless gaʿya occurs with shewa, in which case 

you make it long and it is pronounced as a qameṣ. For in-

stance, the word ה יָּ  .when you add gaʿya to the shewa, i.e ,וְהָּ

ה יָּ הָּ ה is pronounced ,וְ  יָּ הָּ  with a full qameṣ. The same is so וָּ

in the case of segol, e.g. ּחֱזִיקו הֵֶ -Like .וֶהֶחֶזִיקוּ is pronounced וְ 

wise ְך אִי־לָּ֞  go out’ (Cant. 1.8) is read with ḥireq as if it‘ צְ 

were ְך וּנוּ ;צִאִי־לָּ אֵל  ינוַּשְׁ  שׁוֹבִֵ֡  ‘our captors asked us’ (Psa. 137.3) 

is read ּוּ ;שֵׁאֵלוּנו אֵהֲבֶ֫ תִיַתְ  פֶָ֥  ‘you will love being simple’ (Prov. 

1.22) is read פתיַתֵאֵהבו . All such instances of shewa are 

pronounced full with the pronunciation of the (vowel of 

the) adjacent guttural letter, on account of the principle of 

the gaʿya, for it is the gaʿya that lengthens them. If there is 

no gaʿya, shewa is always pronounced short and is not 

lengthened. This condition is never changed. So it is with 
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all the occurrences of shewa that we have discussed, all 

instances of its vocalic realization follow this rule.230 

The purport of this and similar passages from other Maso-

retic treatises231 is that a shewa with gaʿya was pronounced as a 

long vowel, which was equal in status to a full vowel represented 

by a vowel sign.  

The Karaite transcriptions into Arabic indicate that shewa 

gaʿya was pronounced as a long vowel, since they represent it 

with a mater lectionis, e.g. 

ا  ה :BL Or 2547 fol. 15r, 11 | L [BHS]) بۖ ان۟احۖلࣤ۠ נַחֲלִָּ֔  Josh. 13.6 בְּ 

‘as an inheritance’) 
                                                 
וֵהַפתרתיַבתת̇קילַבלַאנמאַיכ̇רגַבתכ̇פיףַ 230 ַבְשָּ ַיכ̇רגַמת̇לַקמץַמחץ̇ ַאן ליסַינבג̇י

ןַכ̇רוגהַכאנהַקמץַולאַקמץַתאםַכקולךַהבעליםַולאַיקולַהבעליםַפיכוןַד̇לךַכ̇טא.ַומ
הַ הַאֶרְגְעָּ תאמרַאֶשְמְעָּ כמוַ מזוגיןַ אד̇אַגאורַג̇ירַאלקמץַבתכ̇פיףַוכד̇לךַאד̇אַאתפקַאת̇ניןַ
ִֽיִשְמְעוַּהנמצאיםַאקיסַעליַהד̇אַלאַתזידַולאַתנקץַאלאַ ִֽיִמְצְאוַּוַ  ִֽיִקְרְאוַּוַ  הַומת̇לַוַ  אֶרְבְעָּ

אד̇אַגעלתַמעהַגעיהַאןַיתפקַמעַאלשואַגעיהַפתת̇קלהַפיכ̇רגַחינידַ̇בקמץַכקולךַהויהַ
הֶחֶזִיקוַּכאנךַ הַבמקץַתאםַוכד̇לךַבת̇לת̇הַנקטַמת̇לַוְ  יָּ הָּ הַיקאלַוָּ יָּ הָּ עליַהד̇אַאלמת̇לַוְ 
שובינוַ אֵלוּנוַּ לךַומת̇להַשְ  ךַיקראַבנקטהַואחדהַכאנךַתקולַצִאִיַ אִיַלָּ תקולַוֶחֱזִיקוַּומת̇לַצְ 

אֵהַבוַיקראַתֵאֵהבוַפתי.ַ כלַהד̇הַומאַשאכלהאַתכ̇רגַכ̇רוגַתאםַיקראַשֵאֵלוּנוַּוכד̇לךַתְ 
ככ̇רוגַאלחרףַאלמגאורַלהאַמןַהחהעַבסבבַאלעלהַאלתיַללגעיהַלאןַאלגעיהַהיַאלתיַ
ַהד̇אַ ַיתג̇יר ַולא ַבתת̇קיל ַולא ַאבדא ַיכון ַבתכ̇פיף ַפכ̇רוגהא ַגעיה ַליס ַואן תת̇קלהא.

הד̇אַַאלשרטַלעולםַוכד̇לךַפיַגמיעַאקסאםַט̇הורהַאלתיַשרחנאהאַוגמיעַחרכאתהַעלי
 .אלמת̇ל

231 E.g. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ (short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.S.5.1, §II.S.5.3), Baer and Strack (1879, 12–13); cf. Khan (2009, 3*-

7*). 
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اموۢخّࣦۜ  امكۖ   (BL Or 2552 fol. 16v, 13 | L [BHS]: ם מוֹכֵֶ֗  Job. 12.3 כְ 

‘like you’) 

اه۠ا  اثوۢمۖخۜ  ַ :BL Or 2553 fol. 5v, 5 | L [BHS]) وۖ  יהָּ תֹמְכֶָ֥  Prov. 3.18 וְ 

‘and those who support her’) 

 ـࣦۘـعࣦࣦۚ  ࣦطࣦۚاـ اوث۠وࣦࣦۢيس   (BL Or 2552 fol. 87v, 14 | L [BHS]: יו טִישׁתָֹּ  .Job עֲ ֶ֭

41.10 ‘his sneezings’) 
The default pronunciation of vocalic shewa was with the 

quality of pataḥ [a]. This explains why the shewa gaʿya in the 

foregoing examples is represented by Arabic mater lectionis ʾalif, 
which represents long [aː]. A lengthened ḥaṭef pataḥ is likewise 

represented by mater lectionis ʾalif.  
A mater lectionis is, however, sometimes omitted in the tran-

scriptions of shewa gaʿya. This is regularly the case in many man-

uscripts in contexts where shewa has a higher vowel quality than 

pataḥ before yod or gutturals, e.g. 

يࣦ۟۟  ذوٟࣦاعۘبوࣦࣵۢوۖ   (BL Or 2552 fol. 63r, 15 | L [BHS]: ּדו עֲבָֹ֥ ִֽיֶַ֫  .Job וְ 

36.11 ‘and they will serve’), in which the shewa before yod 

is pronounced with the quality of ḥireq [ˌviˑjaːʕaˈvoːðuː] 

اوٟلّࣦ۠  اموۖ   (BL Or 2552 fol. 18v, 7 | L [BHS]: ם אוּלֵָּ֗  Job. 12.7 וְ 

‘but’), in which the shewa has the quality of shureq before a 

guttural followed by shureq [ˌwuˑʔuːˈlɔːɔm] 
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ךְ :BL Or 2554 fol. 35r, 1 | L [BHS]) صا يࣦلاخ  אִי־לָּ֞  .Cant צְ 

1.8 ‘go out’), in which the shewa is pronounced with the 

quality of ḥireq before a guttural followed by ḥireq [ˌsˁiˑʔiː-
ˈlɔːɔχ] 

عۛينۜاخ۠او ࣦۤ   (BL Or 2549 fol. 112r, 6 | L [BHS]: עֵינֶיך ְֽ֠  Jer. 34.3 וְ 

‘and your eyes’), in which the shewa is pronounced with the 

quality of ṣere before a guttural followed by ṣere 

[ˌveˑʕeːˈnɛːχɔː] 

حوۢطۖاۚيوࣦۚ    (BL Or 2553 fol. 22v, 8 | L [BHS]: חֹטְאִי  Prov. 8.36 וְ ֶ֭

‘he who misses me’), in which the shewa is pronounced with 

the quality of ḥolem before a guttural followed by ḥolem 

[ˌvoˑħoːotˁˈʔiː] 
In such manuscripts a mater lectionis is also sometimes omit-

ted when the shewa with gaʿya has the quality of [a], e.g. 

وٟࣦتࣦ   ش۟لۖح   (BL Or 2549 fol. 115r, 14 | L [BHS]: ּו שַׁלְּחִ֡  Jer. 34.14 תְ 

‘you will send off’) 

يمـكࣦۖ   ن۟اعۘنۚ   (BL Or 2552 fol. 85r, 3 | L [BHS]: ים נַעֲנִ   Job. 40.30 כְ 

‘merchants’) 
This distribution of matres lectionis representing shewa gaʿya 

in the Karaite transcriptions corresponds closely to the distribu-

tion we have seen representing minor gaʿya. This reflects a lesser 

duration of such vowels than vowels in other contexts. In my 

phonetic transcription of such forms, therefore, I transcribe the 
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vowels with half-length [aˑ], [iˑ], etc. Moreover, vowels of shewa 

gaʿya with a high quality were of a lesser duration than those 

with the low quality [a], as was the case with vowels marked by 

minor gaʿya. Manuscripts that do not represent high vowels of 

shewa gaʿya or minor gaʿya would regularly represent them if they 

are long vowels that are represented by vowel signs in an open 

syllable, as in  

وٟصميۚحࣦ    (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 113v, 5 | L [BHS]: ִַוּץמ חַ֣  

Deut. 23.11 ‘from outside’) 
Likewise, inherently long vowels followed by silent shewa 

are regularly transcribed by a mater lectionis, as in 

وٟࣦو۟يۚيراࣦ    (BL Or 2547 fol. 7v, 1 | L [BHS]: ּו ִֽרְאַ֣  Josh. 4.14 ‘and וַיִּ 

they (mpl) feared’) 
The fact that the ḥireq vowel in a word such as ִַוּץמ חַ֣  (Josh. 

4.14) is regularly represented by a mater lectionis but a vowel of 

the same quality with shewa gaʿya in a word such as ּדו עֲבָֹ֥ ִֽיֶַ֫  .Job) וְ 

36.11) is not regularly represented by a mater lectionis suggests 

that an open syllable containing vocalic shewa with gaʿya was 

different in status from the open syllable with a vowel sign. The 

syllable with a ḥireq vowel in a word such as ִַוּץמ חַ֣  was bimoraic 

(CVV) whereas the vocalic shewa with gaʿya was monomoraic 

(CV) but was increased in duration phonetically by the gaʿya. The 

same applied to CVC syllables, in which the single vowel mora 

was increased in duration by a minor gaʿya. We may say that the 

shewa gaʿya stretched phonetically a short vowel, but did not, in 

principle, cause it to be lengthened to the duration of a long 
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vowel with underlying bimoraic length. The underlying syllable 

structure and phonetic syllable structure of a word such as עֵינֶיך ְֽ֠  וְ 
(Jer. 34.3) ‘and your eyes’ would be: /vʕē.nɛ.̄χɔ/̄ 

[ˌveˑ.ʕeː.ˈnɛː.χɔː]. In a word such as ַ ם דָּ אָּ  ,from man’ (Gen. 6.7)‘ מֵ 

on the other hand, the long ṣere would be in the underlying syl-

lable structure: /mē.ʔɔ.̄ðɔ.̄m/ [ˌmeː.ʔɔː.ˈðɔː.ɔm].  

This appears to contradict the passage in the Treatise on the 

Shewa cited above, which claimed that a shewa with gaʿya was 

pronounced like a full long vowel. A more nuanced statement is, 

however, found in another passage in this treatise: 

If someone objected and said to you: If shewa according to 

you is marked only with short vowels, why do you vocalize 

לֹהִים God’ with shewa, in which the ʾ‘ אֱ  alef has a long vowel. 

Likewise, דנִֹי ַ ,’my Lord‘ אֲ  יתָּ אִִ֔ רָּ  have you seen?’ (1 Kings‘ הֲ 

21.29), ַ וֹתָּ טִיבִ֔ הַלֵַ֣ךְ ,you did well’ (2 Chron. 6.8)‘ הֱ  הַב־אִשִָּּׁ֔ אֱ   ‘go 

and love a woman’ (Hos. 3.1), and also מֶיך מִיָּּ מֶיך :A, L) הֲ ֶ֭ מִיָּּ  (הְ ֶ֭

‘since your days (began)’ (Job 38.12), ַ֣תְך מִבִּינָּ  is it from‘ הֲ ֶ֭

your understanding?’ (Job 39.26). The answer is that in all 

these words, and the like, when the gaʿya is removed, they 

are pronounced with a short vowel. We vocalize them with 

shewa on account of this shortness. The gaʿya is a 

subsidiary addition. We should not change the basic rule 

on account of a subsidiary case.232 

                                                 
232 Ed. Levy (1936, כה), lacunae supplied by CUL Or 1080.13.3.2, fol. 1r: 

להִיםַ פאןַעארצ̇ךַוקילַלךַאד̇אַכאןַאלשואַענדךַלאַיכוןַאלאַמעַאלכ̇פיףַפלםַתנקטַאְ 
הַוכד̇לךַַבשואַואלאלףַת̇קיל הַבַאִשָּ ַאֶ  ַלֵך טיבותָּ ראיתַהְ  ַומת̇להַהְ  דנִֹי וכד̇לךַמת̇להַאְ 

תך.ַאלגואבַפיַד̇לךַאעלםַאןַהד̇הַאלאלפאטַ̇כלהאַומ מבִנָּ מֶיךַהַ  מִיָּ אַשאכלהאַאד̇אַהַ 
ַכ̇פתהאַואנמאַ ַננקטהאַבשואַלאגל רפעַענהאַאלגעיהַצארתַכ̇פיפהַמכ̇טופהַפנחן
 .אלגעיהַטפילהַמזאדהַפיהאַוליסַינבג̇יַנג̇ירַאלאצלַמןַאגלַאלפרע
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This passage could be interpreted as reflecting the notion 

that although the gaʿya lengthens the vowel of the shewa, it does 

not fundamentally change the status of the shewa to that of a full 

vowel. This can be reformulated in terms of metric analysis by 

the hypothesis that a gaʿya on a vocalic shewa does not change 

the foot structure, i.e. the shewa still remains within the foot of 

the following vowel and is not parsed as a separate foot. The foot 

structure of the words ּו וּ and such as (Sam. 6.3 1) תְשַׁלְּחַּ֤ שַׁלְּחִ֡  .Jer) תְ 

34.14) would be the same (indicated by brackets): 

וּ   תְשַׁלְּחַּ֤

 [(ta.ʃal.)(la.ˈħuː)] 
וּ  שַׁלְּחִ֡  תְ 

 [(ˌtaˑ.ʃal.)(la.ˈħuː)] 
This should be contrasted with a CV syllable with a lexical 

vowel such as the ḥaṭef qameṣ in a word such as ים שִׁ  -holi‘ הַקֳּדָּ

nesses’ (Exod. 26.33). We have seen that such syllables are in 

their own separate foot, although, since it consists of a mono-

moraic syllable, it should be classified as degenerate (§I.2.7.). 

When these take secondary stress, they are lengthened to the full 

duration of long bimoraic vowels in open syllables and repre-

sented by a full qameṣ vowel. A gaʿya marking the secondary 

stress should, therefore, be interpreted as a major gaʿya. This pro-

sodic structure was facilitated by the fact that they have their 

own foot: 

ים  שִִׁ֔ דָּ  holinesses’ (Exod. 29.37)‘ קָּ 

 [(ˌqɔ̟ː.)(ðɔː.)(ˈʃiː.im)] 
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The syllable of a shewa with gaʿya, by contrast, remains 

subordinate prosodically to the following syllable in an iambic 

foot (. *). It is lengthened phonetically by the gaʿya but does not 

achieve the full bimoraic weight of the following syllable of the 

foot. This could be analysed as a case of ‘multi-plane metrics’ 
(Bosch 1996, Gordon 2006, Ryan 2016) whereby the phon-

etically prominent position and the metrically prominent 

position in a prosodic domain such as a foot or prosodic word do 

not necessarily coincide. The shewa with gaʿya is phonetically 

prominent in the foot due to the lengthening of the vowel, but 

the following syllable remains the metrically prominent syllable 

in the foot due to its weight and stronger beat. 

In the Karaite transcriptions one case has been identified in 

which a shewa with gaʿya is transcribed with gemination of the 

following consonant and the shewa is replaced in the vocalization 

with a full vowel:  

 
اوب۟امࣦ۟  اع۟س ۠  (BL Or 2555 fol. 19r, 5 | L [BHS]: יו מַעֲשִָּ֔  Ecc. 3.22 בְּ 

‘in his works’)  
Here the phonetic prominence and the metrical promi-

nence have been brought into line, in that the syllable of the 

strengthed shewa has become bimoraic and so parsed as an inde-

pendent foot. 

I.2.10. METRICAL EPENTHESIS 

As we have seen, patterns of secondary stress in principle exhibit 

eurhythmic alternating sequences of prominent and non-promi-

nent syllables. The clash of a prominent syllable with the main 
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stress immediately adjacent to a prominent syllable with second-

ary stress marked by an accent or gaʿya is, in principle, avoided. 

There are some cases, however, where such a clash appears to 

take place. These include words in which a syllable with a short 

vowel immediately before the syllable with the main stress is 

marked by gaʿya. Such patterns occur when the contact between 

the two syllables consists of two weak consonants, i.e. the first 

syllable has a weak consonant as its coda and the following syl-

lable has a weak consonant as its onset. This occurrence of gaʿya 
is found, for example, on a pataḥ where the syllable contact con-

sists of coda that is a guttural and an onset that is one of the 

sonorants yod, lamed, or nun, or another guttural,233 e.g. 

ַ֣הוּ  עְיָּ  Isaiah’ (Isa. 1.1)‘ [ja.ˌʃaˑʕ.ˈjɔː.huː] יְשַׁ 

ה  חְיֵָּּ֨  and Pethahiah’ (Neh. 11.24)‘ [wuf.ˌθaˑḥ.ˈjɔː] וּפְתַ 

עְיָּ ה   Jedaiah’ (Neh. 12.6)‘ [jaˌðaˑʕˌjɔː] יְדַ 

ֹ֑ה  עְיָּ  Shemaiah’ (Neh. 10.9)‘ [ʃa.ˌmaˑʕ.ˈjɔː] שְׁמַ 

הוּ  עְיָּ   and Shemaiahu’ (2 Chron. 35.9)‘ [wuʃ.ˌmaˑʕ.ˈjɔː.huː] וּשְׁמַ 

This type of lengthening before a guttural followed by an-

other weak consonant is found also across word boundaries, 

where the two words are connected by maqqef or where they are 

independent words, e.g. 

ַּ֤א  ע־נָּ   listen!’ (1 Sam. 28.22)‘ [ʃa.ˌmaˑʕ.-ˈnɔː] שְׁמַ 

וֹ  ח־לֵּ֨ ָּקַ   he took him’ (Exod. 6.25)‘ [lɔː.ˌqa̟ˑħ.-ˈloː] לָּ

ךְ  ע־לָּ   know you!’ (Job. 5.27)‘ [daˑʕ.-ˈlɔː.ɔχˌ] דַ 

                                                 
233 Yeivin (1980, 262) refers to this as a phonetic gaʿya. 
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ךְ  ח־לָּ   take for yourself’ (Gen. 14.21)‘ [qaˑḥ.-ˈlɔːɔχˌ] קַ 

םַ   ַעָּ ע מַ  ַ֣  ’?did any people hear‘ [ha.ˈʃɔː.ˌmaˑʕ. ˈʕɔː.ɔm] הֲשָּׁ
(Deut. 4.33) 

It is even marked occasionally on furtive pataḥ in such cir-

cumstances, e.g. 

וֹ  ַלִ֔ עַ   to listen to him’ (Jud. 19.25) [liʃ.ˈmoː.ˌaˑʕ-ˈloː] לִשְׁמַֹ֣

ב  ַלֵ  חַ   strength of heart’ (Job. 36.5)‘ [kʰoː.ˌaˑħ ˈleː.evˈ] כַֹ֣

This type of gaʿya is found also before other sequences of 

weak consonants across syllables in word-internal position. These 

consonants include gutturals, sonorants, continuants, sibilants , 

fricatives, and qof, e.g. 

ת  וְעַַ֣  cry of’ (Jer. 8.19)‘ [ʃaˑv.ˈʕaː.aθˌ] שַׁ 

ית  שְׁחִָ֥  to destroy’ (Isa. 65.8)‘ [haˑʃ.ˈħiː.iθˌ] הַ 

י  סְדֵָ֥   love of’ (Isa. 55.3)‘ [ħaˑs.ˈðeːˌ] חַ 

וֹן  רְגִׂ֖  Sargon’ (Isa. 20.1)‘ [saˑrˁ.ˈʁoː.onˌ] סַ 

דְכדַֹ כַַ    [ˌkʰaˑð.ˈχoː.oð] ‘ruby’ (Isa. 54.12) 

לְנֵה ַ   Calneh’ (Amos 6.2)‘ [χaˑl.ˈneːˌ] כַ 

וֹת  רְבָ֥  desert plains’ (Josh. 4.13)‘ [ʕaˑʀ.̟ˈvoː.oθˌ] עַ 

It is found also on high vowels, e.g. 

ג  קְלַָ֥  and in Ziklag’ (Neh. 11.28)‘ [wuv.ˌsˁiˑq.̟ˈlaː.aʁ] וּבְצִ 

וּ  שְׁכֵ֗  pull out!’ (Exod. 12.21)‘ [miˑʃ.ˈχuːˌ] מִ 

ה ַ  צְפָּ רִ   the pavement’ (2 Chron. 7.3)‘ [hɔː.ˌrˁiˑsˁ.ˈfɔː] הָּ

ה  קְיֵָּּ֨  and Bakbukiah’ (Neh 12.9)‘ [wu.vaq.̟ˌbuˑq.ˈjɔː] וּבַקְבּ  
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The lengthening of the vowel is reflected by the Karaite 

transcriptions by an Arabic mater lectionis, although the gaʿya sign 

is not always marked in the manuscripts, e.g. 

م۟اعۖي۠ ا  ֹ֑ה :BL Or 2556, fol. 65r, 1 | L [BHS]) شس  עְיָּ  Neh. 10.9 שְׁמַ 

‘Shemaiah’) 

افۖث۟احۖيࣦࣤ۠   (BL Or 2556, fol. 54v, 2 | L [BHS]: ה חְיִָּ֔  Neh. 9.5 פְתַ 

‘Pethahiah’) 

ل۠ اخࣦۖ-د۟اعࣦ٘   (BL Or 2552 fol. 7v, 4 | L [BHS]: ךְ׃ ע־לָּ   Job. 5.27 דַ 

‘know you!’) 

م۟اع  ۖ ان۠ ࣦ-س   (BL Or 2552 fol. 47v, 1 | L [BHS]: ַ֣א ע־נָּ  Job. 33.1 שְׁמַ 

‘hear please!’) 

لو لاقاح   (BL Or 2542, fol. 50r, 5 | L [BHS]: ֹו ח־לֵּ֨ ָּקַ   .Exod לָּ

6.25 ‘he took him’) 

ع  اخࣦۖ-واۜش۠اب۟ا  ل۠ۤ  (BL Or 2549 fol. 226v, 9 | L [BHS]: ְך עַלְָּֽ֠ בַ  ַ֣ אֶשָּּׁ  וָּ

Ezek. 16.8 ‘and I swore to you’) 

بۚ ي۟اع  ][لاحࣦا۟س   (BL Or 2551 fol. 96r, 13 | L [BHS]: ַ יעַ  אַשְבִָּ֥

חֶם׃  (’Psa. 132.15 ‘I will satisfy (with) bread לָּ 

ࣦ۠هࣦۘ  عاࣦ س  ع۠امࣦ ࣦم۟ا   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 88v, 1 | L [BHS]: ַע מַ  ַ֣ הֲשָּׁ

םַ   (’Deut. 4.33 ‘did a people hear עָּ
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اوۖع۟اࣦ   ثش۟   (BL Or 2549 fol. 65v, 1 | L [BHS]: ת וְעַַ֣  Jer. 8.19 שַׁ 

‘cry of’) 

ذى  اس  י :BL Or 2548 fol. 168r, 7 | L [BHS]) ح  סְדֵָ֥  Isa. 55.3 חַ 

‘love of’) 

ַ :BL Or 2548 fol. 164v, 11 | L [BHS]) كاذخوذ  דְכדֹ   Isa. 54.12 כַ 

‘ruby’) 

اوٟب۟قۖبٟوٟقۖيࣦۚ۠   (BL Or 2556, fol. 79r, 9 | L [BHS]: ה קְיֵָּּ֨  Neh. 12.9 וּבַקְבּ  

‘and Bakbukiah’) 

اغوبۖصۚيقۖلࣦࣵ۟   (BL Or 2556, fol. 78r, 2 | L [BHS]: ג קְלַָ֥  .Neh וּבְצִ 

11.28 ‘and in Ziklag’) 
In some manuscripts, the mater lectionis is occasionally 

omitted in places where the gaʿya in L occurs on high vowels, e.g. 

וּ :BL Or 2542, fol. 58v, 7 | L [BHS]) مشحو  שְׁכֵ֗  Exod. 12.21 מִ 

‘pull out!’) 
This is analogous to the omission of a mater lectionis where 

minor gaʿya or shewa gaʿya occur on a high vowel. It indicates 

that the duration of the vowel lengthened by this type of phonetic 

gaʿya was less than that of a long bimoraic vowel in an open 

syllable and that high vowels were inherently shorter than low 

vowels. The vowel, therefore, should be represented as half-long 

in roman transcription, e.g. [aˑ], [iˑ], [uˑ], as is the case with the 
vowels with minor gaʿya or the vowels of shewa gaʿya. 



 Vowels and Syllable Structure 501 

The shewa after this type of gaʿya was silent. This is shown 

by the representation of the silent shewa by Arabic sukūn in some 

of the Karaite transcriptions and by the fact that A regularly has 

a simple shewa sign rather than a ḥaṭef pataḥ. This should be 

contrasted with cases of phonetic gaʿya that augment the short 

vowel by an extra mora and cause the shewa to be vocalic by 

inducing a resyllabification (§I.2.5.8.), e.g. 

L: ְַמ ךְהֲתִ  לִֹ֔  [ha.θiː.ma.ˈloː.oχ] ‘Are you a king?’ (A ְך מֲלִֹ֔  .Jer ,הֲתִ 

22.15) 

In such cases, the vowel should be transcribed as fully long, 

viz. [aː], [iː], [uː]. 
The purpose of the phonetic gaʿya before a silent shewa in 

forms such as ַּ֣הו עְיָּ  was orthoepic, just as was [ja.ˌʃaˑʕ.ˈjɔː.huː] יְשַׁ 

the case with the phonetic gaʿya before a vocalic shewa in a word 

such as ְַמ ךְהֲתִ  לִֹ֔  [ha.θiː.ma.ˈloː.oχ]. Both cases were a measure to 

avoid the slurring of the weak letters together in the reading. 

They were evidently felt to be vulnerable to such slurring due to 

the fact that they formed a suboptimal syllable contact. The op-

timal contact between two adjacent syllables is where the onset 

of the second syllable is stronger than the offset (coda) of the 

preceding syllable (Vennemann 1988, 40). 

In forms such as ַּ֣הו עְיָּ  the clash of two ,[ja.ˌʃaˑʕ.ˈjɔː.huː] יְשַׁ 

prominent syllables can be assumed to have induced a repair 

mechanism in the form of a short pause equivalent to a weak 

beat, in effect a metrical epenthetic or zero syllable. The foot and 

grid structure of this can be represented thus (the final syllable 

enclosed in angular brackets is extra-metrical): 
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Level 4     x 

Level 3   x  x 

Level 2   x  x <x> 

Level 1  x x x x <x> 

Feet  (. ˌ*) (. ˈ*) <*> 

  ja ˌʃaˑʕ ∅ ˈjɔː huː 
In some cases lengthening of the vowel before the weak 

consonants is represented in the Karaite transcriptions where a 

gaʿya is not marked in L. It regularly occurs, for example, in the 

word ּהו  .even where L does not have gaʿya on the shin, e.g יְשַׁעְיָּ

و   Isa. 37.5 יְשַׁעְיָּ הוּ :BL Or 2548 fol. 14r, 9 | L [BHS]) يشاعياه 

‘Isaiah’) 
A minor gaʿya is marked on some constructions that have a 

phonetic gaʿya of this nature, e.g. 

A: ח פַ  פֶשׁ־מַ  נָּ  , [ˌmaˑpˌpʰaˑħ∅ˈnɔːfɛʃ] ‘the breathing out of the 

soul’ (L [BHS]: ׁפֶש פַח־נָּ   (Job. 11.20 מַ 

L: עְיָּ ה שְׁמַ   and Ishmaiah’ (1 Chron. 12.4)‘ [viˌjiˑʃˌmaˑʕ∅ˈjɔː] וְיִ 

L: ֹו ח־לָ֥ ִֽקַּ  vaɟˌɟiˑq̟̩] וַיִּ  qa̟ˑħ∅ˈloː] ‘and he took for himself’ (Gen. 

4.19) 

The lengthening is reflected in the Karaite transcriptions, 

e.g. 

اف۟اح  ࣦ-م۟  ن۠افۜس   (BL Or 2552 fol. 16r, 5 | A ח פַ  פֶשׁ־מַ  נָּ   Job. 11.20) 
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وࣦۢل ࣦࣦو۟يۚ يزۖر۟ اح   (BL Or 2544, fol. 34r, 9 | L [BHS]: ֹו ח־לַ֣ ִֽזְרַ   .Gen וַיִּ 

32.32 ‘and it rose for him’) 
This indicates that the pattern of the constructions was pro-

sodically equivalent to the regular structures of minor gaʿya. They 

may be compared, in particular, to the pattern תְפַעֲלִים -In a struc .מִ 

ture such as עְיָּ ה שְׁמַ  -therefore, the metrical ep ,[viˌjiˑʃˌmaˑʕ∅ˈjɔː] וְיִ 

enthetic ∅ would correspond to the short ḥaṭef vowel of תְפַעֲלִים  .מִ 

This is evidence for the existence of the metrical epenthetic. 

Moreover, the equivalence of the two structures demonstrates 

that the duration of the pataḥ before the ḥaṭef in תְפַעֲלִים  and of מִ 

the pataḥ with the phonetic gaʿya in עְיָּ ה שְׁמַ   .was equivalent, i.e וְיִ 

a half-long [aˑ]. 
Metrical epenthesis between two weak consonants in the 

contact of two syllables can be identified as an orthoepic strategy 

in some forms of the verbs ַָּי ההָּ  ‘to be’ and ה יָּ  to live’. This is‘ חָּ

achieved by lengthening the ḥireq of prefixes before he or ḥet and 

lengthening the pataḥ of the conjunctive prefix va- before yod, 

e.g. 

הְיִֶׂ֖ה   it will be’ (Gen. 1.29)‘ [jiˑhˈjɛːˌ] יִ 

ה  חְיֶָ֜  he lives’ (Ecc. 6.3)‘ [jiˑħˈjɛːˌ] יִ 

וֹת  הְיָ֥  from being’ (Jer. 31.35)‘ [miˑhˈjoːoθˌ] מִ 

י  ִֽיְהִִׂ֖  and it was’ (Gen. 4.3)‘ [vaˑjˈhiːˌ] וַ 

י  ִֽיְחִַ֣  and he lived’ (Gen. 5.3)‘ [vaˑjˈħiːˌ] וַ 

In the model Tiberian codices, the prefixes of these verbs 

are frequently, though not regularly, marked with a gaʿya sign. 
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The marking of gaʿya differs across the manuscripts. In places 

where it is omitted in L and A, it is often marked in C. The Karaite 

transcriptions indicate that the vowel of the prefixes was 

regularly lengthened, including where it is omitted in L and A, 

e.g. 

ايۚيهۖيۜ ࣦ   (BL Or 2549 fol. 87r, 6 | L [BHS]: הְיֶַ֣ה  Jer. 23.17 ‘it יִ 

(ms) will be’) 

וּ :BL Or 2549 fol. 55r, 14 | L [BHS], A) و۟ييهيࣵوٟࣦ  וּוַיִַּ  :C ,וַיִּהְיָ֥ הְיָ֥  Jer. 

7.24 ‘and they were’) 

הְיֶָ֥התִ ַ :C ,תִהְיֶָ֥ה :BL Or 2549 fol. 58r, 12 | L [BHS], A) تۚيهۖيۜاࣵ   Jer. 

7.34 ‘it (fs) will be’) 

וֹת :BL Or 2549 fol. 92r, 12 | L [BHS]) مۚيهۖيوۢࣵث  הְיָ֥  Jer. 31.35 מִ 

‘from being’) 

וּ :BL Or 2549 fol. 120r, 10 | L [BHS]) تۚيحۖي࣬وٟࣦ  חְיָ֜  Jer. 35.7 תִ 

‘you (mpl) will live’) 

ىو۟ايۖهّࣦۚ   (BL Or 2540, fol. 3v, 4 | L [BHS]: י יְהִֵ֗ ַ  Exod. 1.5 ‘and ו 

it was’) 

י :BL Or 2548 fol. 28r, 9 | L [BHS]) وايحي   Isa. 38.9 ‘and וַיְחִִׂ֖

he lived’) 
Since the Karaite transcriptions mark the vowels as long 

even where the model codices, even C, do not mark gaʿya, the 
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lengthening of the vowel is not directly correlated with the mark-

ing of the gaʿya. 

When the prefix of the verb begins with a consonant other 

than yod, the pataḥ in the va- prefixed particle is not lengthened, 

since there was no contact of two weak consonants and metrical 

epenthesis was unnecessary, e.g. 

י  .and it (fs) was’ (Jud. 11‘ [vattʰiˈhiː] וַתְהִַּ֤ 92 ) 

This is shown by the fact that Karaite transcriptions 

regularly have no mater lectionis in such contexts, e.g. 

ي  י :BL Or 2547 fol. 34r, 5 | L [BHS]) و۟تۖهۚࣴ .Jud. 11 וַתְהִַּ֤ 92  ‘and 

it (fs) was’) 
Some manuscripts of the Karaite transcriptions represent 

only the pataḥ of the forms וַיְהִי and וַיְחִי but not ḥireq in the pre-

fixes of these verbs, reflecting the lengthening only of pataḥ, e.g. 

Or 2539 fols. 56–114: 

ִֽיְהִי־ :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 71v, 6 | L [BHS]) و۟ايۖهيࣦۚ   .Gen וַ 

24.15 ‘and it was’) 

 ࣦۜ ايۚهيۜ  (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 97r, 8 | L [BHS]: יִהְיֶַּ֤ה Deut. 18.22 

‘he will be’) 

وٟࣦيۚهۖيࣦࣵ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 103r, 4 | L [BHS]: ּו  .Deut יִהְיָ֥

20.11 ‘they will be’) 
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Manuscripts such as Or 2539 fols. 56–114 that do not rep-

resent the ḥireq with mater lectionis mark long ḥireq in other con-

texts with a mater lectionis, e.g. 

 .Gen ־מִחוּט ַ :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 57r, 8 | L [BHS]) مۚيحوطࣦۚ 

14.23 ‘from a thread’) 
This suggests that the ḥireq in the prefixes of these verbs 

was long, but was perceived to be shorter in duration than the 

pataḥ in prefixes of these verbs and shorter than long ḥireq in 

other contexts. This is reminiscent of the short vowels in closed 

syllables that were lengthened by minor gaʿya. These, likewise, 

were only half-long and exhibit a lesser duration when the vowel 

is a high vowel (§I.2.8.2.2.). 

I have presented evidence elsewhere (Khan 2018b) that the 

orthoepic measure of lengthening the vowels before two weak 

consonants in forms of the verbs ה יָּ ה and הָּ יָּ  had deep historical חָּ

roots that can be traced to the proto-Masoretic reading in Second 

Temple Palestine before the split of the Tiberian and Babylonian 

branches. It arose as a measure to ensure that the gutturals were 

not weakened in these verbs and thus to prevent them from being 

confounded. The argument, in brief, is that all initial he and 

initial ḥet verbs originally had an /i/ vowel in prefixes in the 

proto-Masoretic reading. This situation has been preserved in the 

Babylonian reading tradition, whereas in the Tiberian tradition 

the vowel generally underwent lowering to a segol or pataḥ 

(Yeivin 1985, 302), e.g.234 

                                                 
234 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. 
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פוהד  תִ   [tihdoːfuː] (L [BHS]: ּפו  Ezek. 34.21 ‘you will תֶהְדִֹ֔

push’) 
וג ֹהר  ֹיִ   [yihroːʁuː] (l [BHS]: ּגו  (’Psa. 94.6 ‘they will kill יַהֲרֹֹ֑

The /i/ has been preserved in the verbs ה יָּ ה and הָּ יָּ  in the חָּ

Tiberian tradition because it was lengthened for orthoepic 

reasons. This must have taken place before the vowel lowering 

took place in initial he and ḥet verbs at a remote historical period 

when such verbs originally had /i/ in the prefixes before the 

Babylonian and Tiberian branches split. 

This demonstrates that orthoepy was already a feature of 

the ancient reading and that care over the oral reading of the text 

went hand in hand with care over the copying of the written text 

at an ancient period, presumably within Temple circles. 

Vowels lengthened before weak consonants for the purpose 

of orthoepic metrical epenthesis such as the constructions men-

tioned in this section, although not fully bimoraic vowels, appear 

to have been of a slightly longer duration than vowels in closed 

syllables lengthened by musical minor gaʿya. This is shown by the 

fact that there are manuscripts of Karaite transcriptions that tran-

scribe the ḥireq or prefixes of the verbs ה יָּ ה and הָּ יָּ  with an Arabic חָּ

mater lectionis but omit the mater lectionis where a ḥireq has minor 

gaʿya, e.g. 

وٟࣦ  וּ׃ :BL Or 2549 fol. 59r, 1 | L [BHS]) يۚيهۖي  הְי   Jer. 8.2 ‘they יִ 

will be’) 

شت۟احۘووٟࣦ   וּ :BL Or 2549 fol. 58v, 13 | L [BHS]) هۚ  שְׁתַחֲוִׂ֖  Jer. 8.2 הִ 

‘they worshipped’) 
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Likewise, there are some manuscripts that regularly 

transcribe a pataḥ lengthened in metrical epenthesis cons-

tructions by an Arabic mater lectionis, but sometimes omit a mater 

lectionis in the transcription of pataḥ with minor gaʿya, e.g. 

י :BL Or 2542, fol. 43r, 3 | L [BHS]) وايهيࣦۚ  יְהִֵ֗ ַ  Exod. 1.5 ‘and ו 

it was’) 

لو لاقاح   (BL Or 2542, fol. 50r, 5 | L [BHS]: ֹו ח־לֵּ֨ ָּקַ   .Exod לָּ

6.25 ‘he took for himself’) 

ۚوࣦࣦ۟   ࣦي  وٟࣦشۖرۖص   (BL Or 2542, fol. 43r, 6 | L [BHS]: ּו ִֽיִּשְׁרְצָ֛  Exod. 1.7 וַ 

‘and they swarmed’) 
The lengthening of the vowel before weak consonants in 

syllable contact in constructions with metrical epenthesis de-

scribed in this section is occasionally extended by analogy to sit-

uations in which the vowel occurs before weak consonants but is 

not immediately followed by the syllable bearing the main stress. 

These often occur before maqqef, e.g. 

ה  ע־עֶשְרֵַּ֤ ʔaʀ̟̩] אַרְבַּ  baˑʕ-ʕɛsˈʀe̟ː] ‘fourteen’ (Gen. 31.41) 

רֶב  ִֽיְהִי־עֶָ֥  and it was evening’ (Gen. 1.5)‘ [vaˑjhiː-ˈʕɛːʀe̟vˌ] וַ 
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I.2.11. MAQQEF 

The maqqef sign joins words that are read together as a group 

with a single main stress.235 The number of words joined in this 

way is most frequently two, e.g. 

L: וֹר אִׂ֖  the light’ (Gen. 1.4)‘ אֶת־הָּ

There are some cases of three, or, sporadically, even four 

words joined together into a single main stress group, e.g. 

L: ַַ ֹאֶת־לֵב־פַרְעה ‘the heart of Pharaoh’ (Exod. 14.4) 

L: שַׁע ל־דְבַר־פִֶ֡ ל־כָּ  for every case of crime’ (Exod. 22.8)‘ עַ 

There are three main factors that condition the use of 

maqqef.  

(i) When there would be a clash of two main accents across 

two words, i.e. where one word has word-final stress and the fol-

lowing has word-initial stress, the stress of the first word is some-

times eliminated by joining it together with second by maqqef, 

e.g 

L: י  say with regard to me’ (Gen. 20.13)‘ אִמְרִי־לִִׂ֖

L: ם  they were found among them’ (Jer. 41.8)‘ נִמְצְאוּ־בֵָּ֗

L: ֒מְגִלַּת־סֵפֶר ‘the scroll of a book’ (Jer. 36.2) 

(ii) Small monosyllabic words are often attached to a fol-

lowing word even if there would not have been a clash of accents. 

                                                 
235 For a detailed description of the use of maqqef see Yeivin (1980, 228–
36) and the literature cited there. See also Holmstedt and Dresher 

(2013). 
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This occurs particularly frequently when the short word has a 

short vowel in a closed syllable, e.g. 

L: ֶַםא ֹ֑ הָּ ל־אַבְרָּ  ‘to Abraham’ (Gen. 20.10) 

L: ַָּיםכ רִִ֔ ל־הַדְבָּ  ‘all the words’ (Exod. 4.30) 

L: ה ַ֣ מָּ אָּ  son of the slave woman’ (Gen. 21.10)‘ בֶּן־הָּ

(iii) Maqqef that does not fall into one of the two previous 

categories may be motivated by the constraints of the musical 

accent system. This is the case where a particular disjunctive can 

be preceded only by a limited number of conjunctive accents. In 

the following extract, for example, the ṭifḥa can only be preceded 

by one conjunctive, so the two preceding words are joined to-

gether in a single accent group by maqqef: 

L: ַעַבְּעֵינֶָ֛יך לוְאִם־רַ  ֹ֑ לַחֲדָּ בִֶׂ֖ יַבָּ וֹא־אִתִָ֥ ב  לָּ  ‘but if it seems wrong in your 

eyes to come with me to Babylon, desist.’ (Jer. 40.4) 

As remarked, a maqqef after a word, in principle, deprives 

the word of its main stress. As a result, vowels that do not have 

an inherent length feature are pronounced short when they are 

left unstressed, e.g. 

לכֶַֹ֫   /kʰol/ [ˈkʰoːol], ל־  ’kʰol/ [kʰɔl] ‘all/ כָּ
ז  ז־ ,ʕoz/ [ˈʕoːoz]/ עֶֹ֫  ʕoz/ [ʕɔz] ‘strength’ (Isa. 26.1)/ עָּ

לתִַ  מְשִֹׁׂ֖  /tʰimʃol/ [tʰimˈʃoːol] (Gen. 37.8), ל־  /tʰimʃol/ תִמְשָּׁ

[tʰimʃɔl] (Gen. 4.7) ‘you master’  
ת   ʔeθ/ [ʔɛθ] object marker/ אֶת־ ,ʔeθ/ [ˈʔeːeθ]/ אֵֶ֫

 ַ ןוַיִּתֵֶ֫  /vajjittʰen/ [vaɟɟitˈtʰeːen], ֶַ־ןוַיִּת  /vajjittʰen/ [vaɟɟittʰɛn] 

‘and he gave’ 
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Vowels with an inherent length feature do not in principle 

undergo such shortening in words followed by maqqef, e.g. 

L: ְיך בִָ֛  bēθ/ [beːeθ] ‘your father’s house’ (Gen. 24.23)/ בֵּית־אָּ

L: ד ִׂ֖  ʔīʃ/ [ʔiːiʃ] ‘one man’ (Gen. 42.11)/ אִישׁ־אֶחָּ

L: ְַׁוֹתש לֹשׁ־מֵאָ֥  /ʃlōʃ/ [ʃaloːoʃ] ‘three hundred’ (Num. 31.36) 

On some sporadic occasions, an inherently long ḥolem in a 

closed syllable in a word with maqqef is shortened to short qameṣ, 
e.g. 

L: לֶּה שׁ־אִֵ֔  if these three’ (Exod. 21.11)‘ וְאִם־שְׁלֵָּּ֨

On a number of occasions, the Karaite transcriptions omit 

a mater lectionis in their representation of inherently long ḥolem, 

qameṣ or ṣere in closed syllables in words with maqqef, which re-

flects a wider range of shortening of inherently long vowels than 

is represented by the Masoretic vocalization, e.g. 

ثمۛياوࣦࣵ شلش   (BL Or 2549 fol. 145v, 15 | L [BHS]: וֹת  שְׁלֹשׁ־מֵאָ֥

Ezek. 4.5 ‘three hundred’) 

 .Psa הוֹד־ :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]) هذ 

111.3 ‘majesty’) 

 .Psa הוֹן־ :Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]) هن 

112.3 ‘wealth’) 

ثارࣦۜنۜ كࣦࣦۚ-ميࣦ۠   (Or. 2546, fol. 118v, 5 | L [BHS]: ם־כִנִִֶּֽׂ֖רֶת  .Num יָּ

34.11 ‘sea of Chinnereth’) 
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ف۟رۖعوࣦ -لۛب   (BL Or 2540, fol. 20v, 7 | L [BHS]: ַ ֹלֵב־פַרְעה Exod. 

7.22 ‘the heart of Pharaoh’) 

وث۠ ام  ם :BL Or 2540, fol. 17r, 2 | L [BHS]) بۛثࣦا۟ب  ֹ֑  .Exod בֵית־אֲבתָֹּ

6.14 ‘the house of their fathers’) 
In contrast to these indicators of prosodic reduction due to 

lack of stress, there are some features of words with maqqef that 

reflect an effort to pronounce such words with some degree of 

prosodic independence.  

In some cases, for example, an intrinsically short /o/ vowel 

in a word with maqqef is represented by ḥolem [oː] rather than 

the expected short qameṣ [ɔ]. In the following two examples, the 

syllable with the ḥolem is marked by a gaʿya, reflecting a second-

ary stress: 

L: ַ ׁב־אִיש  a man steals’ (Exod. 21.37)‘ יִגְנֹ 

L: ֹמו ֹ֑ ז־לָּ  strength to them’ (Psa. 28.8)‘ עֹ 

L: ַָּיה עֶֹ֑  the multitude of her sins’ (Lam. 1.5)‘ רבֹ־פְשָּׁ

Compound numerals with elements joined by maqqef gen-

erally reflect a secondary stress on the first element before the 

maqqef, either by a gaʿya or by a long realization of an intrinsi-

cally short vowel, e.g. 

L: ה ע־עֶשְרֵַּ֤  fourteen’ (Gen. 14.4)‘ אַרְבַּ 

L: ה ע־עֶשְרֵַּ֤  seventeen’ (Gen. 37.2)‘ שְׁבַ 

L: ה  and sixteen’ (2 Kings 15.33)‘ וְשֵׁשׁ־עֶשְרֵַ֣
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The Masoretic treatises discuss the distribution of monosyl-

labic words with the intrinsically short vowels /e/ and /o/, 

which, in principle, are realized as the long vowels ṣere [eː] and 

ḥolem [oː] respectively when stressed and the short vowels segol 

[ɛ] and qameṣ [ɔ] when in words with maqqef, e.g. שֶׁשׁ/שֵׁשׁ ,הֶן/הֵן, 

ל/כלֹ ,שֶׁן/שֵׁן ,כֶן/כֵן ,בֶּן/בֵּן ,לֶב/לֵב ,עֶת/עֵת  ,The sources point out 236.כָּ

however, that these vowels have a long realization in a word with 

maqqef when they are separated from the main accent by at least 

one intervening syllable, e.g. 

L: ים  six (measures) of barley’ (Ruth 3.17)‘ שֵׁשׁ־הַשְערִָֹ֥

L: לַע  a crag of rock’ (1 Sam. 14.4)‘ שֵׁן־הַסֶַּ֤

L: יץ רִִׂ֖  a robber son’ (Ezek. 18.10)‘ בֵּן־פָּ

L: ַַה בָֹ֥ ל־גָּ ת־כָּ  everything that is high’ (Job 41.26)‘ אֵ 

This, likewise, may have been conditioned by secondary 

stress, although a gaʿya is not marked on the syllable in all these 

cases in L, A and C. 

Conversely, forms of these words with segol or qameṣ occa-

sionally take an accent (§I.2.3.2.), e.g. 

L: יר אִ  ןַיָּ  ’son of Yair‘ (Esther 2.5) בֶַּ֣
L: ֶַָ֥םַנַהֲרַיִםא תַאֲרַַ֣  (Psa. 60.2) ‘with Aram-naharaim’ 
L: ׁש לַאֲחֵי־רָּ  ָ֥  ’all the brothers of a poor man‘ (Prov. 19.7) כָּ

These may have arisen by a process of giving greater pro-

sodic independence to a word that was originally unstressed. 

                                                 
236 E.g. Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §§6-8), Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, 
long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.3.2.4. 
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There are, indeed, some variants in the sources. According to 

Diqduqe ha-Ṭeʿamim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §8), for example, the word 

ל ל־) in Psa. 87.7 has its own accent but in L it has a maqqef כָּ כָּ 
י נַָ֥  .(’all my springs‘ מַעְיָּ

The lists of differences in Kitāb al-Khilaf, moreover, show 

that Ben Naftali in a number cases read a word with a conjunctive 

accent where Ben Asher read it with maqqef (A. Ben-David 

1957b, 391–92), e.g. 

Lev. 24.16: 

 Ben Asher: ם קְבוֹ־שִֵׁׂ֖ קְבַָ֥ :Ben Naftali ,בְּנָּ םַוֹבְּנָּ שִֵׁׂ֖  ‘when he 

blasphemes the Name’ 
Gen. 39.6: 

 Ben Asher: אַר אַרַהיְפֵַָ֥ :Ben Naftali ,יְפֵה־תִֹׂ֖ תִֹׂ֖  ‘beautiful in form’ 
Job 12.3: 

 Ben Asher: ין יןַיוְאֶת־מִִַׂ֖ :Ben Naftali , וְאֶת־מִי־אֵָ֥ אֵָ֥  ‘with whom is 

not?’ 
This is a reflection of the general tendency of Ben Naftali 

to introduce a greater number of orthoepic innovations into the 

reading than Ben Asher, who was usually more conservative.237 

                                                 
237 In the manuscript II Firkovitch Evr. II B 159 (referred to as L2 by 

Yeivin 1980, 23) the maqqef sign is sometimes marked when the first 

word has a conjunctive accent, e.g. רֶם נּוּ־בְּטֶַ֣ אֲבִיאִֶ֔  ‘before I brought them’ 
(Deut. 31.21) and conversely a maqqef sign is sometimes omitted after 

a short word without an accent, e.g. תַוְאַל מֹֹ֑ יָּ  ‘and may he not die’ (Deut. 

33.6). This appears to reflect the overlapping of two traditions with 

regard to the division of words. 
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In some cases, there are variations between the qere and 

the ketiv of a word with maqqef, e.g. 

 Josh. 9.7: ketiv אכרותַלך, qere ַָ֥ת־לְך כְרָּ  I make (a covenant)‘ אֶ 

for you’ 
 Hosea 8.12: ketiv אכתובַלו, qere ֹו ב־לִ֔ כְתָּ  ’I write for him‘ אֶ 

In such cases, the ketiv with mater lectionis vav reflects a 

reading with greater prosodic independence that the qere. 

In the early manuscripts, when a word with maqqef ends in 

an open syllable and the subsequent word has the stress on its 

initial syllable, the final open syllable of the first word often has 

a gaʿya (Yeivin 1968, 165; 1980, 250), e.g.  

L: ׁש י־אֵָ֛  ’for fire‘ (Jer. 17.4) כִ 
A:  ֵַׁיִלַ אַנְש י־חַ   (Nah. 2.4) ‘men of strength’ 

The occurrence of secondary stress on the syllable 

immediately adjacent to the main stress implies that the two 

words were separated somewhat, since otherwise there would be 

a clash of prominent accent syllables. The metrical structure of a 

phrase such as ׁש י־אֵָ֛  :therefore, may be represented as follows ,כִ 

 [(ˌkʰiː)(∅)(ˈʔeːeʃ)] 
A metrical epenthesis of an intervening interval between 

the two prominent syllables can be assumed to have occurred. 

This is analogous to the analysis of the metrical structure of 

words such as ַּ֣הו עְיָּ -in which metrical epenthe ,[jaˌʃaˑʕ∅ˈjɔːhuː] יְשַׁ 

sis makes a clear division between weak consonants (§I.2.10.). 

In the discussion of deḥiq above in §I.2.8.1.2. we have seen 

that the vowel in a final open syllable in a word with maqqef is 
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given sufficient duration to be represented by the Karaite tran-

scriptions with a mater lectionis. This applies even to the pataḥ in 

constructions with the interrogative word מה, which must have 

been short at some earlier period, e.g.  

L: ְַ֣ך  ’What [is] to you (fs)‘ (Gen. 21.17) [maˑ-ˈllɔːɔχ] מַה־לָּּ
This was a strategy of making a clear division prosodically 

between the orthographically separate word with maqqef and the 

word following it. Another strategy to achieve the same purpose 

that is reflected by some of the Karaite transcriptions was to glot-

talize the offset of the pataḥ vowel of מה. This is represented by 

an Arabic hāʾ, e.g.  

مۜاخاشࣦۖ -م۟ه   [mah-ʃʃaˈmɛːχɔː] (BL Or 2544 fol. 33v, 1 | L 

[BHS]: ך  (’?Gen. 32.28 ‘What is your name מַה־שְּׁמֶֹ֑

مࣤوࣦۢشࣦۖ -م۟ه   [mah-ʃʃaˈmoː] (BL Or 2544 fol. 76v, 12 | L [BHS]: 

וֹ  (’?Exod. 3.13 ‘What is his name מַה־שְּׁמִ֔

ازࣦۜ -م۟ه   [mah-ˈzzɛː] (BL Or 2544 fol. 79v, 8 | L [BHS]: ketiv 

 (’?Exod. 4.2 ‘What is this מַה־זֶַ֣ה qere ,מזה

تعوررو وما تاعيرو مه   [mah-ttʰɔːˈʕiːʀu̟ː ˌwuˑmah-ttʰoʕoːʀa̟ˈʀu̟ː] 
(BL Or 2554 fol. 86v, 11 | L [BHS]: ּו רְרָ֛ מַה־תְעֹ  ַוּ  ַ׀ ירוּ עִ   מַה־תָּ

Cant. 8.4 ‘What do you stir up and what do you awaken?’) 

شاهايا مه   [mah-ʃˌʃɛːhɔːˈhɔː] (BL Or 2555 fol. 12v, 1 | L 

[BHS]: ַ ה יָּ הָּ Ecc. 53.1 מַה־שֶּׁ   ‘that which was’) 
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Such glottalization involves the devoicing of the offset of 

the vowel, which is a cross-linguistically attested device for 

marking divisions between prosodic words.238 

Glottalization of final vowels as a strategy to separate 

words joined by maqqef is attested in other contexts in the Karaite 

transcriptions, e.g.  

niq̟̩] نقراهࣦشمى  ʀɔ̟ˑh-ʃaˈmiː] (Genizah MS 14, Khan 1990a, 

2r, 8 | L [BHS]: י א־שְׁמִָ֥  (’Jer. 32.34 ‘My name is called נִקְרָּ 
Evidence for glottalization of word-final vowels can also be 

found in the use of the dagesh sign in some manuscripts with Pal-

estinian vocalization, e.g. ֵ ילֵ ֵמה  (Revell 1970a, 21). The use of the 

element [h] as a pausal device is reminiscent of the Arabic hāʾu 
al-sakt, which was used to preserve a final short vowel from being 

elided in pause, especially in the recitation of poetry.239 A number 

of instances of it occur in the Qurʾānic reading tradition of Ibn 

Kathīr.240 

I.2.12. FURTHER CASES OF SECOND ACCENTS IN A WORD 

ON CLOSED SYLLABLES WITH SHORT VOWELS 

In some cases, a word contains an accent sign on a closed syllable 

before the accent marking the main stress.  

                                                 
238 See, for example, Vayra (1994) for this function of glottalization in 

Italian and Khan (2016b vol. 1, 144-45) for Neo-Aramaic. 

239 Birkeland (1940, 31–45), Roman (1983, 494–501). 

240 Nöldeke et al. (1938, vol. 3, 199), Ibn Khālawayh (ed. Bergsträsser, 

1934, 109). 
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We have seen (§I.2.5.8.5.) that merkha often occurs in the 

three books on closed syllables containing short vowels with the 

function of a phonetic gaʿya in order to lengthen the vowel and 

cause the following shewa to be read as vocalic, e.g. 

L: ַ ִרבְַת חַַ֣  ‘you choose’ (A: ר בֲחַַ֣  (Psa. 65.5 ,תִָ֥

L: ְַל גתִָ֥ עַַ֣  ‘it mocks’ (A: ג לֲעַַ֣  (Prov. 30.17 ,תִָ֥

Under certain conditions (Yeivin 1980, 185) a zaqef accent 

is preceded in the same word by a metiga accent on a closed syl-

lable with a short vowel that is separated from the main zaqef 

accent by another syllable, e.g. 

L: ה בִּזִָּ֔  and on the plunder’ (Esther 9.10)‘ וּבַ 

L: ם תִָּ֔ קְצָּ  at the end of them’ (Dan. 1.5)‘ וּמִֵּ֨

The Karaite transcriptions do not represent the vowel of the 

syllable with metiga with an Arabic mater lectionis, e.g. 

ور  بقعࣦص  וּר :BL Or 2548 fol. 128r, 5ַ| L [BHS]) و࣭ي  בְקַע־צִ֔  .Isa וַיִֵּּ֨

48.21 ‘and he cleaved the rock’) 

ם :BL Or 2556, fol. 2v, 5 | L [BHS])  امقۖص۠اثࣦࣤ۠وٟمࣦۚۚ  תִָּ֔ קְצָּ  Dan. 1.5 וּמִֵּ֨

‘at the end of them’) 

الۖز۟رع۟خࣦ۠٘ࣤ   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 70v, 4 | L [BHS]: ִַ֔רְעֲך  .Gen לְזֵַּ֨

24.7 ‘unto your seed’) 
The same applies to accents on short vowels in closed syl-

lables before the main stress in the three books, such as the first 

accent of the composite reviaʿ mugrash. Transcriptions such as the 
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following show that the vowel was not lengthened by the first 

accent: 

لا۟ح۟ث  ۖ חַת :BL Or 2551, fol. 31r, 3 | L [BHS]) مۚس  שְׁלֵַ֗  .Psa מִָ֜

78.49 ‘delegation’) 
This suggests that metiga and the first element of composite 

accents in the three books did not represent a secondary stress 

beat, but rather some musical phenomenon that did not result in 

the lengthening of the vowel.  

 

  



I.3. DAGESH AND RAFE

I.3.1. DAGESH

I.3.1.1. Preliminary Remarks

Dagesh is a dot that is marked within a letter. It is in origin an 

Aramaic active participle meaning ‘stabbing’ from the Aramaic 
root d-g-š ‘to stab’. This referred, it seems, to the ‘stabbing’ of the 
letter by the pen when the sign was marked. 

The dagesh sign was used mainly in two contexts. These are 

(i) on a consonant that was geminated (traditionally referred to

in modern grammars as dagesh forte) and (ii) on the consonants

when they were realized as plosives (traditionally referred בגדכפת

to as dagesh lene).1 In both cases the letter with dagesh was

pronounced with greater pressure than its counterpart without

dagesh.

The majority of consonants in the Tiberian pronunciation 

tradition could be marked with a dagesh. 

1 Our terms dagesh forte and dagesh lene go back to David Qimḥi (1160-

1235), who uses the Hebrew terms דגש חזק (dagesh forte) and דגש קל 

(dagesh lene) in his Mikhlol. The terms דגש חזק and דגש קל are used also 

by Yequtiʾel ha-Naqadan, who was active in medieval Ashkenaz in the 

second half of the thirteenth century. He does not mention David 

Qimḥi’s Mikhlol, which was written earlier, but it is possible that 

Yequtiʾel borrowed this terminology from Qimḥi (Yarqoni 1985, 105–
13). 

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0                                                 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.03
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Dagesh is not marked, however, on the laryngeals and 

pharyngeals (אהעח) in the Standard Tiberian tradition, except in 

a few isolated cases to ensure correct reading (e.g. the dagesh in 

ʾalef in four words, see §I.1.1.). In principle, therefore, these 

consonants are not geminated. 

The letter resh, like the laryngeal and pharyngeal conso-

nants, is generally not geminated by dagesh. Occasionally, how-

ever, the resh does have dagesh, e.g. 

L: ְך ֵּ֔ ר  ת שָּ ַּ֣ ר  א־כָּ  your navel string was not cut’ (Ezek. 16.4)‘ ל ֹֽ

L: ֹו פְשׁ֑ ת נ  ַּ֣ ר   the bitterness of its soul’ (Prov. 14.10)‘ מָּ

L:   י ר אשִּ  because my head’ (Cant. 5.2)‘ שֶׁ

L: ע ׁ֑ ה רָּ וּמָּ  anything bad’ (Jer. 39.12)‘ מְאַּ֣

L: ּה ׁ֑ מָּ רְעִּ  to irritate her’ (1 Sam. 1.6)‘ ה 

When it is marked in cases such as these, it should be iden-

tified as dagesh forte, indicating the gemination of the consonant. 

In the attested examples, the resh with dagesh in the Tiberian 

Masoretic tradition would have had its primary realization as an 

uvular trill according to the rules that have come down to us from 

the medieval sources (§I.I.1.20.). This does not appear, however, 

to have been a relevant conditioning factor for the dagesh. Some 

Middle Eastern Jewish communities pronounce the resh as gemi-

nate in their biblical reading where the dagesh was marked, but 

in all cases they pronounce the resh as an apical-alveolar.2 

In medieval manuscripts of Rabbinic Hebrew that belong 

to the eastern tradition of transmission, dagesh is marked on resh 

                                                 
2 Morag (1960, 207–8). 
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more frequently than it is in the Tiberian biblical text.3 The ten-

dency to mark dagesh is greater in some eastern manuscripts than 

in others. It is particularly common in the Parma B manuscript of 

the Mishnah. The dagesh is marked on resh after the relative par-

ticle  ֶׁש še and on the medial resh of a number of verbal and nom-

inal morphological patterns with a geminated middle radical, e.g. 

ב יר  ת he mixed’ (piʿel) and‘ עִּ בֶׁ ין ,mixed’ (puʿal)‘ מְעוּרֶׁ גִּ רָּ  weavers.’4‘ ס 
The resh is pronounced geminated in a similar range of contexts 

in Middle Eastern reading traditions of Rabbinic Hebrew that 

have survived into modern times, e.g. Aleppo [ʃerrɑʔaˈta] 
ה) אֲתָּ רָּ ב) who has seen (fs)’ (Berakhot 3.6), [ʕərˈreːβ]‘ (שֶׁ ר   he‘ (עִּ

created an ʿ eruv’ (ʿEruvin 2.6), [leharraˈgin] ‘to murderers’ (ין גִּ רָּ  (לְה 
(Nedarim 3.4).5 The gemination is more widespread in some 

traditions than in others. Also in verbal and nominal patterns 

with a geminated middle radical it tends to be restricted to 

certain verbal roots and lexical items, as is the case in the 

medieval manuscripts. Sometimes there are variations within the 

same root that are exploited to express a semantic distinction. In 

Jerba, for example, the resh in the root ערב is geminated in the 

piʿel when it has the meaning of mixing one thing with another, 

but it is not geminated when it has the sense of creating an ʿeruv. 

Morag believes that the lack of consistency in the gemination of 

the resh across the traditions of Rabbinic reading and within 

                                                 
3 Bar-Asher (1987). 

4 Bar-Asher (1987, 13–14). 

5 Katz (1981, 32–36). 
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individual traditions may have been the result of varying degrees 

of influence from biblical reading traditions.6 

The dagesh in the resh in the Tiberian biblical tradition in a 

case such as   י ר אשִּ -because my head’ (Cant. 5.2) after the parti‘ שֶׁ

cle  ֶׁש- , which corresponds to one of the contexts where it occurs 

in the eastern Rabbinic traditions, suggests that the tradition of 

gemination of this letter is of considerable time depth. It is likely 

to have had its origin at a period when Hebrew was a living 

language, assuming that Rabbinic Hebrew originated in the 

vernacular of the Tannaitic period. Its occurrence here may 

reflect the influence of spoken Hebrew at the time of the 

formation of the Tiberian reading tradition, the particle  ֶׁש-  itself 

being a feature of Rabbinic Hebrew.  

I.3.1.2. Morphological Gemination 

A dagesh may reflect gemination that is a feature of the morpho-

logical pattern of a word. This typically occurs in the second rad-

ical of the root, e.g. ש ק  ב ,’he sought‘ בִּ נָּ נוּן ,’thief‘ ג   gracious’. A‘ ח 

possible case of morphological gemination of resh in the Tiberian 

biblical tradition is ְך ֵּ֔ ר  ת שָּ ַּ֣ ר  א־כָּ  ’your navel string was not cut‘ ל ֹֽ
(Ezek. 16.4). 

Morphological gemination also includes gemination that is 

inherent to the root. When a root has identical consonants as its 

two final radicals, these appear as a geminated consonant with 

dagesh when adjacent to each other before an affix. This 

                                                 
6 Morag (1960, 208–16). 
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gemination does not occur in word final-position when the stem 

does not have an affix, e.g. 

ים  מִּ מוֹ ,’peoples‘ ע  ם .his people’; cf. sing‘ ע   ʿamm* > ע 

ים  נִּ נוֹ ,’gardens‘ ג  ן .his garden’; cf. sing‘ ג   gann* > ג 

I.3.1.3. Dagesh to Distinguish Meaning 

In various cases, gemination of a consonant reflected by a dagesh 

sign is used in the Tiberian tradition as a strategy to distinguish 

homophones (Yeivin 1980, 49, 294).  

This may be contextually dependent. When, for example, 

the negator ל א is juxtaposed with the homophonous prepositional 

phrase ֹלו a dagesh is added to the negator to distinguish the two, 

e.g.  

L: א ע ל֖וֹ ל ֹּ֥ ָּ֑ר  ׁ֑ זָּ ַּ֣ה ה  הְיֶׁ יִּ  [ˈlloː ˈloː] ‘The offspring would not be his’ 
(Gen. 38.9) 

L: ֹו א־לֹֽ יב ל ֹֽ ֹּ֥ ל־רִּ  .in an argument that is not his’ (Prov‘ [lloː-ˈloːˌ] ע 

26.17) 

Gemination to distinguish homophones, however, is gener-

ally a permanent feature of the morphological pattern. It can be 

regarded, therefore, as a type of morphological gemination. Ex-

amples of this include cases such יר  powerful’ referring to‘ אֲבִּ

God, used in phrases such as יר עֲק ב אֲבִּ י   ‘the Mighty One of Jacob’ 
(Gen. 49.24, Isa. 49.26, Isa. 60.16, Psa. 132.2, 5) vs. יר בִּ  א 

‘powerful’, used to refer to humans, ים בִּ ים .toils’ vs‘ עֲצָּ בִּ  ,’idols‘ עֲצ 
יח   נִּ יח   .he gives rest’ vs‘ יָּ נִּ ינוּ ,’he places‘ י  לִּ  ’you spend the night‘ תָּ
vs. ּינו לִּ  you murmur against’, and the historical gemination‘ ת 
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separating the pairs ל ח  ל .he begins’ (Jud. 10.18) vs‘ יָּ ח  -he pro‘  י 

fanes’ (Num. 30.3).7 The gemination in these pairs of forms most 

likely originates in existing variant morphological patterns that 

have been exploited to avoid homophony.8  

The gemination marked by dagesh in the interjection word 

ה נָָּּ֫ א also written) אָּ נָָּּ֫  may have been a device to distinguish it (אָּ

from ה נָָּּ֫  to where?.’9‘ אָּ
The use of dagesh to distinguish the meaning of homo-

phones or polysemous words is more frequently encountered in 

the Babylonian tradition of Biblical Hebrew (Yeivin 1985, 355–
63). In Babylonian vocalization, a dagesh (known as digsha in the 

Babylonian tradition) is represented by a superscribed minute 

gimel and rafe (known as qipya) by a superscribed minute qof. 

In many cases in the Babylonian tradition a dagesh is added 

to distinguish between the use of a word that has an association 

with God and the use of the same word that has an association 

with humans (often with negative connotations) or foreign gods. 

This has been seen already in the Tiberian tradition in pairs such 

as י בִּ יר .vs  רא  ים and אֲבִּ בִּ ים .vs עֲצ  בִּ  ,As in the Tiberian tradition .עֲצָּ

the dagesh is used in the Babylonian tradition in the member of 

the pair associated with humans or foreign gods. The word 

                                                 
7 Yeivin (1985, 361–63). 

8 A few cases of a dagesh that appear in the BHS edition and were 

identified by Knauf (1979) as serving to distinguish meaning have 

recently been shown by Golinets (2013, 247–52) to be no more than 

specks on the parchment of the manuscript. 

9 Yeivin (1985, 1119). 
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-for example, is marked with dagesh when it refers to for ,אלוהים

eign gods (Yeivin 1985, 357, 909–10), e.g.10 

ֹּהיִם  ים :OB | L [BHS]) אל  ַּ֣ ים אֱלֹהִּ ֵּ֔ רִּ אֲח   Deut 11.16 ‘other gods’) 
הי  י :OB | L [BHS]) אל  ֹּ֥ ם אֱלֹה  יִּ ַ֛ צְר  מִּ  Exod. 12.12 ‘the gods of 

Egypt’) 
The dagesh is used also in the cognate word in Biblical 

Aramaic when it refers to foreign gods, e.g. 

ָּהיֵ דהבא  י  :MB | L [BHS]) לאְֹּל  ה ֵ֞ אלָּ ֹֽ א ל  ָ֧ הֲבָּ ד   Dan 5.4 ‘the 

gods of gold’) 
The word כהנים is marked with a dagesh when it refers to 

‘priests of foreign gods’ (Yeivin 1985, 358), e.g. 

יִם  ים :MB | L [BHS]) הכֹּהַנ  ֹֽ כ הֲנִּ  (’Zeph 1.4 ‘the priests ה 
יִם  וּ :MB | L [BHS]) כֹּהַנ  עֲשׂ֨ ת  ם ו  ֶ֤ כֶׁ ים   לָּ י כ הֲנִּ ַּ֣ מ  וֹת כְע  צֵּ֔ אֲרָּ הָּ  2 Chron. 

13.9 ‘and you will make for yourselves priests like the 

peoples of the lands’) 
A dagesh is used elsewhere in manuscripts with Babylonian 

vocalization to mark other types of semantic distinctions of 

homophones. It is frequently marked on the prepositional phrase 

 Yeivin) לא for example, to distinguish it from the homophone ,לו

1985, 1132–33), e.g. 

ֹּו  י :OB | L [BHS]) ישלַםֵ ל  ַּ֣ וֹ מִּ ם־לֹֽ לֶׁ יְש   Job 21.31 ‘who will repay 

him’) 
                                                 
10 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. OB = Old Babylonian, MB = Middle 

Babylonian. 
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ֹּו  ֹּויבֵ ל  ַּ֣ב :OB | L [BHS]) לא וֹ לְאוֹי  לֹֽ  Job 33.10 ‘as an enemy for 

him’)  
This includes cases where the qere is ֹּו  ,לא but the ketiv is ל

e.g  

א  ם OB | ketiv) ול  ֖  Chron. 11.20 ‘and he has 1 וְלוֹ־ qere ,ולא־ש 

a name’) 
Other cases include, for example, a dagesh on the word נא 

in Exod. 12.9, where it denotes ‘raw’, to distinguish it from נא 
expressing a request (Yeivin 1985, 357) and a dagesh on the resh 

of עריך ‘your enemy’ in 1 Sam. 28.16 presumably to distinguish it 

from the plural of ערים ‘towns’ (Yeivin 1985, 354): 

א  וּ :OB | L [BHS]) מִמַנוֻ נ  ל־ת אכְלֶ֤ נוּ   א  מֶׁׂ֨ א מִּ נֵָּּ֔  Exod. 12.9 ‘do not 

eat any of it raw’) 
ַךָּ  ךָ :OB | L [BHS]) עָּר  ֹֽ רֶׁ  (’Sam. 28.16 ‘your enemy 1 עָּ

The examples of dagesh functioning to distinguish meaning 

in the Babylonian tradition cited above are most easily 

interpreted as innovative additions to existing forms rather than 

morphological variants. It should be noted that in some cases the 

dagesh is marked after a long vowel, e.g. ָּל ךַָּ  ,עָּמ   The question .עָּר 

arises as to whether these dagesh signs reflect gemination or are 

simply diacritical signs. Yeivin (1985, 355–63) believes they 

indeed have the function of dagesh forte. There is, moreover, ob-

jective evidence of gemination of dagesh to distinguish meaning 

in the Tiberian tradition in forms with a long vowel such as ה נָָּּ֫  אָּ

by the marking Arabic shadda in the Karaite transcriptions, e.g. 
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ّ۠ࣴا  ֶ֤א :BL Or 2556, fol. 40r, 9 | L [BHS]) ا۠ن۠ נָּ ֹֽ  Neh. 1.5. ‘Oh!’)11 אָּ

There is also evidence of morphophonemic restructuring by 

means of innovative gemination in a variety of other reading tra-

ditions, including those that have come down to modern times in 

oral form.  

The function of gemination to distinguish meanings of 

homophones is identifiable, for example, in the reading traditions 

of Rabbinic Hebrew that are reflected in the early vocalized 

manuscripts of the Mishnah. Kutscher (1969, 56, 76) drew atten-

tion to the following pair of words in the Kaufmann manuscript: 

ה  יכָּ ה .cutting’ vs‘ חֲתִּ יכָּ  ’piece‘ חֲתִּ
The use of the pattern with dagesh to distinguish the 

concrete entity that is the result of the cutting from the verbal 

noun of the same root is likely to have developed by analogy with 

other nouns with the morphological pattern CCiCCa that express 

concrete entities in Rabbinic Hebrew (Bar-Asher 2015, 1342). 

Various cases of gemination to distinguish meaning have 

been identified in the living oral tradition of Rabbinic Hebrew of 

the Yemenite Jews and the Hebrew component in their speech 

by Gluska (1995). These include distinctions between verbal 

forms and nouns, in which the noun has the gemination, e.g.  

                                                 
11 In this manuscript initial ʾalef + long qameṣ, i.e. [ʔɔː], is represented 

by a single Arabic ʾalif. In Biblical Aramaic a long vowel is more widely 

tolerated in an unstressed syllable closed by a geminated consonant, 

e.g. ין לִִּּ֗  ,they enter’ (Dan. 4.4 qere); cf. also Syriac ʿāllīn (Nöldeke 1869‘ עָּ

457). 
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ה  ינָּ ה .making cheese’ vs‘ גְבִּ נָּ  ’cheese (noun)‘ גְבִּ
ים  יִּ ים .living (3pl. verbal adjective)’ vs‘ חָּ יִּ  ’life (noun)‘ ח 

Morag (1996) draws attention to some uses of gemination 

to distinguish meaning in the living oral tradition of Aramaic 

among the Yemenite Jews, e.g. 

א  יָּ א .living’ (referring to God) vs‘ ח  יָּ  living’ (referring to‘ ח 

humans) 

In the Samaritan oral tradition of reading the Pentateuch 

there are numerous examples of morphophonemic restructuring 

to distinguish homophones.12 These include the strategy of dis-

tinguishing forms by the addition of gemination to one of the 

pair, e.g. 

 ʿāːrəm ‘the cities’ (Tiberian ים רִּ עָּ  ’vs. ʿarrəm ‘cities (הֶׁ
(Tiberian ים רִּ  13(עָּ

 wåm̄å ‘and the cubit’ (Tiberian ה מָּ א   vs. wåmmå ‘and a (וְהָּ

cubit’ (Tiberian ה מָּ  14(וא 

 åd̄ån̄i ‘Lord’ (divine) vs. åd̄anni ‘master’ (human)15 

 å̄ː sīdå ‘the stork’ (animal) (Tiberian ה ֵּ֔ ידָּ חֲסִּ  .Lev. 11.19) vs ה 

assidåk ‘your pious one’ (human) (Tiberian ָך ׁ֑ ידֶׁ  .Deut חֲסִּ

33.8)16 

                                                 
12 See in particular Florentin (1996) for examples of this phenomenon. 

13 Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 92). 

14 Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 92). 

15 Ben-Ḥayyim (1957a-77 vol. 4, 8-9, vol. 5, 194, 2000, 260). 

16 Florentin (1996, 231). 
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 yamən ‘Yamin’ (proper name) (Tiberian ין ַ֛ מִּ  .Gen. 46.10) vs יָּ

yammən ‘right hand’ (Tiberian ין מִּ  17(יָּ

 wyåb̄åd ‘and he perished (past)’ (Tiberian ד יא ב   vs. yåb̄båd (ו 

‘he perishes (non-past)’ (Tiberian ד  18(י אב 

I.3.1.4. Gemination Resulting from Assimilation 

In some cases, gemination has resulted from the process of a con-

sonant assimilating another consonant with which it is contact. 

This typically occurs at the boundary between the stem of a word 

and an affix. It also functions, therefore, as a marker of a 

morphological boundary, e.g. 

ל  פ ָּ֫  he falls’ < *yinpol‘ [jip-ˈpʰoːol] יִּ

תְ   ת ָּ֫  you (fs) gave’ < *natant‘ [nɔːˈθaːatʰ-tʰ] נָּ

ם  שָָּּ֫ ם > ’from there‘ [miʃ-ˈʃɔːɔm] מִּ ן שָּ  מִּ

  ָּ֫ ק  חיִּ  [jiq-̟ˈqa̟ːaħ] ‘he takes’ < *yilqaḥ  

ָּ֑ן  ֖ כוֹנ  -and let it be estab‘ [vaθikʰ-kʰoːˈneːen] (Num. 21.7) וְתִּ

lished’ <  ִּןת תְכוֹנ   

                                                 
17 Florentin (1996, 234). 

18 Florentin (1996, 218). This particular minimal pair is not attested in 

the Samaritan Pentateuch, but it can be inferred from the contrasting 

patterns used for the attested forms of the past and non-past, e.g. 
wyåb̄åd̄u ּי אבְד֖ו ד and they perished’ (Num. 16.33) vs. tåb̄båd‘ ו  ֹּ֥  it‘ ת אב 
becomes lost’ (Deut. 22.3). 
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I.3.1.5. Gemination to Preserve High Lexical Vowels 

In a number of cases a consonant after a high lexical vowel, most 

commonly /u/, though occasionally /i/, has been geminated to 

preserve it. High lexical vowels exhibit a higher tendency to be 

reduced to an epenthetic shewa than low vowels: 

I.3.1.5.1. After qibbuṣ 
המ  עֲ   קָּ ים , קִּ מוֹק .deep (fs, mpl)’; cf. ms‘ עֲמ   ʿamuq* עָּ

ה  מָּ ים ,אֲד  מִּ דוֹם .red (fs, mpl)’; cf. ms‘ אֲד    ʾaðum* אָּ

ם  ֖ מִּ יר  ֹֽ ירוֹם .naked’ (mpl); cf. ms‘ (Gen. 3.7) ע   ʿērum* ע 

וֹ  מֵּ֔ רְד  רְדוֹם .his axe’; cf. sing‘ (Sam. 13.20 1) ק   qardum* ק 

This can be identified in various puʿal forms verbs that ap-

pear to be in origin passives of the qal pattern without morpho-

logical gemination (Gesenius, Hebrew Grammar, §52e): 

וּ  כְלֹּ֥  they have been eaten’ (Neh. 2.3) < *ʾukalū‘ א 

ח  ֖ ק   he was taken’ (Gen. 3.23) <*luqaḥ‘ ל 

ךְ  ֶ֤ פ   and it will be poured’ (Zeph. 1.17) < *šupak‘ וְש 

I.3.1.5.2. After ḥireq 

ר  סָּ  bond’ < *ʾisār‘ אִּ

I.3.1.6. Gemination of a Consonant in Place of 

Vowel Lengthening 

In a number of cases, a consonant is geminated after an original 

short *a. This is attested predominantly at a morphological 
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boundary between the stem of a noun or adjective and an inflec-

tional suffix. As a result, the vowel remains short and does not 

undergo pretonic lengthening, as would have typically been the 

case if the *a was in an open pretonic syllable, e.g. 

ים  לִּ ל .camels’; cf. sing‘ גְמ  מָּ   גָּ

ים  נִּ ן .small (mpl)’; cf. ms‘ קְט  טָּ   קָּ

ים  טִּ ט .few’; cf. ms‘ מְע   מְע 

יםאֲג    מִּ  ‘marshes’; cf. sing. ם  אֲג 

ים  סִּ ס .myrtles’; cf. sing‘ הֲד   הֲד 

ים  בִּ קְר  ב .cf. sing ;ע  קְרָּ  ’scorpion‘ ע 
י  ד  כְב  ד .honoured of’; cf. ms‘ (Isa. 23.8) נִּ כְבָּ  נִּ

י  ֹֽ בִּ שְג  ב .my stronghold’; cf. sing‘ (Psa. 18.3) מִּ שְגָּ   מִּ

י  ק  עֲמ  ֹֽ  ’the depths of‘ (Isaiah 51.10) מ 
וֹת  גַּ֣ פְל   ’among the clans‘ (Jud. 5.15) בִּ
ים  מִִּּ֜ טְע   ’tasty foods‘ (Gen. 27.4) מ 
ים  ׁ֑ דִּ חֲמ   ’desirable things‘ (Cant. 5.16) מ 

In the following the *a vowel undergoes attenuation to a 

ḥireq: 

ים  ַ֛ גִּ מ רִּ  .and the threshing-sledges’; cf. sing‘ (Sam. 24.22 2) וְה 

ג    (Isa. 41.15) לְמוֹר 

Historical gemination of this nature can be reconstructed 

for ḥet in various forms where this letter is now preceded by 

pataḥ, e.g. 

ים  חוּרִּ חוּר .young men’; cf. sing‘ (baḥḥūrīm* >) ב   (bāḥūr* >) בָּ
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ים  חִּ בְט  ח .confidences’; cf. sing‘ (miḇṭaḥḥīm* >) מִּ בְטָּ  >) מִּ

*miḇṭāḥ) 

ים  חִּ ח .brothers’; cf. sing‘ (ʾaḥḥīm* > ) א   (ʾāḥ* >) אָּ

I.3.1.7. Gemination Associated with Stress 

In a few verbal forms, a final sonorant radical is geminated when 

preceded by a main stress accent and followed by an inflectional 

suffix, e.g. 

לוּ  ׁ֑ ד   ’they ceased‘ (Jud. 5.7) חָּ
לוּ  ׁ֑ ח   ’and they waited‘ (Job 29.21) וְיִּ
מוּ  ֹֽ  ’they are lofty‘ (Job 29.12) רָּ
נוּ  ׁ֑ תָּ  ’they gave‘ (Ezek. 27.19) נָּ

I.3.1.8. Gemination after a Prefix 

In some cases, gemination occurs at the boundary between a 

prefixed particle and the stem of a word, e.g. 

ה  מָָּּ֫  in what?’ < *ba + mā‘ ב 

מָָּּ֫   הכ   ‘how much?’ < *ka + mā 

י    מְתִּ ק   ד ש  ֶ֤  until you (fs) arose’ < *ša + stem‘ (Jud. 5.7) ע 

י    ר אשִּ  because my head’ (Cant. 5.2) < *šɛ + stem‘ שֶׁ

We can include here ה מָּ -why’ < *la + ma. The gemina‘ לָָּּ֫

tion in this word is also associated with stress on the preceding 

syllable (see §I.3.1.7.), since it, in principle, does not occur in 

variant forms in which the stress occurs on the final syllable, e.g. 
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ה ֶ֤ מָּ  Gemination, however, still occurs when the .(Exod. 5.22) לָּ

word has maqqef and so is unstressed, e.g. ה־ מָּ   .(Prov. 17.16) לָּ

Another possible case of this type of gemination is the 

dagesh that occurs after the prefixed conjunction vav in the  ָּ֫ קְט יִּ לו   

[vaɟɟiq̟̍ tˁoːol] verbal form. Another motivation for the dagesh 

here, however, is likely to be to distinguish the meaning of this 

form from the potentially homophonous but semantically distinct 

form ל קְט ָּ֫  .(.I.I.3.1.3§) וְיִּ

Gemination is occasionally used as a strategy to mark a 

morphological boundary between the interrogative particle he 

and what follows, when the following word begins with shewa, 

e.g. 

וא  ֖ נְךַָ֛ הִּ ת בִּ נֶׁ כְת ָ֧ א ה  ר־נִָּּ֗ כֶׁ  acknowledge now‘ [hakkʰaˈθoːnɛθ] ה 

whether it is your son's robe’ (Gen. 37.32) 

ם     יתֶׁ רְאִּ ה  [haʀʀ̟i̟ʔiːˈθɛːɛm] ‘Have you seen?’ (1 Sam. 10.24) 

הּ   ַ֛ תָּ עֲקָּ כְצ  ה  [hakkʰɑsˁɑːʕɑqɔ̟ːˈθɔːh] ‘Is it according to its outcry’ 
(Gen. 18.21) 

ים  ֖ חֲנִּ ֹֽ בְמ   is it in camps?’ (Num. 13.19)‘ [habbamaːħaˈniːim] ה 

When the word following interrogative he begins with a 

guttural, the particle has a full pataḥ vowel or, before qameṣ, a 

full segol. These were pronounced as long vowels and can be re-

garded as substitutes for gemination of the initial guttural, e.g. 

וֹד  עֹּ֥  is here still’ (Gen. 31.14)‘ [haːˈʕoːoð] ה 

ךְ  ל ִּ֗ א   shall I go’ (Exod. 2.7)‘ [haːʔeːˈleːeχ] ה 

י  נ כִּ אָּ  Is (it the case that) I …’ (Job 21.4)‘ [hɛːʔɔːnoːˈχiː] הֶֶׁ֭
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I.3.1.9. Gemination at Word Boundaries (Deḥiq) 

The phenomenon known as deḥiq (Aramaic ‘compressed’) has 
been described in §I.2.8.1.2. This involves the gemination of a 

word-initial consonant after an unstressed vowel in the preceding 

word, e.g. 

ה  ידָּ ַּ֣ עִּ ם וְאָּ בֵָּּ֔  ‘I shall cause to witness against them’ (Deut. 

31.28) 

ה־לְךַָּ֣ ת    עֲשֶׁ  ‘you make for yourself’ (Prov. 24.6) 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ includes constructions with the interroga-

tive word מה such as the following in the category of deḥiq: 

אתמ    ה־ז ׁ֑  ‘what is this?’ (Exod. 13.14) 

In all cases in the Tiberian tradition the final vowel of the 

word before the geminated consonant was pronounced long but 

with reduced duration. In other traditions of Hebrew, there is 

evidence that the final vowel was pronounced short (see 

§I.2.8.1.2. for details). The dagesh exhibits properties of the 

dagesh in forms such as ה מָָּּ֫  in what?’, in which it marks the‘ ב 

boundary between morphemes, and the dagesh in forms such as 

ים לִּ -camels’, where it substitutes for the lengthening of the pre‘ גְמ 

ceding vowel. Also in words such as ים לִּ  camels’, as remarked‘ גְמ 

above, the dagesh coincides with a morpheme boundary. The 

dagesh of deḥiq can, therefore, be identified as primarily a marker 

of a boundary between two words that were closely connected 

prosodically. In the Tiberian tradition, efforts were made to make 

a clear prosodic division between the words also by maintaining 

some degree of vowel length in the final vowel or, in the case of 
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constructions with ה־  by introducing length in a fully shortened ,מ 

vowel. 

I.3.1.10. The Distribution of the Fricative and Stop 

Variants of the Letters בגדכפת 

For the distribution of the fricative and stop variants of בגדכפת 

consonants within words, see §I.1.25.  

When a בגדכפת consonant occurs at the beginning of a word 

and the preceding word ends in a vowel, the general rule is that 

the consonant is fricative if the accent of the preceding word is 

conjunctive or if the preceding word is connected by maqqef, but 

is plosive if the accent of the preceding word is disjunctive, e.g. 

ים  ׁ֑ נִּ ה בָּ ַּ֣  three sons’ (Gen. 6.10)‘ [ʃaloːˈʃɔː vɔːˈniːim] שְלֹשָּ

ם  ׁ֑ אָּ ה בְרָּ ֖ בָּ ר וּנְק  ֹּ֥ כָּ  male and‘ [zɔːˈχɔːɔʀ ̟wunqe̟ːˈvɔː baʀɔ̟ːˈʔɔːɔm] זָּ

female he created them’ (Gen. 5.2) 

ם  מְצְאוּ־בִָּּ֗  ’they were found among them‘ [nimsˁuʔuː-ˈvɔːɔm] נִּ
(Jer. 41.8) 

There are several exceptions to this principle. These are 

mentioned in the Masoretic treatises19 and include the following. 

(i) When a paseq occurs after a word with a conjunctive accent, 

e.g. 

ה  ׁ֑ לָּ וּ׀ כָּ שַּ֣  They have done completely’ (Gen. 18.21)‘ עָּ

                                                 
19 Cf. Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in volume 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.7., short version, edition in volume 2 of this book, §II.S.2.0. A 

version of these exceptions appears also in the Hebrew Masoretic 

treatise published by Ginsburg (1885, 36-37). 
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ה   ף֩ יְהוָּ  ם  יוֹס  ה  וֹ׀ כָּ מֶ֤ ל־ע  ע   ‘May the Lord add to his people (a hun-

dred times as many) as them’ (1 Chron. 21.3) 

(ii) When the first word ends in a consonantal vav, the בגדכפת 

letter at the beginning of the next word is normally a plosive, as 

it is after words ending in other consonants, e.g. 

ה  ׁ֑ לָּ תְהִּ יו בִּ ֹּ֥ ר תָּ  his courts with praise’ (Psa. 100.4) (enter)‘ חֲצ 

י  אתִּ ׁ֑ רָּ י־קָּ ֹֽ יו פִּ ֹּ֥ לָּ  I cried aloud to him’ (Psa. 66.17)‘ א 

There are, however, two cases where the בגדכפת consonant 

is fricative after consonantal vav: 

הוּ  ו־ת ֖ ֹֽ יהָּ ק  ַ֛ לֶׁ ה עָּ ֹּ֥ טָּ  ’He will stretch the line of confusion over it‘ וְנָּ
(Isa. 34.11) 

הּ    ו בָּ ַּ֣ ל  מוֹן֘ שָּ וֹל הָּ  The sound of a carefree multitude was with‘ וְקַּ֣

her’ (Ezek. 23.42) 

(iii) When the first word ends in a consonantal consonant yod, 

the בגדכפת letter at the beginning of the next word is normally a 

plosive, e.g. 

י  וֹצִּ עֲרֹֽ י ת  ֹּ֥  perhaps you may inspire terror’ (Isa. 47.12)‘ אוּל 

וֹל  דֵּ֔ וֹי גָּ י־גַּ֣ י מִּ ִּ֚  for what great nation’ (Deut. 4.7)‘ כִּ

וֹל  דֹּ֥ צ֖וּםלְגוֹי־גָּ וְעָּ  ‘into a great and mighty nation’ (Num. 14.12) 

There is one exception to this: 

ם  ִּ֗ י בִָּּ֜ ֹּ֥  the Lord in them’ (Psa. 68.18)‘ אֲד נָּ

(iv) If two bets or kafs follow one another and under the first of 

them there is a vocalic shewa, then the first of the pair is plosive 

even when the preceding word ends in a vowel and has a con-

junctive accent, e.g.  
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הּ  י בְבוֹאִָּּ֗ ַּ֣ יְהִּ  and when she came’ (Josh. 15.18)‘ ו 

וֹ  גְדַ֛ הוּ בְבִּ ָ֧ תְפְש  תִּ  .and she caught him by his garment’ (Gen‘ ו 

39.12) 

יש  ֖ רְכְמִּ א כְכ   Is it not like Carchemish?’ (Isa. 10.9)‘ הֲל ֹּ֥

If a vowel occurs under the first of the two consonants ra-

ther than shewa, the first remains fricative according to the usual 

rule, e.g.  

יהָּ   ֖ בְתוּלֶׁ ה בִּ ֹּ֥ שָּ  ’And he (shall take) a wife in her virginity‘ וְה֕וּא אִּ
(Lev. 21.13) 

ל  בִֶּׁ֗ י בָּ ַּ֣ נְש   men of Babylon’ (2 Kings 17.30)‘ וְא 

We can generalize and say two fricative bets or kafs are 

avoided in syllable onsets in the same foot (feet indicated below 

by round brackets, extrametrical syllables are in angled brack-

ets): 

וֹ  גְדַ֛  [(doːˈ)(.ba.viʁ)] בְבִּ
ל  בִֶּׁ֗  [(vɛː.ɛlˈ)(.vɔː)] בָּ

יהָּ   ֖ בְתוּלֶׁ  [<hɔː>(.lɛːˈ)(.θuː)(.viv)] בִּ

A further factor is that the initial bet and kaf in construc-

tions such as ֹו גְדַ֛ יש and בְבִּ ֖ רְכְמִּ  are prepositional affixes. Other כְכ 

-consonants that are not prepositions under the same con בגדכפת

ditions remain fricative, e.g. 

ן  ֵּ֔ ַּ֣י דְדָּ  and the sons of Dedan’ (Gen. 25.3)‘ וּבְנ 

ב  ַּ֣ ע  א־תְת   you shall not abhor’ (Deut. 23.8)‘ ל ֹֽ
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The plosive pronunciation of the bet and kaf, therefore, is 

made further optimal by the fact that it clearly demarcates a mor-

pheme boundary. This factor can be identified in a variety of 

other features of the reading tradition (§I.3.1.8.). 

(v) Likewise, when the preposition bet has shewa and is followed 

by pe, the bet is plosive even when preceded by a word with a 

conjunctive accent ending in vowel, e.g. 

רְע ה    ה בְפ  ֶ֤ בְדָּ כָּ  .and I will get glory over Pharaoh’ (Exod‘ וְאִּ

14.4) 

יךָ  ׁ֑ י בְפִּ מְתִּ ַּ֣ ר־ש  י אֲשֶׁ ֖ ר   and my words which I have put in your‘ וּדְבָּ

mouth’ (Isa. 59.21) 

When the bet has a vowel, it is fricative in these conditions, 

e.g. 

וֹת  גׁ֑ פְל  א בִּ ָֹּּ֥֑רֶׁ ל־י   He will not look upon the rivers’ (Job 20.17)‘ א 

A pe is closely related to bet in its articulation. A preposition 

bet or kaf that is followed by a fricative בגדכפת consonant that is 

not of similar articulation is not made plosive under the condi-

tions in question, e.g.  

ן  דֶׁ ן־ע ֵּ֔ הוּ בְג  ַּ֣ ח  נִּ י   .and he put him in the garden of Eden’ (Gen‘ו 

2.15) 

הּהֲ   ת בִָּּ֜ ע  לוֹא֩ כְג    ‘surely when [the east wind] strikes it’ (Ezek. 

17.10) 

(vi) Seven cases do not fit into the previous categories, over 

which there was no disagreement by the Masoretes. Four of these 

are in the Song of the Sea (Exod. 15): 

ה  אֵָּּ֔ ה גָּ א ַּ֣  he has triumphed gloriously’ (Exod. 15.1, 21)‘ גָּ
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ה  כָּ מ ֖ י כָּ ֹּ֥  Who is like you?’ (Exod. 15.11)‘ מִּ

ן  בֶׁ ׁ֑ אָּ וּ כָּ דְמַּ֣  they are as still as a stone’ (Exod. 15.16)‘ יִּ

דְכ ד    ֹֽ י כ  ֶ֤ מְתִּ  .and I shall make (your pinnacles) of agate’ (Isa‘ וְש 

54.12) 

ל  ֖ לְכ  ֹֽ י כ  יתִּ ֹּ֥ לְא   and I am weary of holding it in’ (Jer. 20.9)‘ וְנִּ

ין  ֖ הִּ ת־אֱלָּ כְמ  ה כְחָּ ֹּ֥ כְמָּ  ’and wisdom like wisdom of the gods‘ וְחָּ
(Aramaic, Dan. 5.11) 

Some of these appear to have been motivated by an effort 

to avoid a series of identical fricative consonants in contiguous 

syllables or words.20 

Cases over which there is said to be disagreement between 

Ben Asher and Ben Naftali include the following. L in some cases 

follows Ben Asher and in others Ben Naftali: 

 Ben Asher (L):  ָּלְת ׁ֑ אָּ וּ גָּ ם־זַּ֣  the people whom you have‘ ע 

redeemed’ (Exod. 15.13); Ben Naftali:  ָּלְתָּ ג ׁ֑ אָּ  

Ben Asher:  י ַּ֣ ינִּ שְמִּ ש ה  דֶׁ ח ַּ֣ ר֩ ב  ב  שָּ ה־עָּ ֹֽ שָּ חֲמִּ  ‘in the eighth month on 

the fifteenth (day)’ (1 Kings 12.32); Ben Naftali (L): ה ֹֽ שָּ חֲמִּ  .ב 

 Ben Asher (L):   א יָּ בְר  ֶ֤א דְתָּ יָּ בְר  א֩ גְדָּ  יָּ זְר  רְגָּ  the counsellors, the‘ אֲד 

treasurers, the justices’ (Aramaic, Dan. 3.2, 3); Ben Naftali: 

ֶ֤אגְ  יָּ בְר  דָּ  . 

                                                 
20 According to the Hebrew Masoretic treatise published by Ginsburg 

(1885, 37) the kaf in ת כְמ   was made a plosive since ḥet (Dan. 5.11) כְחָּ

and fricative kaf were difficult to combine due to the fact that they were 

similar in articulation (קרובים במוצא הבטוי). 
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 Ben Asher:  א ֶ֤ בְכָּ ין  פְ ס  רִּ נְת  ס   ‘trigon, harp’ (Aramaic, Dan. 3.5); 

Ben Naftali (L): ין רִּ נְת   .פְס 

On balance, Ben Naftali prefers clearer separation by read-

ing dagesh in the majority of these case. 

(vii) Ben Naftali read the preposition kaf as plosive after י יְהִּ  with ו 

a conjunctive accent in seven cases where Ben Asher read the kaf 

as fricative according to the usual rule.21 L follows Ben Asher in 

this respect: 

Ben Asher (L)   Ben Naftali 

יו ע  אֲד נִָּּ֜ שְמ   י֩ כִּ יְהִּ י֩     ו  יְהִּ ע  כִּ ו  יו שְמ   אֲד נִָּּ֜   

‘when his master heard’ (Gen. 39.19) 
 

וֹ מְעֵּ֔ י כְשָּ ַּ֣ יְהִּ י כְ     ו  ַּ֣ יְהִּ וֹו  מְעֵּ֔ שָּ  

‘and when he heard’ (Gen. 39.15) 
 

וֹת רְא  י֩ כִּ יְהִּ י֩ כִּ     ו  יְהִּ וֹתו  רְא   

‘and when (the king) saw’ (Esther 5.2) 
 

וֹ רְאוֹת  י֩ כִּ יְהִּ י֩ כִּ     ו  יְהִּ וֹו  רְאוֹת   

‘and when he saw’ (Jud. 11.35) 
 

ם יאָּ  י֩ כְהוֹצִּ יְהִּ י֩ כְ     ו  יְהִּ םו  יאָּ  הוֹצִּ  

‘and when they brought out’ (Gen. 18.17) 
 
י  ַּ֣ יְהִּ וֹו  לְכִּ֗ כְמָּ י כְ      ַּ֣ יְהִּ וֹו  לְכִּ֗ מָּ   

‘when he became king’ (1 Kings 15.29) 
 

מוּ ר־ת ִּ֜ אֲשֶׁ י כ  יְהִּ  י כ      ו  יְהִּ  מוּו  ר־ת ִּ֜ אֲשֶׁ  

‘and when they had perished’ (Deut. 2.16) 

                                                 
21 Kitāb al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschütz, 1965, 18-19). 
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I.3.1.11. Orthoepic Uses of Dagesh 

In a number of circumstances, gemination marked by dagesh has 

been introduced into the reading for orthoepic purposes to ensure 

that letters are clearly articulated and not slurred over. The cases 

in question fall into various categories. 

I.3.1.11.1. Splitting Weak Consonants by Shewa 

When two weak consonants are in contact across a syllable 

boundary, the first is sometimes geminated and marked with 

dagesh. This has the effect of introducing a vowel in the form of 

vocalic shewa between the two consonants, which increases their 

distinctness and reduces the risk of elision. This is found in 

particular in syllable contact involving sonorants (למנר), gutturals 

and qof, e.g. 

ה  יְלָּ ׁ֑ ה־לָּ קְר   .accident of the night’ (Deut‘ [miqq̟a̟ʀe̟ː-ˈlɔːɔjlɔː] מִּ

23.11) 

ים  ֹֽ מְר רִּ  bitterness’ (Job 9.18)‘ [mammaʀo̟ːˈʀi̟ːim] מ 

הוּ  קְנ ֵּ֔ נְת   ’and we shall draw him away‘ [wuˑnθaqq̟a̟ˈnuːhuːˌ] וֹּֽ
(Jud. 20.32) 

ת  ֹּ֥ קְה   obedience of’ (Gen. 49.10)‘ [jiqq̟a̟ˈhaːaθ] יִּ

הּ  ׁ֑ מָּ רְעִּ  to irritate her’ (1 Sam. 1.6)22‘ [haʀʀ̟i̟ʕiːˈmɔːh] ה 

                                                 
22 According to Melamed (1948, 1) the purpose of the dagesh in ּה ׁ֑ מָּ רְעִּ  ה 

(1 Sam. 1.6) is to disinguish this human activity (‘to irritate her’) from 
the meaning of the verb in ים ׁ֑ רְעִּ וֹד הִּ בֹּ֥ כָּ ל־ה  ֹֽ  ’the God of glory thundered‘ א 
(Psa. 29.3), which refers to an action of God. This is a possible interpre-
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In some cases, this strategy is applied when only one of the 

consonants in contact belong to this group, and occasionally also 

elsewhere, e.g. 

וֹת  קְבֹּ֥  footprints of’ (Psa. 89.52)‘ [ʕiqq̟a̟ˈvoːoθ] עִּ

ש  ֕ קְדָּ  sanctuary’ (Exod. 15.17)‘ [miqq̟a̟ˈðɔːoʃ] מִּ

וֹ  רׁ֑ טְהָּ  his lustre’ (Psa. 89.45)‘ [mittˁɔhɔːˈʀo̟ː] מִּ

ה  ׁ֑ ירָּ צְעִּ  small’ (Dan. 8.9)23‘ [missˁiʕiːˈʀɔ̟ː] מִּ

ינוֹ   צְפִּ  to hide him’ (Exod. 2.3)‘ [hɑssˁɑfiːˈnoː] ה 

As can be seen from the list of examples above, the letter 

before the geminated consonant is frequently mem, especially 

when the mem has a ḥireq. Such forms may have been facilitated 

by the fact that similar sequences occur when the preposition ן  מִּ

assimilates to a word. The same may apply to examples with ini-

tial he with pataḥ, which resemble the prefixed definite article 

(Ariel 2020, 142). 

This orthoepic strategy achieves a similar result as the strat-

egies of lengthening the preceding vowel to induce reading of the 

shewa as vocalic, e.g. י ֹּ֥ לְעִּ ֹֽ  .my rock’ (2 Sam. 22.2, Psa‘ [saːliˈʕiː] ס 

18.3) (§I.2.5.8.5.), and the lengthening of the preceding vowel to 

                                                 

tation, especially since in such pairs of homophones the dagesh is typi-

cally put in forms relating to a human (see §I.3.1.3.). Ariel (2020), how-

ever, has argued that the motivation is phonetic rather than semantic, 

and I follow his view here. 

23 For the case for interpreting the dagesh in the forms ֹו רׁ֑ טְהָּ ה and מִּ ׁ֑ ירָּ צְעִּ  מִּ

as orthoepic see Ariel (2020). 
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introduce metrical epenthesis between the two consonants, e.g. 

ַּ֣הוּ עְיָּ ֹֽ  .Isaiah’ (Isa. 1.1) (§I.2.10.)‘ [jaˌʃaˑʕ∅ˈjɔːhuː] יְש 

A variant type of orthoepic strategy is to insert a vowel af-

ter the first of the two consonants in contact and geminate the 

second consonant, i.e. CC > CVCC rather than CC > CCVC. This 

is found in: 

ף  ד ֹּ֥ ָּ֑ר  ֹֽ  let him pursue’ (Psa. 7.6)‘ [jiːṛaddoːof] יִּ

This may have been applied to avoid geminating resh. Par-

allels to such restructuring of the syllable structure of words are 

found in the Samaritan reading tradition, e.g. 

 tēšåbbəṣ < *tašbeṣ (Ben Ḥayyim 2000, 59 | L [BHS]: ץ ֖ שְב   ת 

Exod. 28.4 ‘checkered work’) 

I.3.1.11.2. Dagesh to Strengthen Syllable Onsets 

In the standard Tiberian manuscript codices there are a few cases 

of the marking of the dagesh sign on letters other than בגדכפת on 

the second of two consonants in contact at the boundary of syl-

lables for the purpose of ensuring that the consonants and sylla-

bles are kept distinct. This ensured a clear division of syllables 

and words. In L, for example, a dagesh is sometimes placed on an 

initial lamed of the second word of a phrase connected with 

maqqef when the first word ends in nun, e.g. ֹן־ל֖ו תֶׁ יִּ  and he gave‘ ו 

him’ (Gen. 24.36) (Yeivin 1980, 294–95). This can be regarded 

as a measure to separate the two words clearly and prevent the 

coalescence and slurring of weak sonorant consonants. The 

dagesh would mark the articulation of the lamed with increased 

muscular pressure to ensure it maintains its correct articulation. 
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According to Kitāb al-Khilaf, Ben Naftali placed a dagesh in the 

first nun of the name נוּן in the combination ן־נוּן  ’the son of Nun‘ בִּ
(ed. Lipschütz 1965, כד). This was a measure to prevent the 

coalescence of two identical weak sonorant letters across a word-

boundary.24 An alternative strategy to separate the two letters 

was to place a paseq between the words, e.g. 

L: ה עְלָּ יל ׀ לְמ ִּ֜ ׂ֨ גְדִּ  to make exceedingly great’ (1 Chron. 22.5)‘ לְה 

L: ר ב ַּ֣ל ׀ לָָּ֠ רְזֶׁ  .iron in abundance’ (1 Chron. 22.3)‘ וּב 

According to Kitāb al-Khilaf, Ben Naftali marked a dagesh in 

the qof of the verb  ֵּ֔ עְק בי   ‘he supplants’ (Jer. 9.3, L: ב עְק ֵּ֔  .ed) (י 

Lipschütz 1965, לג) and this is found in C and in a number of 

other Tiberian Masoretic manuscripts (Yeivin 1968, 51). This en-

sured a clear syllable division and also, by implication, indicated 

that the ʿayin had a silent shewa. This, moreover, alerted the 

reader to the fact that the syllable division was different from 

that of the more frequent form עֲק ב  Jacob’. Qof falls into the‘ י 

category of weak letters, which is demonstrated, for example, by 

the fact that it often loses dagesh when in a metrically weak syl-

lable with shewa (§I.2.5.2.). The practice of the Masorete Ben 

Naftali to use dagesh in this way reflects his general tendency to 

introduce innovative measures to ensure a careful reading to a 

greater extent than Ben Asher, who was more conservative (A. 

Ben-David 1957b).  

                                                 
24 For the need to avoid coalescence in such contexts see the discussion 

in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 

§II.L.1.4.10. 
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The phenomenon of marking dagesh to give prominence to 

syllable division has a natural phonological explanation. The 

optimal contact between two adjacent syllables is where the 

onset of the second syllable is stronger than the offset (coda) of 

the preceding syllable (Vennemann 1988, 40). According to this 

principle, strength is equated with the degree of sonority or the 

quality of being vowel-like. This optimality principle can 

influence how a sequence of phonological segments is sylla-

bified.25 In a sequence of two consonant segments CC, a syllable 

division between the two is more preferred if the second 

consonant is less sonorant, i.e. stronger, than the first. The 

sonority of a consonant can be decreased by a process of fortition. 

Gemination is a clear process of fortition (Bybee 2015, 45), so it 

follows that gemination of a consonant is a natural way to mark 

a clearer syllable division. This also indicates that the dagesh in 

such forms as   בעְק ֵּ֔ י  should indeed be interpreted as having the 

phonetic realization of gemination and is not purely an abstract 

symbol of syllable division. 

The practice attributed to Ben Naftali to mark dagesh in a 

weak letter after a guttural with silent shewa ( עְק ֵּ֔  בי  ) and in the 

second word in phrases such as and ן־נוּן  to mark a clear division בִּ

of syllables occurs in a number of later Bible manuscripts, e.g. 

אְס ֖  יֶׁ רו   ‘and he harnessed’ (Exod. 14.6),  ֖ עְז רי   ‘Jazer’ (Num. 32.35), 

 ׁ֑ ל־לָּ אֱכָּ םלֶׁ חֶׁ  ‘to eat bread’ (Gen. 31:54),  ִּם מ ֶ֤ הֶׁ גוֹן  לָּ יָּ  ‘to them from sor-

row’ (Esther 9.22) (Ginsburg 1897, 114–36; Luzzatto 2005, 169–
                                                 
25 Alvestad and Edzard (2009) have demonstrated how this principle 

can explain the distribution of the insertion of ḥaṭef vowels in verbs 

with initial ḥet in Tiberian Hebrew. 
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72). These can be interpreted as reflecting a tradition of marking 

syllable divisions that is descended, directly or indirectly, from 

the practice attributed to Ben Naftali. 

There is a reference in some early Masoretic sources to the 

practice of marking dagesh in the yod of the word  ְע םיָּ ו  ֖ רִּ  ‘and male 

donkeys’ (Gen. 32.16, L: ם ֖ רִּ עְיָּ  which is attributed to either Ben ,(ו 

Asher or Moshe Moḥe (Baer and Strack 1879, xxxviii–xxxix). This 

would be a use of dagesh on a weak letter after a vowelless 

guttural analogous to  ֵּ֔ עְק בי  . 

I.3.1.11.3. Extended Dagesh Forte 

There is evidence that the practice of strengthening syllable 

onsets for orthoepic purposes by geminating a syllable-initial 

consonant was more widespread than is apparent from the 

vocalized Tiberian manuscripts. The process in question involved 

the reading of the dagesh lene in the stop variants of the letters 

 .as dagesh forte, i.e. as geminate בגדכפת

This is seen by examining in particular the Karaite 

transcriptions and passages in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ. 
In several of the extant manuscripts of the Karaite 

transcriptions, the scribes marked the Arabic shadda sign where 

the Tiberian reading tradition had dagesh. In some manuscripts, 

the shadda is written only where the dagesh is dagesh forte 

according to the conventional interpretation of the distribution 

of dagesh forte and dagesh lene. In some manuscripts, however, 

the shadda sign is written both on letters with dagesh forte and on 

 letters with what is conventionally interpreted as being בגדכפת

dagesh lene. Some examples are given below. 
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Manuscripts that mark shadda corresponding to only dagesh forte 

BL Or 2539, fols. 56-114 

Dagesh forte 

ارّ ه۟دّࣴ۠  ۠ اب   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 8 | L [BHS]: ר ַ֛ בָּ דָּ  .Gen ה 

21.11 ‘the word’) 

ّۚه۟مّࣴ۟  ماي   (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 1 | L [BHS]: ם יִּ ֖ מ   .Gen ה 

21.15 ‘the water’) 
Dagesh lene 

י :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 84r, 1 | L [BHS]) دۖب۠ارًا۟ي  ׁ֑ רָּ  .Deut ־דְבָּ

4.10 ‘my words’) 

يحّ۟  زبࣤۛ ח   :BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 67v, 1 | L [BHS]) ه۟م  זְב ֵּ֔ מִּ  .Gen ־ה 

22.9 ‘the altar’) 
 

BL Or 2544 + Or 2545 + Or 2546 

Dagesh forte 

مكّࣴۖو۟ايّࣴ۟  ثوٟࣦ  (BL Or 2546, fol. 3r, 7 | L [BHS]: כְת֖וּם ָּ֑י  ֹֽ  Num. 14.45 ו 

‘and they beat them into pieces’) 

جّ۠ࣴ  ااۛيٖلي   (BL Or 2545, fol. 207v, 5 | L [BHS]: ל ֹֽ א  גָּ  Lev. 27.33 יִּ

‘it will be redeemed’) 
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رۖاۜاّ ه۟مّࣴ۟   (BL Or 2544 fol. 74v, 2 | L [BHS]: ה ֹּ֥ רְאֶׁ מ   Exod. 3.3 ה 

‘the sight’) 
 

Dagesh lene 

ااۛࣤيس  ש :BL Or 2544 fol. 74r, 10 | L [BHS]) بٟ۠ א ֵּ֔  Exod. 3.2 בָּ

‘with the fire’) 

او  יו :BL Or 2544 fol. 75r, 6 | L [BHS]) ف۠ان۠ࣤ נֵָּּ֔  Exod. 3.6 ‘his פָּ

face’) 

شۖفۖحوࣦۢث  يٖم  ת :BL Or 2546, fol. 132r, 11 | L [BHS]) م  שְפְח ֖ מִּ ֹֽ  מִּ

Num. 36.1 ‘from the family of’) 
 

Manuscripts that mark shadda corresponding to both dagesh forte 

and dagesh lene 

BL Or 2540 

Dagesh forte 

يٖثۖح۟كّࣴۖ  م۠اّࣦن   (BL Or 2540, fol. 4r, 4 | L [BHS]: ה ֖ כְמָּ תְח  ֹֽ  .Exod נִּ

1.10 ‘let us deal wisely’) 

صۖفۖنۛاࣦهوّٟ  ֖הוּ :BL Or 2540, fol. 5v, 4 | L [BHS]) وٖ۟ات ࣴ צְפְנ  תִּ ֹֽ  .Exod ו 

2.2 ‘and she hid him’) 
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Dagesh lene 

 ّࣦࣴ رۖبۜ اي   (BL Or 2540, fol. 4v, 1 | L [BHS]: ה ֖ רְבֶׁ  Exod. 1.12 ‘He יִּ

increases’) 

اذج۠ ّࣴ   (BL Or 2540, fol. 3v, 4 | L [BHS]: ד ֹּ֥  (’Exod. 1.4 ‘Gad גָּ

اند۠ ّࣴ   (BL Or 2540, fol. 3v, 3 | L [BHS]: ן ֹּ֥  (’Exod. 1.4 ‘Dan דָּ

يه۟رّۖ  انتۜ ّࣴ م   (BL Or 2540, fol. 7r, 5 | L [BHS]: ן ֹּ֥ רְתֶׁ ה   Exod. 2.18 מִּ

‘you hurried’) 
 

BL Or 2548 fols. 1-185 

Dagesh forte 

وعمدّࣴ   (BL Or 2548 fol. 3r, 10 | L [BHS]:   וּע דָ֧  (’?Isa. 5.4 ‘why מ 

ا  لخهَمَّ  (BL Or 2548 fol. 13r, 9 | L [BHS]: ְך לֶׁ ֹּ֥ מֶׁ  Isa. 37.5 ‘the ה 

king’) 
 

Dagesh lene 

خارم صِمْدࣴي   (BL Or 2548 fol. 6r, 10 | L [BHS]: ם רֶׁ י־כֵֶּׁ֔ מְד   צִּ

Isa. 5.10 ‘acres of the vineyard’) 

دࣴور عذ   (BL Or 2548 fol. 10r, 5 | L [BHS]: וֹר ד־דַּ֣  Isa. 13.20 ע 

‘until generation’) 
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עְתָּ  :BL Or 2548 fol. 14r, 10 | L [BHS]) شاْمَاْعْتࣴا  מ ֵּ֔  Isa. 37.6 שָּ

‘you (ms) heard’) 

 
كࣴو يشَاعْياْهوّ   (BL Or 2548 fol. 14r, 9 | L [BHS]: ה הוּ כ ֹּ֥ עְיֵָּּ֔ ֹֽ  .Isa יְש 

37.6 ‘Isaiah, thus’) 
In Arabic orthography, the shadda sign represents the 

application of greater muscular pressure to a consonant in order 

to lengthen it. In medieval manuals concerning the correct 

reading (tajwīd) of the Arabic Qurʾān, descriptions are given of 

various degrees of lengthening expressed by shadda, but it was 

never used like dagesh lene to mark a non-geminated plosive 

consonant. The Karaite transcriptions that mark the shadda sign 

are essentially phonetic representations of the Hebrew reading 

with an Arabic orthography and so one can assume that when the 

shadda is marked, it was intended to represent lengthening of the 

consonant. What the data above reflect, therefore, are two 

varieties of reading. In one variety the dagesh is given its expected 

pronunciation, with dagesh forte strengthened but not dagesh lene. 

In the other variety, however, both dagesh forte and dagesh lene 

are strengthened and so are given the same phonetic realization. 

We may call this latter type of reading the ‘extended dagesh forte’ 
reading. The reading without this extension of dagesh forte will 

be referred to as the ‘dagesh forte—dagesh lene reading.’ 
A passage from Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ also reflects a type of 

reading that does not conform to the traditional classification of 

dagesh into dagesh forte expressing gemination and dagesh lene 
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expressing a non-geminated stop realization of a בגדכפת 

consonant. 

The passage in question concerns the consonant tav, which 

is said to differ from other letters in having three grades of 

strength. The form of the passage from the long version of this 

work is as follows:26  

Chapter concerning letters that occur in three grades 

Take note that just as there are among the letters those that 

when they are adjacent to another letter, this latter makes 

them light with rafe, likewise among the letters are those 

that occur in three grades with regard to heaviness and 

lightness. The first grade is lightening. The second is the 

normal dagesh. The third is the major dagesh. This includes 

the tav. 

Take note that the tav, unlike the other letters, may occur 

rafe, as in י א ׂ֨ ר וְתָּ ע  ש ִּ֜ ה   ‘and rooms of the gate’ (Ezek. 40.10); 

it may occur with dagesh, as in ת ח  ַּ֣ ת ת  שֶׁ נְח ִּ֜ ה   ‘instead of 

bronze’ (Isa. 60.17), י ֶ֤ ב   תוֹר  הָּ זָּ  ‘ornaments of gold’ (Cant. 

1.11); and it may occur with major dagesh. The latter 

includes three tavs:  ָּה ֶ֤ ימֶׁ יְשִּ ם   ו  ל־עוֹלָּ ת   ‘He made it an eternal 

heap of ruins’ (Josh. 8.28), יו תִָּּ֜ ת־בָּׂ֨ אֶׁ ְ יו וֹֽ ָ֧ כָּ נְז  וְג   ‘and its houses 

and its treasuries’ (1 Chron. 28.11), ֶ֤א יָּ בְר  ךְ   וְג  ל  וֹן אִּ הֵּ֔ ת  ַּ֣ תְלָּ  ‘and 

these three men’ (Dan. 3.23). I do not know anybody who 

differs (in reading) with regard to these three tavs. As for 

the form ים תִּ  there were differences (of reading) with ,בָּ

regard to it. Take note that the Tiberians said that they 

have a resh that is not read (in the same way) by anybody 

else. It is likely that the climate of their town caused this. 

                                                 
26 Edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.9.2. 
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It has the same status as the tav in the word ים תִּ  according בָּ

to the view of Ben Naftali, who gives it a grade in between 

two grades. 

The short version of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ supplies more details 

about the differences in the reading of ים תִּ  27:בָּ

Take note that tav in three places is strengthened with 

dagesh to a greater degree than (other) cases of tav with 

dagesh. These are  ָּה ֶ֤ ימֶׁ יְשִּ ם   ו  ל־עוֹלָּ ה ת  מֵָּּ֔ שְמָּ  ‘He made it an 

eternal heap of ruins’ (Josh. 8.28), יו תִָּּ֜ ת־בָּׂ֨ אֶׁ ְ יו וֹֽ ָ֧ כָּ נְז  וְג   ‘and its 

houses and its treasuries’ (1 Chron. 28.11), ֶ֤א יָּ בְר  ךְ   וְג  ל   אִּ
וֹן הֵּ֔ ת  ַּ֣  and these three men’ (Dan. 3.23). Note that there is‘ תְלָּ

disagreement concerning every tav in the form ים תִּ  except ,בָּ

in יו תִָּּ֜ ת־בָּׂ֨ אֶׁ ְ יו וֹֽ ָ֧ כָּ נְז  וְג   (1 Chron. 28.11). Whoever wishes to 

pronounce it with the normal dagesh of tav, may do so and 

whoever wishes to pronounced it with with the heaviness 

of the tav of יו תִָּּ֜ ת־בָּׂ֨ אֶׁ ְ יו וֹֽ ָ֧ כָּ נְז  וְג   (1 Chron. 28.11), may do so, on 

condition that this is when there are a conjunctive accent 

and a disjunctive accent in the word without an interven-

ing letter. 

Since in these passages it is stated that there are only three 

tavs that all readers agree should be given a major dagesh, this 

major dagesh must be something different from normal dagesh 

forte. Both what is traditionally regarded as dagesh lene and also 

what is traditionally regarded as dagesh forte would, therefore, 

have to be considered to belong to the second grade, the ‘normal 
dagesh’. The examples cited for the ‘normal dagesh’ include only 
words that contain what is traditionally identified as dagesh lene, 

                                                 
27 Edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.3.0. 
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viz. ת ח  ַּ֣ י and ת  ֶ֤  It does not follow, however, that ‘normal .תוֹר 

dagesh’ must be identified as dagesh lene. Rather the author makes 

no distinction between dagesh lene and dagesh forte. This could 

have been because the ‘normal dagesh’ was considered to include 
a range of phonetic realizations and degrees of muscular pressure 

that included an ungeminated stop and a geminated stop. This is 

the usual interpretation of the function of the dagesh sign. 

Alternatively the passage could be interpreted as meaning that 

there was no phonetic distinction between what we call dagesh 

lene and dagesh forte. Rather tav with dagesh was normally 

realized with a similar degree of muscular pressure and duration, 

whether in contexts where it is traditionally interpreted as dagesh 

lene or in contexts where it is traditionally interpreted as dagesh 

forte. This, in fact, is the more straightforward interpretation of 

the passage, especially since the point of the passage is the 

division into ‘grades’ based on differences in degrees of 
‘heaviness’ (thiqal), i.e. muscular pressure, and one grade would 

not be expected to contain a range of different pressures. The 

third grade would, therefore, involve an exceptionally high 

degree of muscular pressure and, one can infer, duration, which 

are found only in a few isolated words. What we seem to have 

here, therefore, is a description of an ‘extended dagesh forte’ type 
of reading with the addition of three cases of extra-long dagesh.  

According to Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel in his Kitāb al-Khilaf, the 

Masorete Ben Naftali read all cases of ים תִּ  that had two accents בָּ

by applying more muscular force than in cases without two 
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accents (Lipschütz 1965, 4; Eldar 1994, 77).28 Ben Asher, 

however, is said to have disagreed with Ben Naftali and read only 

יו תִָּּ֜ ים and (I Chron. 28.11) בָּׂ֨ תִִּּ֜  .with strong pressure (Deut. 6.11) וּבָּׂ֨

The second example is not mentioned in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ but has 

the same accents (ʾazla and geresh). Ben Asher did not read any 

other cases of ים תִּ  with the same degree of pressure.29 Mishaʾel בָּ
ben ʿUzziʾel (Lipschütz ibid.) cites a Masoretic statement that is 
attributed to Ben Asher: ‘because he (Ben Asher) mentioned in 
his Masora saying that in the Bible are four cases with intense 

dagesh.’30 These statements in Kitāb al-Khilaf indicate that the 

pronunciation of tav as extra-long in some cases was a feature of 

the reading of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. 

At the end of the passage from the long version of the 

Hidāya it is stated that in the Tiberian reading there is a 

realization of resh that is not found in any other reading and that 

this ‘has the same status as the tav in the word  ִּת יםבָּ  according to 

the opinion of Ben Naftali,’ who pronounced the tav of this word 

with ‘a grade in between two grades’ (manzila bayna 

manzilatayn). The author of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ applies a 

                                                 
 כל לשון בתים מא כאן מנה בלחנין כאן בן־נפתלי ידגשה אעני ישד פיה זאיד עלי גירה 28

‘Every case of ים תִּ  with two accents was given dagesh by Ben Naftali, I בָּ

mean he pronounced it with force more than other cases (of the word 

without two accents)’. 
 He did not pronounce‘ ומא כאן גירהא מא כאן ישד פיה אמת̇אל הד̇א אלשד 29

other cases with the similar strength’ (Lipschütz 1965, 4; Eldar 1994, 

77).  

30 Ed. Lipschütz (1965, 4):  לאנה ד̇ כר פי מאסרתה וקאל אן פי אלקראן ארבעה
ה דגשיןבלשון מרוב . 
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classification based on grades (manāzil) to three variant 

articulations of resh. These were non-emphatic advanced uvular 

[ʀ]̟, emphatic alveolar [rˁ] and geminate respectively, which can, 

likewise, be correlated with three degrees of muscular pressure. 

The non-emphatic advanced uvular realization of resh is referred 

to in the Hidāya as the ‘light’ (khafīf) grade, the geminate resh, 

marked by a dagesh, is the ‘major’ (kabīr) grade, and the emphatic 

alveolar is ‘the grade between grades’ (manzila bayna 

manzilatayn) (Khan 1995, 2013c). Unlike the classification of the 

three variants of tav, the classification of three variants of resh is 

presented as two basic grades, with a third variant that is 

between two grades. The term manzila bayna manzilatayn is likely 

to originate in the Muʿtazilite theological tradition.31 It is used in 

Arabic grammatical literature to refer to cases of intermediate 

grammatical status. Al-Jurjānī (d. 471/1078), for example, states 

that the Arabic negator laysa has an intermediate position 

(manzila bayna manzilatayn) between the verb kāna and the 

negative particle mā with regard to the extent of its inflection.32 

Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel states that the distinctive feature of Ben 

Naftali’s reading of ים תִּ  was that he regularly pronounced the tav בָּ

in it with more force when it had two accents than when it lacked 

a secondary accent. The term manzila bayna manzilatayn, 

                                                 
31 It was one of the principles of Muʿtazilite doctrine that the term ‘un-

believer’ could not be applied to a Muslim believer who had committed 

a grave sin. The latter, therefore, could be neither a believer nor an 

unbeliever, but in an intermediate state (manzila bayna manzilatayn); cf. 

Gimaret (2015). 
32 See Baalbakki (2008, 132). 
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therefore, must be referring to a degree of strength that was 

greater than a normal dagesh. In the passage on the tav in the 

Hidāya, the normal dagesh was read as a geminate so the 

intermediate position of Ben Naftali is presumably referring to a 

degree of strength that was greater than normal gemination but 

less than the extra-long pronunciation in the specified cases. The 

practice of pronouncing the dagesh of tav with a strength greater 

than normal gemination was, according to the Hidāya, unique to 

the Tiberian tradition.33 

The passage cited above from the original Arabic versions 

of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ underwent an adaptation in the Hebrew 

versions of the work that were produced in medieval Europe, 

such as Horayat ha-Qore (twelfth century) and Sefer Ṭaʿame ha-

Miqra (thirteenth century) (Eldar 1994, 16–18). In Horayat ha-

Qore the passage has the following form:34 

                                                 
33 The Masorah Parva to I Chron. 28.11 contains the note:  ה׳ תוין דגשי׳
 There are five tavs that have strong dagesh’. It is not clear in which‘ בחוזק

words these tavs occur apart from the tav in יו תִָּּ֜  in the 1 Chron. 28.11 בָּׂ֨

(Dotan 1967, 15). 

34 Ed. Busi (1984, 60):  שער התי׳׳ו. בג׳ מקומות נדגשת התי׳׳ו, מכל התוי׳׳ן הנדגשות
והם וישימה תל עולם, ובתיו וגנזכיו, וגובריא אלך תלתיהון. וכל בתים, שהן לשון מדה, 
אבל, בתים  כגון: ויין בתים עשרים אלף ושמן בתים עשרים אלף, דכותהון פתח ודגש.
את מקנהו אל הבתים, ובתים מלאים כל טוב, הניס את עבדיו ו שהן לשון דירה, כגון:
ואת בתיו וגנזכיו, שאע׳׳פ שהוא לשון דירה  כולהון קמצין, ואין ידגיש בחוזק. מבלעדי:
הוא מדגיש בחוזק ובקמץ, מפני שיש בו משרת וטעם, ונראה כאילו הוא שני תיבות. ויש 
ובתים מליאים טוב, הואיל שהמשרת והטעם יחד  שמוסיפין עליהן, להדגיש בחוזק:
 .בתיבה
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Chapter on the tav. In three places tav has a (stronger) 

dagesh than all (other) tavs with dagesh, namely :  ָּה ֶ֤ ימֶׁ יְשִּ ל־ ו  ת 
ם   ת־ ,He made it an eternal heap of ruins’ (Josh. 8.28)‘ עוֹלָּ אֶׁ ְ וֹֽ

יו תִָּּ֜ יו בָּׂ֨ ָ֧ כָּ נְז  וְג   ‘and its houses and its treasuries’ (1 Chron. 

ֶ֤א ,(28.11 יָּ בְר  ךְ   וְג  ל  וֹן אִּ הֵּ֔ ת  ַּ֣ תְלָּ  ‘and these three men’ (Dan. 3.23), 

and all cases of בתים that denote measurement, such as ן יִּ  וְי ִּ֗
ים   תִּ ים ב  ַּ֣ שְרִּ ף עֶׁ לֶׁ ן אֵֶּׁ֔ מֶׁ ים וְשֶׁ֕ ֖ תִּ ים ב  ֹּ֥ שְרִּ ף עֶׁ לֶׁ ֹֽ אָּ  ‘and twenty thousand 

baths of wine, and twenty thousand baths of oil’ (2 Chron. 
2.9) and the like with pataḥ and dagesh. But (cases of) בתים 

that denote habitation, like ים תִִּּ֜ ים וּבָּׂ֨ ַּ֣ אִּ ל־טוּב   מְל  כָּ  ‘and houses 

full of all good things’ (Deut. 6.11), יס ַ֛ נִּ יו ה  ֹּ֥ דָּ ת־עֲבָּ ֖הוּ אֶׁ קְנ  ת־מִּ  וְאֶׁ
ים ֹֽ תִּ בָּ ל־ה   he made his slaves and his cattle flee into the‘ אֶׁ

houses’ (Exod. 9.20), all have qameṣ and are not given 

strong dagesh (i.e. they have dagesh lene), with the excep-

tion of יו תִָּּ֜ ת־בָּׂ֨ אֶׁ ְ יו וֹֽ ָ֧ כָּ נְז  וְג   (1 Chron. 28.11), which, although it 

denotes habitation, it has strong dagesh and qameṣ, because 

it contains a conjunctive accent and main accent, and it is 

as if it is two words. Some add to the ones (i.e. these ex-

amples) that should be given strong dagesh ים תִִּּ֜ ים וּבָּׂ֨ ַּ֣ אִּ ל־ מְל  כָּ
 because the conjunctive accent and main ,(Deut. 6.11) טוּב  

accent are together in the word.’ 

Here a section has been added to the original passage 

referring to the plural form ים תִּ  baths’. This version of the‘ ב 

passage conveys the sense that there are two types of dagesh, viz. 

dagesh forte and dagesh lene. The three cases of dagesh in the tav 

after qameṣ in    ם ל־עוֹלָּ הָּ ת  ֶ֤ ימֶׁ יְשִּ יו ,(Josh. 8.28) ו  ָ֧ כָּ נְז  יו וְג  תִָּּ֜ ת־בָּׂ֨ אֶׁ ְ  .Chron 1) וֹֽ

28.11) and וֹן הֵּ֔ ַּ֣ת  ךְ  תְלָּ ל  ֶ֤א אִּ יָּ בְר   and some also include ,(Dan. 3.23) וְג 

the dagesh after the qameṣ in   ל־טוּב ים כָּ ַּ֣ אִּ ים מְל  תִִּּ֜  are ,(Deut. 6.11) וּבָּׂ֨

equated with the dagesh of ים תִּ  i.e. they are interpreted as ,ב 

‘normal’ dagesh forte. In all other cases of ים תִּ  the dagesh is dagesh בָּ
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lene. There is no reference here at all to an extra-long grade of 

dagesh. Evidently the author of Horayat ha-Qore was not familiar 

with the version of the Tiberian reading tradition in which the 

extra-long dagesh existed. For this reason, he misunderstood the 

point of the original passage that the dagesh in the tav after qameṣ 
in the specified cases was exceptional in the degree of its strength 

and was not like the normal dagesh forte of words such as ים תִּ  .ב 

The author of Horayat ha-Qore was also unfamiliar with the 

extended dagesh forte reading, since he alludes to a dagesh lene in 

most cases of ים תִּ   35.בָּ

One may infer from this that extra-long dagesh was a 

phenomenon of the extended dagesh forte reading and was not 

known in the dagesh forte—dagesh lene reading. It would appear 

that only the latter was transmitted to Europe, or at least in the 

circles where the European recensions of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ were 

produced. If this is the case, then the reference to the Masoretes 

Ben Asher and Ben Naftali having extra-long dagesh in their 

                                                 
35 The passage has the same adapted form also in Sefer Ṭaʿame ha-Miqra. 

Eldar (1984, 28) used this adapted version of the passage on the tav in 

his interpretation of the original Arabic version of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ and 

this, therefore, led him to misinterpret the original. According to Eldar 

the al-dagesh al-kabīr ‘major dagesh’ of tav was not a fully geminated tav, 

but only a half-geminated one [tt]. The fully geminated tav [tt] is found 

in the word ים תִּ  This argument is based on the assumption that the .ב 

passage is excluding consideration of dagesh forte used to express 

gemination. In the passage on the grades of resh, however, the ‘major’ 
(kabīr) grade of the letter is said to be geminate resh with dagesh, as in 

ם   יתֶׁ רְאִּ  This is evidence that the classification of the .(Sam. 10.24 1) ה 

grades of strength of tav includes the full range of the realization of tav. 
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reading of tav in specific words would imply that their reading 

was of the extended dagesh forte type. 

Another section of Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ that could be 

interpreted as evidence for the extended dagesh forte reading is 

one that concerns the reading of word-initial בגדכפת letters with 

dagesh after a preceding word with a conjunctive accent in 

contexts where a fricative reading may be expected.36 Most of the 

constructions in this section contain word-initial בגדכפת 

consonants with what is normally interpreted as dagesh lene. The 

section, however, also includes word-initial בגדכפת consonants in 

deḥiq constructions. There is no doubt that the dagesh of deḥiq 

constructions was dagesh forte (§I.2.8.1.2.). It appears that 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ considered these to have the same type of בגדכפת 

stop as the other constructions, which would imply that the 

word-initial בגדכפת in the other constructions would have been 

pronounced with dagesh forte. 

The extended dagesh forte reading arose by giving the 

dagesh sign its full value in all contexts. One motivation for this 

was an attempt to make a maximally clear distinction between 

fricative and plosive forms of the בגדכפת letters. Another 

motivation for strengthening the pronunciation of the dagesh in 

this way was to mark a clear separation between syllables. This 

enhanced accuracy of reading words with בגדכפת consonants was 

achieved without deviating from the standard Tiberian notation 

system. 

                                                 
36 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.7; short version, 

edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.2.0. 
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Without doubt, there was a distinction historically between 

geminate and non-geminate בגדכפת stops (i.e. between dagesh 

forte and dagesh lene). This is seen, for example, in pre-Masoretic 

Greek and Latin transcriptions such as the Greek transcriptions 

of the second column of Origen’s Hexapla and the Latin 

transcriptions of Jerome: 

 βοκρ = ר רְד ף = ερδοφ ,ב קֶׁ ר = vs. ιδαββερ ,אֶׁ ב   = σαδδικιμ ,יְד 

ים יקִּ דִּ  (Brønno 1943, 357, 383) צ 

 iegdal = ל גְד  א = marphe ,(Sperber 1937, 158) יִּ רְפ   מ 

(Sperber 1937, 192), baddim = ים דִּ  ,(Sperber 1937, 211) ב 

thephphol = פ ל  (Sperber 1937, 159) תִּ

The evidence we have of the extended dagesh forte reading 

is datable to the tenth and early eleventh centuries in the use of 

the shadda in a certain group of the Karaite transcriptions and in 

Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ. This can be interpreted as reflecting the fact that 

it was in the late Masoretic period that the extended dagesh forte 

reading began to be used by some readers. Since the orthoepic 

work Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ seems to be assuming that the extended 

system is the correct Tiberian reading, it can be hypothesized that 

the extended system was regarded as the preferred system among 

the surviving teachers of the Tiberian reading at that period. In-

deed, we have argued above that the sources can be interpreted 

as indicating that this was a feature of the reading of Ben Asher 

and Ben Naftali, who belonged to the last generation of Tiberian 

Masoretes. 
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As the Karaite transcriptions suggest, the extended dagesh 

forte reading appears to have existed alongside the more con-

servative dagesh forte—dagesh lene reading. Fragments of anony-

mous Masoretic treatises datable to the tenth or eleventh centu-

ries reflect this variation. In one such treatise (ed. Allony and 

Yeivin 1985, 101), there is a reference to a distinction between 

‘heavy dagesh’ (dagesh thaqīl) and ‘light dagesh’ (dagesh khafīf) 
that corresponds to the normally accepted distinction between 

dagesh forte and dagesh lene. In another treatise, on the other 

hand, cases that are traditionally regarded as dagesh lene are re-

ferred to by the Arabic term for gemination tashdīd (II Firkovitch 

Evr.-Arab II 365, fols. 6r, 21r). 

The orthoepic development of the orally transmitted Tibe-

rian reading tradition appears not to have been known outside of 

Palestine and in the later Middle Ages it fell into complete obliv-

ion. This lack of knowledge of the latest stages of the Tiberian 

reading arose because the tradition was disseminated outside Pal-

estine and to later generations only in the form of the written 

vocalization. The vocalization in its standard form did not reflect 

these orthoepic developments. There is, therefore, a scholarly 

amnesia with regard to the final form of the Tiberian reading 

tradition, which can only be reconstructed in sources such as the 

Karaite transcriptions and the original Arabic versions of the or-

thoepic treatise Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ.  
This extended dagesh forte reading is likely to have been the 

stimulus for the use of dagesh forte on other consonants at the 

onset of syllables to mark clear syllable division in forms such as 

the verb  ֵּ֔ עְק בי   ‘he supplants’ (Jer. 9.3), which is attributed to Ben 



 Dagesh and Rafe 563 

Naftali in Kitāb al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschütz 1965, לג), and the ex-

tended use of dagesh in non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts (see 

§I.3.3. below).  

I.3.1.12. Dagesh in the Word ים תִּ  בָּ

According to the passage on the tav in Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ that was 

discussed in the previous section, the dagesh in the word ים תִּ  was בָּ

pronounced in two ways. When the word had a secondary accent, 

it was pronounced extra-long, with the third grade of muscular 

force, greater than cases of ים תִּ  without a secondary accent. Ben בָּ

Naftali pronounced all cases of the word with a secondary accent 

in this way, whereas Ben Asher read it as extra-long only in one 

(or according to the Kitāb al-Khilaf two) specific verse(s). The tav 

of the word was pronounced as a ‘normal’ dagesh (second grade 

tav) when the word did not have a secondary accent and also, in 

the case of the reading of Ben Asher, in cases where it had a 

secondary accent outside of the one (or two) specific verse(s). As 

discussed, the term ‘normal’ dagesh in this passage referred to a 

‘normal’ geminate dagesh forte, since Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ is des-

cribing an extended dagesh forte type of reading. 

The extra-long duration of the dagesh is possibly the result 

of a prosodic epenthesis between stress prominences. When there 

was a secondary accent in the word, the tav was given an added 

duration to ensure a clearer separation between the stresses for 

the sake of rendering the reading eurhythmic to a maximal 

extent. The same applies to the other two words in which, 

according to Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ, the tav was pronounced extra-long, 

viz. These are   ם ל־עוֹלָּ הָּ ת  ֶ֤ ימֶׁ יְשִּ ה ו  מֵָּּ֔ שְמָּ  ‘He made it an eternal heap of 
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ruins’ (Josh. 8.28, וֹן הֵּ֔ ת  ַּ֣ ךְ  תְלָּ ל  ֶ֤א אִּ יָּ בְר   .and these three men’ (Dan‘ וְג 

3.23). In both cases the tav occurs in between two stress promi-

nences that are close to each other. In   ם ל־עוֹלָּ הָּ ת  ֶ֤ ימֶׁ יְשִּ  one could ו 

assume that the word ל־  had a secondary stress, although it is ת 

not marked by an accent or a gaʿya. The word has a short /e/ 

vowel, without inherent length (cf. ֹלו ב like ,תִּ בוֹ ,ל   so it would ,(לִּ

be expected to be segol if not lengthened by some kind of stress 

(see §I.2.11.). 

In the group of Karaite transcriptions that reflect an ex-

tended dagesh forte reading a shadda sign is marked on the tāʾ 
representing the Hebrew tav in all cases, e.g. 

يباتّࣴـبَّ   (BL Or 2550 fol. 18v, 5 | L [BHS]: י ַּ֣ ת   Zeph. 2.7 ‘in בְבָּ

the houses of’). 
In the group of Karaite transcriptions that reflect a dagesh 

forte—dagesh lene reading, however, a shadda is not marked on 

the tāʾ, indicating that in this type of reading the word was read 

as a non-geminated stop, e.g. 

مىهب۠ات ّٖ   (BL Or 2544, fol. 189r, 13 | L [BHS]: ים ֹֽ תִּ בָּ  .Exod ה 

9.20 ‘the houses’) 

ن  يمات  ه۟بّࣴ۠-م   (BL Or 2544, fol. 159r, 8 | L [BHS]: ים ֹּ֥ תִּ בָּ ן־ה   מִּ

Exod. 8.9 ‘from the houses’) 

 ّ۠ ىب۠اتۛ  (BL Or 2544, fol. 181v, 4 | L [BHS]: י ֶ֤ ת   Exod. 8.17 ‘the בָּ

houses’) 
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ם   :BL Or 2549, fol. 40v, 8 | L [BHS]) ب۠اتۛيهۜامّ   יהֶׁ ת  ֹֽ  Jer. 6.12 בָּ

‘their houses’) 

بّࣴ۠  اتۜاًخ۠اوم   (BL Or 2544, fol. 158r, 13 | L [BHS]: ָיך ׁ֑ תֶׁ בָּ  .Exod וּמִּ

8.5 ‘and from your houses’) 
Also where there is a secondary accent in the word, the 

transcriptions of this group do not mark a shadda sign, reflecting 

a pronunciation with an ungeminated tav. This applies even to 1 

Chron. 28.11, which is the form in which, according to the 

Masoretic treatises, both Ben Asher and Ben Naftali read the tav 

as extra-long: 

بّ۠۠  اخ۠ااتّۜࣤوٟم   (BL Or 2544, fol. 158v, 10 | L [BHS]: ָיך תֵֶּׁ֔ ַּ֣ בָּ  .Exod וּמִּ

8.7 ‘and from your houses’) 

يمات ّۚوٟبّ۠۠   (BL Or 2442, fol. 213v, 13 | L [BHS]: ים תִִּּ֜  Deut. 6.11 וּבָּׂ֨

‘and houses’) 

اواتّۚ۠بّ۠۠   (BL Or 2556, fol. 122r, 7 | L [BHS]: יו תִָּּ֜  Chron. 28.11 1 בָּׂ֨

‘its houses’) 
We have seen that the author of Horayat ha-Qore in 

medieval Europe states that the tav of the word has dagesh lene, 

except in יו ָ֧ כָּ נְז  יו וְג  תִָּּ֜ ת־בָּׂ֨ אֶׁ ְ ל־טוּב   and (Chron. 28.11 1) וֹֽ ים כָּ ַּ֣ אִּ ים מְל  תִִּּ֜  וּבָּׂ֨
(Deut. 6.11). 

Ḥayyūj, writing in Spain at the end of the tenth century, 

considered that the tav in all instances of ים תִּ  was pronounced בָּ
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as an ungeminated stop. This is implied by the following passage 

from his Kitāb al-ʾAfʿāl Dhawāt Ḥurūf al-Līn:37 

‘As for the “light” (type of בגדכפת), this is like ית ֖ אשִּ א בְר  ַּ֣ רָּ  בָּ
ים ׁ֑  in the beginning God created’ (Gen. 1:1) … and like‘ אֱלֹהִּ

וּ לְאׂ֨ יךָ וּמָּ תִֶּׁ֜ י בָּ ַּ֣ ת  יךָ   וּבָּ דֶׁ ל־עֲבָּ כָּ  ‘and they shall fill your houses and 

the houses of your servants’ (Exod. 10.6).38 

Yequtiʾel ha-Naqdan, who was active in medieval Ashkenaz 

in the second half of the thirteenth century, writes in his work 

ʿEn ha-Qore that the tav in the word ים תִּ  should be read with בָּ

dagesh lene following Ḥayyūj:39  

‘I have found that Rabbi Yehudah Ḥayyūj, of blessed 

memory, said that there is a dagesh lene in the tavs of ָיך ֹֽ תֶׁ ֹֽ  ,בָּ

ים ֹֽ תִּ ֹֽ  and the like. …. Be careful not to pronounce the בָּ

dagesh strongly.’ 
                                                 
37 Ed. Jastrow (1897, 12–13):  א אלהים ... ومثل ומלאו רָּ ית בָּ אשִּ فامّا الخفيف فمثل בְר 
י כל עבדיך ת  יךָ וּבָּ תֶׁ  .בָּ

38 The plosive pronunciation of the tav after long qameṣ was regarded 

as anomalous by Ḥayyūj and he is quoted by Ibn Ezra in his Sefer Ṣaḥot 

(ed. del Valle Rodríguez 1977, 1:289) to the effect that the qameṣ occurs 

to differentiate the word in meaning from ים תִּ  baths’ (measure of‘ ב 

capacity); cf. Charlap (1999, 121–22). The source of such a statement 

about the differentiating function of the qameṣ cannot be identified in 

the extant corpus of Ḥayyūj’s writings. It may be based on Ibn Ezra’s 
misinterpreation of the passage concerning the בגדכפת consonants and 

ים תִּ  in Kitāb al-ʾAfʿāl Dhawāt Ḥurūf al-Līn (ed. Jastrow 1897, 12–13) בָּ

(José Martínez Delgado, personal communication). 

39 Ed. Gumpertz (1958, 46):  ים ודומי׳ ֹֽ תִּ ֹֽ יךָ בָּ ֹֽ תֶׁ ֹֽ מצאתי שאמר ר׳ יהודה חיוג ז׳׳ל בָּ
 .יש בהם דגש קל בתו׳׳יהם ... השמר לך שלא תדגיש את התי׳׳ו בחזק
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The reading traditions of the Jewish communities in 

Arabic-speaking countries in modern times preserved the 

gemination of dagesh forte according to the distribution of the 

dagesh forte—dagesh lene system of reading. There is no trace of 

an extended dagesh forte type of reading. Nor is there any trace 

of an extra-long gemination of tav. The plural form ים תִּ  is בָּ

regularly read with dagesh lene, e.g. Yemen: bavoːtʰeːxäm (ם ֹֽ יכֶׁ ת   בְבָּ

‘in your houses’ Isa. 3.14) (Morag 1963, 38; Yaʾakov 2015, 72 

n.134). This applied even to cases where the word has a 

secondary accent. 

It appears, therefore, that the extended dagesh forte reading, 

which included the reading of the tav of ים תִּ  as geminate and as בָּ

extra-long in some cases where it had two accents, fell into obliv-

ion in Jewish communities outside of medieval Palestine.  

I.3.1.13. Loss of Gemination 

Gemination has been lost in the Tiberian tradition in the follow-

ing circumstances. 

I.3.1.13.1. Guttural Consonants 

Guttural consonants, and frequently also resh, lost their gemina-

tion in the pre-Masoretic period due to their weakness. In such 

cases the preceding vowel was lengthened by way of compensa-

tion: 

ם  ָּ֫ דָּ אָּ  the man’ < *haʾʾadam‘ [hɔːʔɔːˈðɔːɔm] הָּ

ע ָּ֫   ץהָּ  [hɔːˈʕeːesˁ] ‘the tree’ < *haʿʿeṣ 
ש  דֶׁ ח ָּ֫  the month’ < *haḥḥodeš‘ [haːˈħoːðɛʃ] ה 
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וּא  הָּ֫  that’ < *hahhū‘ [haːˈhuː] ה 

ש  מֶׁ רֶׁ  the creeping creature’ < *harrɛmɛš‘ [hɔːˈʀɛ̟ːmɛʃ] הָּ

I.3.1.13.2. Weak Consonants with Shewa 

Gemination is occasionally lost in a consonant that has vocalic 

shewa. This applies in particular to sibilants, sonorants (yod, 

lamed, mem, nun) and qof, which are weak consonants. The loss 

of gemination in such cases has two causes, viz. the articulatory 

weakness of the consonants and the prosodic weakness of the syl-

lable of the shewa (§I.2.5.2.). There is some variation across the 

manuscripts with regard to the loss of gemination in such forms. 

In some cases, there is no compensatory lengthening of the pre-

ceding vowel, and the consonant that loses the gemination is syl-

labified as the coda of the preceding syllable, e.g. 

L:  ים ֹֽ בִּ שְל  ה   ‘the frames’ (1 Kings 7.28 <  ְש יםה  ֹֽ בִּ ל  ) 

L: ֖ם יִּ לְוִּ ם > .the Levites’ (Exod. 6.25, etc‘ ה  יִּ לְוִּ  (ה 

L: ר ֹּ֥ ב  יְד  יְ  > .and he spoke (Gen. 8.15, etc‘ ו  רו  ֹּ֥ ב  ד  ) 

In some cases, the preceding vowel is lengthened, generally 

indicated by a gaʿya, and the consonant that has lost the gemina-

tion is read with vocalic shewa. This applies most commonly to a 

mem after the definite article (§I.2.5.8.1.) and a sequence of two 

identical consonants (§I.2.5.8.3.): 

L: ר ֹּ֥ ב  מְד  ֹֽ רמְ ה   >.the one speaking’ (Gen. 45.12, etc‘ ה  ֹּ֥ ב  ד   ‘the one 

speaking’) 
L:  ְל ֹֽ וֹבְְק  לׁ֑  ‘when he cursed’ (A: ֹו לֲלׁ֑ ֹֽ לְלוֹבְ  > Sam. 16.7 2 ,בְְק  ק  ) 
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I.3.1.13.3. Loss of Gemination when Adjacent to another 

Geminated Consonant 

Dotan (1983) has shown that in L a dagesh marking gemination 

is sometimes omitted in a consonant with a full vowel when it is 

immediately followed by another geminated consonant. The 

omission of dagesh in this context is too systematic to be regarded 

as simply a scribal error, but rather it must be considered to re-

flect a phenomenon of the reading tradition. It is attested most 

commonly in weak consonants of the type that tend to omit 

dagesh when they are pronounced with shewa, i.e. sibilants, son-

orants and qof. The majority of examples occur after the inter-

rogative ה־ ן the preposition ,מ   the definite article or the vav ,מִּ

consecutive. In many cases the dagesh is printed in BHS, although 

it does not appear in the manuscript L, e.g. 

א  ֖ שָּ ה־מ  ה־מ   > What is the burden’ (Jer. 23.33)‘ מ  אמ  ֖ שָּ  

ש    ימִּ ֹּ֥ ד   ‘from the Almighty’ (BHS י ֹּ֥ ד  ש  י > (Isa. 13.6 ,מִּ ֹּ֥ ד  ש   מִּ

צִּ   וּןה  יַּ֣  ‘the monument’ (BHS וּן יַּ֣ צִּ וּן > (Kings 23.17 2 ,ה  יַּ֣ צִּ  ה 

מ    הוְה  ֹּ֥ כָּ ס   ‘and the covering’ (BHS ה ֹּ֥ כָּ ס  מ   > (Isa. 28.20 ,וְה 

ה ֹּ֥ כָּ ס  מ   וְה 

יםה    ַּ֣ לִּ בֳּ שִּ  ‘the ears of corn’ (Gen. 41.24, BHS mistranscribes 

the first vowel as a qameṣ due to erroneously interpreting a 

fleck on the parchment as the lower dot of a qameṣ: ים ַּ֣ לִּ בֳּ שִּ  ;הָּ

cf. B   יםשִּ ה ַּ֣ לִּ בֳּ ) 

יִּ   םו  חֶׁ ֖ לָּ  ‘and he fought’ (BHS ם חֶׁ ֖ לָּ יִּ ם > (Jud. 11.20 ,ו  חֶׁ ֖ לָּ יִּ  ו 

ֹֽה  יָּ זִּ זִּ  > Uzziah’ (2 Kings 15.30)‘ ע  ֹֽהע  יָּ  

ַּ֣א  יָּ מ  מ   >nations’ (Aramaic, Dan. 3.7)‘ א  ַּ֣אא  יָּ  
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This kind of omission of dagesh occurs in the onset of un-

stressed syllables and the following geminated consonant typi-

cally, though not invariably, forms the onset of a stressed sylla-

ble. The consonant that has lost the gemination is, therefore, gen-

erally prosodically weaker. The condition that the omission of 

the gemination occurs adjacent to other gemination could reflect 

a rhythmic phenomenon, whereby the clash of two strengthened, 

and so prosodically prominent, consonants is avoided. 

I.3.1.14. Erroneous Printing of Dagesh in BHS 

Golinets (2013), in an important study of the manuscript L, has 

drawn attention to a number of errors in the diplomatic edition 

of L that is printed in BHS and its derivative digital editions in 

the reading of vocalization signs. This is due to various reasons, 

including confusion of natural specks on the parchment for pen 

marks, the concealment of vocalization signs by the strokes of 

letters and the overwriting or erasure of vocalization signs by a 

later hand. 

Many of the errors in reading relate to the dagesh sign. Sev-

eral dagesh signs that appear in unusual places in various words 

in BHS and are not found in other manuscripts have been demon-

strated by Golinets (2013, 250–51) to be specks on the parchment 

of L. These include the following cases:40 

                                                 
40 There are a few additional places where the printed version of BHS is 

correct, but some of the digital versions and BHQ have an erroneously 

marked dagesh; see Golinets (2013, 250-251) for details. 
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  L BHS 

Gen. 26.1  ֹּ֥ ימֶׁ ךְאֲבִּ לֶׁ ךְ  לֶׁ ֹּ֥ ימֶׁ  ’Abimelech‘ אֲבִּ
Gen. 34.28  ׁ֑ יהֶׁ םחֲמ ר  ם  ׁ֑ יהֶּׁ  ’their asses‘ חֲמ ר 
Gen. 39.19 ה שָּ ֹּ֥ הּ עָּ שָּ ֹּ֥  ’he has done‘  עָּ
Deut. 12.9   א םל א־בָּ ֖ תֶׁ ם  ֖ אתֶׁ  ’you have not come‘ ל א־בָּ
Jud. 14.2  ֖ הּ לִּ ֹּ֥ יקְחוּ־אוֹתָּ י   ֖ הּ לִּ ֹּ֥  ’take her for me‘  קְחוּ־אוֹתָּ
Jud. 19.5  ֹֽ תִּ רְפָּ יחֶׁ י  ֹֽ תִּ רְפָּ  ’insult of me‘  חֶׁ
Cant. 6.8  ְוֹתמ כֵּ֔ לָּ וֹת  כֵּ֔  ’queens‘   מְלָּ

I.3.2. RAFE 

The rafe sign is a horizontal line written over a letter. As with 

several other Masoretic terms, it appears to be an Aramaic parti-

ciple in origin ה פ   In Judaeo-Arabic Masoretic treatises it is .רָּ

sometimes Arabicized as an Arabic participle, e.g. the anonymous 

treatise preserved in the Genizah CUL T-S NS 157.52: ראפיה 
rāfiyya, pl. רואפי rawāfī. 

The main use of the sign is to mark בגדכפת consonants as 

fricative. It is not, however, marked consistently in manuscripts. 

The marking of the sign was not standardized in the Tiberian 

tradition to the same extent as the marking of dagesh and it differs 

from one manuscript to another. Some of the model Tiberian 

manuscripts mark it more frequently than others. Rafe signs are, 

for example, more abundant in C and S than in L and A. It is 

marked only rarely in B. If two letters together both require rafe, 

the sign is generally only marked once over the space between 

them. 
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Rafe is not represented in most printed editions, including 

BHS and BHQ, which are based on L.41  

The inconsistent marking of rafe on fricative בגדכפת conso-

nants in L can be seen in the two sample verses below: 

L: Gen. 30.1-2 

א רֶׁ ַּ֣ ת  ל ו  ח ִּ֗ י רָּ ַּ֣ א כִּ ה   ל ֶ֤ לְדָּ ֹֽ ב יָּ עֲק ֵּ֔ א לְי  ֹּ֥ נ  תְק  ל ו  ֖ ח  הּ רָּ ׁ֑ אֲח תָּ ר ב  אמֶׁ ת ֶ֤ עֲק ב   ו  ל־י  ֹֽ בָּ  אֶׁ ֹֽ ה־הָּ
י ַּ֣ ים לִּ נִֵּּ֔ ן בָּ יִּ ֖ ם־א  ה וְאִּ ֹּ֥ תָּ י׃ מ  כִּ נ ֹֽ ף אָּ ֹּ֥ ר־א  ח  ֹֽ יִּ ב ו  עֲק ֖ ל י  ׁ֑ ח  ר בְרָּ אמֶׁ י ִּ֗ ת ו  ח  ֶ֤ ים   הֲת   אֱלֹהִּ

י כִּ נ ֵּ֔ ע אָּ ֹּ֥ נ  ר־מָּ ךְ   אֲשֶׁ ֖ מ  ן׃ מִּ טֶׁ ֹֽ י־בָּ  פְרִּ

When Rachel saw that she bore Jacob no children, she 

envied her sister; and she said to Jacob, “Give me children, 

or I shall die!”Jacob's anger was kindled against Rachel, 

and he said, “Am I in the place of God, who has withheld 

from you the fruit of the womb?”  

In most manuscripts, the rafe sign is generally, but not 

always, marked also on non-consonantal he and ʾalef, e.g. ֿה לְכָּ  מ 

‘queen’,   א -he came.’ A few manuscripts, especially C and S, of‘ בָּ

ten mark a rafe on the ʾalef in ל א   שְרָּ  Israel’, possibly reflecting its‘ יִּ

elision in this frequently occurring word. 

The rafe sign is used sporadically on other letters in the 

manuscripts.42 This is found mainly in contexts in which dagesh 

would be expected according to normal morphological patterns 

and prosodic processes, e.g. 

Weak letters that have lost dagesh when pointed with shewa: 

A:  ְ י וּו  קְשֵּ֔ ב   ‘and they inquired’ (Jud. 6.29) 

                                                 
41 Rafe signs are marked in Ginsburg’s Massoretico-Critical Text of the 

Hebrew Bible (1894). 
42 Yeivin (1980, 286-7), Blapp (2017, 17-19). 
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A:  ְ ל  וּשִּ חַּ֣  ‘send’ (Psa. 74.7) 

 
Omission of dagesh in word-initial position where it would nor-

mally occur according to the rules of deḥiq (§I.2.8.1.2.): 

A:  ֹֽ ה ל ִּ יחָּ ַּ֣ ישִּ  ‘a meditation for me’ (Psa. 119.99) 

 
After an accent in words where gemination would normally oc-

cur: 

A:  ָּ מ ֶ֤ הלָּ  ‘why’ (Job 7.20) 

 
The rafe sign is sometimes marked in contexts that closely resem-

ble contexts where dagesh would be expected, e.g. on a prefix of 

a verbal form that is preceded by vav with shewa to distinguish it 

clearly from a geminated prefix of a wayyiqṭol form: 

A:  ִּ עוְי  ֖ שְמ   ‘and will listen’ (Isa. 42.23) 

A:  ָּ אוְי  ב ַּ֣  ‘that he may come’ (1 Sam. 4.3) 

 
After a prefixed preposition with shewa to distinguish the con-

struction from constructions with a preposition combined with a 

definite article: 

C:  ְַּ֣המ   ב עֲל   ‘on he the hill of’ (1 Sam. 9.11) 

 
On the nun of first person and third person feminine verbal suf-

fixes to distinguish them from verbal suffixes with geminate nun: 

A:  ִּ נ  ד  יפְֶ֭  ‘redeem me’ (Psa. 119.134) 

A:  ִּ נ  ַּ֣ מְת  יש   ‘you have made me’ (Job 7.20) 

L:  ָּ ינ  ֖ לֶׁ התְצִּ  ‘they will tingle’ (1 Sam. 3.11) 
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Hidāyat al-Qāriʾ uses the term rafe for an ungeminated consonant 

in such contexts, e.g. 

When a rafe (letter) follows it, it has segol, as in ה לידידי מֶׁ  

(L: ה ַּ֣ י מֶׁ ֵ֞ ידִּ ידִּ ֹֽ לִּ , A: ה ַּ֣ י מֶׁ ֵ֞ ידִּ ידִּ ֹֽ לִּ  Jer. 11.15 ‘what has my be-

loved?’).43 

The letters with rafe in the contexts just described typically 

belong the set of weak sonorant letters ל ,מ ,נ. Rafe is sometimes 

marked on these letters in the manuscripts, no doubt by a process 

of analogical extension, when they are ungeminated in other con-

texts, where there is no risk of confusion with geminated letters, 

e.g. 

C:  ֖ ל ָּ נוּגְמָּ  ‘he has granted us’ (Isa. 63.7) 

C:  ְ מ וֹח  תֹֽ צָּ  ‘its leavening’ (Hos. 7.4) 

S:  ִּ֖ דְע נ ייִּ  ‘wizard’ (Lev. 20.27) 

S: ה ׁ֑ ִּ ינ ָּ שְנ   and into a byword’ (Deut. 28.37).44‘ וְלִּ

In some manuscripts, rafe is occasionally marked on vav to 

indicate its consonantal value. This is found before ּו expressing 

[uː] and also in other contexts (§I.1.6.), e.g.45  

C:  ׁ֑ שְו וּוְת   ‘and you make equal’ (Isa. 46.5) 

L:  ִּ יו ֶ֤ יהִּ  ‘and let it be’ (Psa. 90.17) 

                                                 
43 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.3.2.2.:  י ומא תבעה רפ 
ה לידידי  .כאן בסגולה כק̇ מֶׁ

44 Yeivin (1980, 286–87). 

45 Yeivin (1980, 286). 
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I.3.3. DAGESH AND RAFE IN MANUSCRIPTS WITH NON-

STANDARD TIBERIAN VOCALIZATION 

There is a considerable degree of variation in the use of the dagesh 

sign in manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization, but 

there is a clear tendency in many manuscripts for the sign to be 

used more frequently than in the standard Tiberian vocalization. 

Concomitantly there is also a wider use of the rafe sign. 

The distribution of dagesh and rafe in Codex Reuchlinianus, 

the best known biblical manuscript with this system of vocaliza-

tion, has been studied by Morag (1959). The use of dagesh and 

rafe in numerous other manuscripts of this type written in Eu-

rope, both biblical and non-biblical, has been described by Eldar 

(1978, 125–43). He shows that many of the manuscripts follow a 

basic principle of marking of dagesh similar to that of Codex 

Reuchlinianus, although there is a considerable amount of diver-

sity in points of detail. Yeivin (1986) has described the distribu-

tion of dagesh in Vatican Urbinati 2, which was also written in 

Europe and exhibits a somewhat different distribution from the 

aforementioned manuscripts. The investigation by Blapp (2017, 

2018) of Genizah fragments with Non-Standard Tiberian vocali-

zation of a predominantly eastern origin from an earlier period 

(tenth–thirteenth centuries) has revealed a basic distribution sim-

ilar to Codex Reuchlinianus and the material surveyed by Eldar, 

although each fragment exhibits some variant features. 

In the Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, the rules of the 

marking of dagesh and rafe on the בגדכפת letters in the Standard 

Tiberian system are, in principle, applied to all letters, except the 



576 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

pharyngeals (ע ,ח), ר and those that function as both matres lec-

tionis and consonants ( י א, ה, ו, ). The dagesh sign, therefore, is 

marked on the majority of letters at the beginning of a word and 

within a word after a silent shewa. 

Genizah manuscripts 

  ֶ֭ ִּ צ  יק  יםדִּ  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2018, 138 | L [BHS]:  ים יקִּ דִּ ֶ֭ ת צ  ַּ֣ תוֹעֲב   

Prov. 29.27 ‘abomination of the righteous’) 
ַּ֣יק    רְנ   (T-S A13.35, Blapp 2018, 139 | L [BHS]:  ַּ֣י רְנ  ל־ק  וְכָּ Psa. 

75.11 ‘all the horns of’) 
חְסׁ֑   וֹרמ   (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2018, 141 | L [BHS]: וֹר חְסׁ֑  .Prov מ 

28.27 ‘lack’) 
  ְ ל  ת  ק  חֶׁ  (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2018, 141 | L [BHS]:    ת לְק  חֶׁ Ruth 4.3 

‘portion of’) 
European manuscripts 

ַּ֣ ס ְ מִּ   רפָּ  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 217 | L [BHS]: 

ר ַּ֣ סְפָּ  (’Isa. 10.19 ‘number מִּ
  ׁ֑ כָּ לָּ מ ְ הֿמ   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 225 | L [BHS]: 

ה ׁ֑ כָּ מְלָּ  (’Jer. 18.9 ‘kingdom מ 
  ֹֽ רְמִּ יכ   (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 217 | L [BHS]: 

י ֹֽ רְמִּ  (’Isa. 5.3 ‘my vineyard כ 
ֹֽ נ    סס    (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 217 | L [BHS]: ס ֹֽ  נ ס 

Isa. 10.18 ‘sick’) 
Another aspect of the extension of dagesh in the Non-Stand-

ard Tiberian system is the use in some manuscripts of dagesh on 
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word-initial בגדכפת consonants after a preceding word with a fi-

nal vowel and conjunctive accent, where a fricative form of the 

letter would be expected in Standard Tiberian. In these manu-

scripts, dagesh is used also on other consonants in this context. 

Examples: 

וּ כָּ י ֹֽ   יךָ  אבְדֶ֤ ל־אוֹיְבֶׁ   (Vatican Urbinati 2, Yeivin 1986, 495 | L 

[BHS]:   ָיך ל־אוֹיְבֶׁ  וּ כָּ -Jud. 5.31 ‘may all your enemies per י אבְדֶ֤

ish’) 
י נִּ   ַּ֣ ׁ֑פוּכִּ גָּ  (Vatican Urbinati 2, Yeivin 1986, 495 | L [BHS]:  י ַּ֣ כִּ

ׁ֑פוּ גָּ  (’Jud. 20.36 ‘that they were defeated נִּ
According to Morag (1959, 226–28), the dagesh sign at the 

beginning of a word and after silent shewa in this system of vo-

calization did not have a phonetic realization of gemination but 

only had the function of indicating a syllable boundary. Eldar 

(1978, 125–43) likewise takes the view that this dagesh did not 

have a phonetic realization but rather was a ‘separative dagesh’.  
Yeivin (1983, 1986) agrees with Morag and Eldar that the 

function of the dagesh in the Non-standard Tiberian manuscripts 

was to express the division of syllables. He argues, however, that 

it was not simply an abstract sign but rather had the phonetic 

value of a dagesh forte. This would explain why it is not marked 

on consonants that do not in principle take dagesh forte, in 

particular the pharyngeal consonants.  

I should like to argue that the distribution of the dagesh in 

manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization reflects a 

type of reading that arose by an analogical extension of the 

extended dagesh forte reading (§I.3.1.11.3.). The analogical 

process involved extending the gemination marking strengthened 
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syllable onsets from בגדכפת consonants to all consonants in 

syllable onsets that could be geminated. Since gemination was a 

potential feature also of a range of other consonants, this distri-

bution of gemination of the בגדכפת consonants in the extended 

dagesh forte reading was extended further to include these other 

consonants. This took place by a process of regularization, which 

resulted in a more consistent distribution of the orthoepic use of 

dagesh to mark clear syllable divisions, e.g. 
 

Extended dagesh forte 

reading 

        Non-Standard Tiberian 

Tiberian reading 

שְב ר שְב ר  ̟[ttʰiʃ.ˈbboːoʀ] תִּ  ̟[ttʰiʃ.ˈbboːoʀ] תִּ

שְמ ר שְמ    ̟[ttʰiʃ.ˈmoːoʀ] תִּ רתִּ  [ttʰiʃ.ˈmmoːoʀ]̟ 

שְמ ר רשְמ  נִּ   ̟[niʃ.ˈmoːoʀ] נִּ  [nniʃ.ˈmmoːoʀ]̟ 
 

The incipient extension of dagesh to strengthen the onsets 

of syllables is found in forms such as ֹן־ל֖ו תֶׁ יִּ  ,and he gave him’ (L‘ ו 

Gen. 24.36) and forms attributed to Ben Naftali such as ן־נוּן  the‘ בִּ

son of Nun’ and  ֵּ֔ עְק בי   ‘he supplants’ (Jer. 9.3). 

The orthoepic marking of dagesh on the second of two iden-

tical letters across word-boundaries, such as ן־נוּן  and on a letter ,בִּ

after a vowelless guttural, such as  ֵּ֔ עְק בי  , is found also in some 

manuscripts with Palestinian pronunciation (Fassberg 1987), e.g. 

[בך]בּ-[ל]ע   (T-S A43.1, Revell 1970a, 76 | L [BHS]: ְך ׁ֑ ב  ל־לִּ  ע 

Isa. 57.11 ‘on your heart’) 
[צדקה]מ ָָ[ים]ק[ו]ח ָ[ר]ה ָ   (Bod. Heb. e 30 ff. 48-49, Revell 

1970a, 76 | L [BHS]: ה ֹֽ ְקָּ צְדָּ ים מִּ ֖ רְחוְֹקִּ  Isa. 46.12 ‘who are far הָּ

from righteousness’) 
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ָ[נח]  [בו]ש   (Bod. Heb. e 30 ff. 48-49, Revell 1970a, 77 | L 

[BHS]: ּבו חְשֵָּּ֔  ’Isa. 5.28 ‘they seemed נֶׁ
[ק]מ ָ[ע]ה ָ   (Bod. Heb. e 30 ff. 48-49, Revell 1970a, 77 | L 

[BHS]: ק ַּ֣ עְמ   (’Isa. 7.11 ‘let it be deep ה 
The use of the rafe sign is likewise extended in some Pales-

tinian manuscripts analogously to its extension in Non-Standard 

Tiberian manuscripts. It is found in particular on consonants 

following ḥet and ʿayin that do not close a syllable, thus con-

trasting with dagesh that marks syllable closure after these con-

sonants as we have just seen, e.g. 

ןפעמ ָ   (T-S A43.1, Revell 1970a, 77 | L [BHS]: ן עֲמ ֶ֤  .Exod פ 

28.34 ‘bell’) 
ָ[ח]א ָ  [ה]ש   (T-S A43.1, Revell 1970a, 77 | L [BHS]: ה חֱשֵֶּׁ֔  .Isa אֶׁ

62.1 ‘I will not keep silent’) 
In some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, dagesh is 

added to a letter after a vowel, where a dagesh is lacking in the 

standard Tiberian tradition. This is found predominantly on the 

weak letters ק ,נ ,מ ,ל and the sibilants in word-medial or word-

final position, e.g. 

יךָ  ה    ַּ֣ יכוֹתֶׁ לִּ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]: ָיך ַּ֣ יכוֹתֶׁ  הֲלִּ

Psa. 68.25 ‘your processions’) 
מְ   ץ֘ יִּ ח   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]:  ֘ץ מְח   .Psa יִּ

68.22 ‘he will shatter’) 
  ֶ֤ נִּ יעָּ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]: י ַּ֣ נִּ  Psa. 70.6 עָּ

‘poor’) 
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ךָ  יׁ֑ שֶׁ קְ ב  מְ    (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]: ָיך ֹּ֥ קְשֶׁ  .Psa מְב ָּ֫

70.5 ‘those who seek you’) 
  ׁ֑ שִּ יבאָּ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]: יב ׁ֑ שִּ  .Psa אָּ

68.23 ‘I will bring back’) 
גֿ  לְ יִּ ַּ֣ ד   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]: ל ַּ֣ גְד   Psa. 70.5 יִּ

‘he is great’) 
ל  ֹֽ ל־ :T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]) כ   Psa. 69.20 כָּ

‘all of’) 
  ֹּ֥ ם  בְדָּ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]: ם ֹּ֥ דָּ  Psa. 68.24 בְָּ֫

‘in blood’) 
These letters exhibit features of weakness in the standard 

Tiberian tradition, such as the loss of dagesh when they have 

shewa (§I.2.5.2.). It is likely, therefore, that the dagesh that is 

added to them in these contexts after open syllables was primar-

ily intended as an orthoepic measure to guard against their weak 

articulation and to ensure that they were pronounced distinctly.  

Another consonant that is sometimes marked with dagesh 

after a vowel in such manuscripts is ṭet, e.g. 

ַ֛ פ  וּתְ   ילְט  נִּ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 144 | L [BHS]: י נִּ ׁ֑ לְט  תְפ   .Psa וֹּֽ

71.2 ‘and you rescue me’) 
The manuscript T-S A13.20, where Blapp has identified 

many examples of this feature, also exhibits the marking of 

dagesh on word-initial consonants that do not usually take word-

initial dagesh in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, such as ḥet, 

vav and yod: 
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ׁ֑יםח     יִּ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 143 | L [BHS]: ׁ֑ים יִּ ר ח  פֶׁ ַּ֣ ס   .Psa מִּ

69.29 ‘of the living’) 
ץוָּּ   רֶׁ ׁ֑ אָּ  (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 143 | L [BHS]: ץ רֶׁ ׁ֑ אָּ ם וָּ יִּ ַּ֣ מ   .Psa שָּ

69.35 ‘and earth’) 
שוּב  י     (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 163 | L [BHS]: ּשו ב ַּ֣  Psa. 70.3 י 

‘let them be put to shame’)  
There are numerous Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts 

with the extended use of dagesh in the Genizah, which are datable 

to the Masoretic period or shortly after, i.e. tenth–thirteenth 

centuries (Díez Macho 1963; Blapp 2017, 2018). Arrant (2020) 

has shown that many of these manuscripts were written in a 

monumental format with three columns similar to the model 

Tiberian manuscripts. This suggests that the marking of dagesh in 

such manuscripts reflected a living reading tradition in the 

Middle East at the time when such manuscripts were written.46 

Manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian extended dagesh 

were widely distributed in medieval Ashkenaz. Yequtiʾel ha-

Naqdan, who was writing in medieval Ashkenaz in the second 

half of the thirteenth century, is aware of the existence of such 

manuscripts. He and readers in his community, however, thought 

that the dagesh was a dagesh lene and so, understandably, the 

dagesh had no phonetic realization in consonants that did not 

                                                 
46 Some medieval Arabic sources report marginal cases of tashdīd (i.e. 

gemination) of consonants at the beginning of syllables in the recitation 

of the Qurʾān, e.g.  ُف  .yakhṭṭifu ‘it takes away’ (Q 2.20) (ed يَخْط ِّ

Bergsträsser, 1934, 3). This would, presumably, reflect a similar 

orthoepic measure to ensure clear syllable division. 
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belong to the בגדכפת group. This is expressed in the following 

passage from his ʿEn ha-Qore (ed. Yarqoni 1985, 105): 

‘Now you should understand that the letters בגדכפת with 

dagesh are heard in all words (marked with them). Their 

being pronounced with dagesh or rafe is known in the 

language and fixed in the mouth, in the place of 

articulation, whether it be dagesh forte or dagesh lene. But 

as for the letters וזלטמנסצקש, the dagesh lene is not heard in 

them in most places … most people of our land do not 
know how to pronounce the dagesh lene that occurs in these 

letters.’47 

Yequtiʾel then gives a number of examples of dagesh lene in 

the letters וזלטמנסצקש both after guttural letters, e.g. ּה עְלֶָּׁ  and ,ב 

after non-guttural letters, e.g. ּבְקְעו  .(Yarqoni 1985, 107) נִּ

Although the tradition of marking this dagesh continued in 

medieval Ashkenaz, Yequtiʾel’s remarks indicate that the reading 
of the dagesh as dagesh forte had largely fallen into oblivion. He 

qualifies his remarks with the phrase ‘in most places … most 
people of our land’, which may indicate that he was aware of 

some vestiges of the type of pronunciation that was originally 

reflected by the extended dagesh of the Non-Standard Tiberian 

vocalization. Indeed a statement by David Qimḥi, writing in 

southern France at roughly the same period as Yequtiʾel, could 
                                                 
ועתה הבן לך כי אותיות ב̇ג̇ד̇כ̇פ̇ת̇ נשמעים בכל מלה בדגש ודיגושם ורפיונם ניכר בלשון  47
ותקוע בפה במוצא הדיבור בין שהוא דגש קל בין שהוא דגש חזק אבל ו̇ז̇ל̇ט̇מ̇נ̇ס̇צ̇ק̇ש̇ 
הדגש הקל לא נשמע בהם ברוב מקומות ... ורוב אנשי ארצנו לא ידעו להשמיע את הדגש 
 .הקל הבא בותיות האלה
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be interpreted as indicating that there were still memories of this 

original pronunciation. In his Mikhlol he states: 

‘Whenever mobile shewa is followed by one of the letters 

דכפתבג , the letter from the בגדכפת (letters) is soft … The 

same applies to the other letters with regard to their 

strength and lightness, for example in ה מָּ  why’ the‘ לָּ

reading of the lamed is strong and in ה מָּ  and why?’ the‘ וְלָּ

reading of the lamed is light because of the mobile shewa 

in it. In וֹל אַּ֣ יש שָּ אִּ ל־הָָּ֠ א  ֹֽ שָּ  ‘the man questioned us carefully’ 
(Gen. 43.7) the reading of the shin is strong; in ל א  ֹּ֥ וֹ וְשָּ לַ֛  ‘and 

he shall ask for him’ (Num. 27.21) the reading of the shin 

is light. In ּו פְלֹּ֥ יךָ נָּ ֹֽ נֶׁ פָּ  ‘(why) has your countenance fallen?’ 
(Gen. 4.6) the reading of the nun is strong; in ּפְל֖ו וּמוּ וְנָּ קֹּ֥  וְל א־יָּ
וֹד -they will fall and not rise again’ (Amos 8.14) the read‘ עֹֽ

ing of the nun is light. Likewise, the other letters (are read) 

in this way, except for yod, which is always light unless it 

has dagesh.’48 

In this passage, Qimḥi refers to strong and weak variants of 

consonants. He states that this variation is found not only in the 

consonants בגדכפת, but also in other consonants. The distribution 

of the variation in the other consonants is the same as is found 

with the בגדכפת consonants, i.e. the weak variant occurs after a 

vowel. This appears, therefore, to be an allusion to the type of 

                                                 
48 Ed. Rittenberg (1862, 140a): כל שו׳׳א נע וסמוך לה אחת מאותיות בג׳׳ד כפ׳׳ת
האות ההיא אשר הוא מבג׳׳ד כפ׳׳ת תרפה ... וכן בשאר האותיות כפי חזקתם וכפי קלותם 
ה קריאת הלמ׳׳ד קלה מפני שו׳׳א הנע אשר עליה,  מָּ ה קריאת הלמ׳׳ד חזקה, ולָּ מָּ כמו לָּ

א ל שאל האיש קריאת השי׳ פְלוּ פניך קריאת שָּ ל לו קריאת השי׳׳ן קלה, נָּ א  ׳ן חזקה וְשָּ
פְלוּ ולא יקומו עוד קריאת הנו׳׳ן קלה וכן שאר האותיות על זו הדרך זולתי  הנו׳׳ן חזקה, וְנָּ
 .היו׳׳ד שהיא קלה לעולם זולתי אם תדגש
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pronunciation that is reflected by the extended dagesh of Non-

Standard Tiberian vocalization, although Qimḥi does not refer to 

the marking of the dagesh sign on the strong variant of the 

consonants outside the בגדכפת group. His remark at the end of 

the passage that yod does not have strong and weak variants in 

the same way as the other consonants ‘unless it has dagesh’ can 

also be correlated to the type of pronunciation reflected by Non-

Standard Tiberian vocalization. In manuscripts exhibiting this 

type of vocalization yod often lacks dagesh in word-initial or post-

consonant position and takes dagesh only where this occurs in the 

standard Tiberian vocalization.49 In this passage, therefore, we 

may have evidence that features of the extended dagesh type of 

Non-Standard Tiberian pronunciation survived in Ashkenaz and 

were applied to biblical manuscripts with standard Tiberian 

vocalization. It should be noted, however, that Qimḥi makes a 

distinction between dagesh lene (דגש קל) and dagesh forte (דגש חזק) 

in the בגדכפת consonants and does not identify the fortition of the 

other consonants in word-initial position with the gemination of 

dagesh forte. 

As alluded to by Yequtiʾel ha-Naqdan, the type of 

pronunciation that made a distinction in pronunciation between 

consonants outside the בגדכפת group after a vowelless consonant 

or word-initial position was not widely followed in medieval 

Ashkenaz. Yequtiʾel describes a reading tradition in which there 
was a general tendency to weaken dagesh forte, especially when 

the letter had shewa (Yarqoni 1985, 113). There is evidence from 

                                                 
49 Cf. Morag’s (1959, 220) description of the distribution of dagesh in 

Codex Reuchlinianus. 
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transcriptions of Hebrew into Latin script in medieval France that 

letters with dagesh forte, according to the standard Tiberian 

vocalization, were not pronounced geminated (Gumpertz 1953, 

5; Yarqoni 1985, 108–11). The marking of dagesh forte is, 

moreover, frequently omitted in medieval Ashkenazi prayer-

books (Eldar 1978, 115–22), and is completely lost in modern 

Ashkenazi reading traditions (Glinert 2013, 192). This general 

weakening of gemination in Ashkenaz that had begun already in 

the Middle Ages would have eliminated the gemination that was 

distinctive of the extended Tiberian pronunciation tradition. 

  



I.4. REFLECTIONS OF THE IMPERFECT

LEARNING OF THE TIBERIAN 

PRONUNCIATION IN THE MIDDLE AGES 

I.4.1. PRELIMINARY REMARKS

The Tiberian pronunciation was highly prestigious when it was a 

living oral tradition (§I.0.9.). For this reason, many readers strove 

to adopt it in their reading of the Bible and orthoepic measures 

were taken to ensure that it was pronounced correctly and 

distinctly. The fact that the Tiberian pronunciation was the ideal 

target of readers of the Bible is reflected by the fact that many 

manuscripts pointed with Babylonian and Palestinian vowel signs 

display a tendency to convergence with the Tiberian tradition.  

Although the prestigious Tiberian pronunciation tradition 

was the ideal target, many readers fell short of achieving this 

target due to imperfect learning and interference from other 

reading traditions and vernacular languages.1 This is reflected by 

the fact that manuscripts with Babylonian and Palestinian 

systems of vocalization that were adapted to the Tiberian 

tradition rarely exhibit complete convergence. Even those of a 

manuscript such as I Firkovtich Evr. I B 3 (Codex Babylonicus 

1 For the phenomenon of imperfect learning and its role in conditioning 

linguistic change see Thomason and Kaufman (1988, 251–55) and 

Thomason (2001, 66–76). 

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.04
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Petropolitanus), which appears to represent the Tiberian tradi-

tion very closely, exhibits some differences from the tradition of 

the inner circle of the Tiberian Masoretic school (§I.2.5.8.). 

The various Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts that have 

come down to us from the Middle Ages exhibit some developed 

orthoepic features of the Tiberian tradition, such as the extended 

use of dagesh, but in many cases their vocalization reflects a read-

ing that falls short of the Tiberian model.  

The Karaite transcriptions into Arabic script exhibit read-

ings of various degrees of closeness to the Tiberian tradition. 

Most are very close, whereas a few reflect a reading that falls 

short of the Tiberian ideal due to imperfect learning and interfer-

ence. The transcriptions are particularly important for our under-

standing of the processes at work that resulted in such a failure 

to reach the ideal target. The discussion in this chapter, therefore, 

will be based to a large extent on the evidence from the transcrip-

tions. 

The failure to achieve the target is due to imperfect learn-

ing and the impact of the phonology of a substrate on the pro-

duction of the reading. The key process involves the matching of 

phonetic sounds in the Tiberian target pronunciation with pho-

nemic prototypes in the substrate rather than learning the Tibe-

rian phonemic prototypes and matching the phonetic sounds 

with these. This can lead to a distribution of sounds that does not 

correspond to that of the Tiberian target. Such a suboptimal out-

come can be classified into two types. (i) The distribution of 

sounds may correspond to that of the substrate. (ii) The distribu-

tion of sounds may correspond neither to that of the substrate 
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nor to that of Tiberian target. In the latter case, the resulting type 

of pronunciation can be said to be a ‘hypercorrection’.  

I.4.2. CONSONANTS 

The main case study concerning the interference of a substrate in 

the achievement of a Tiberian target in the reading of consonants 

is the pronunciation of the interdental consonants. 

In most of the Sefardi reading traditions of the Levant and 

North Africa that have continued down to modern times the let-

ters tav and dalet are pronounced as stops in all contexts. They 

are not pronounced as interdentals where the Tiberian tradition 

had fricative tav [θ] or fricative dalet [ð],2 e.g. 

Aleppo 

 ˌkəvrat ̍ ʔeˌrøˑs ̴(Katz 1981, 9 | L [BHS]:  ִּרֶץכ בְרַת־אֶֶ֖  Gen. 49.19 

‘some distance’) 
 ˈgad geˈdud (Katz 1981, 8 | L [BHS]: ִֶ֖ ִגְִּדִגּ  דוּד   Gen. 49.19 ‘Gad, 

a troop … ’) 
Jerba 

 weˌhəthalˈleˑx (Katz 1977, 17 | L [BHS]: ִַתְה ִ וְה  ךְלּ   Exod. 21.19 

‘and he walks about’) 
 jaʕaˈbod (Katz 1977, 18 | L [BHS]: ד  Exod. 21.2 ‘he will יַעֲב ֹ֑

work’) 
                                                 
2 For this phenomenon see Garbell (1954, 232), Katz (1977, 16–18, 

1981, 4–5), Akun (2010, 35–37, 46–47), Henshke (2013, 861–182). 
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Morocco 

 tihuˈmut (Akun 2010, 46 | L [BHS]: ת  Exod. 15.8 תְה מ ֶ֖

‘depths’) 
 miˈyad (Akun 2010, 36 | L [BHS]: ִ דיַּ ִמ  Exod. 14.30 ‘from the 

hand of (cstr.)’) 
The Sefardi reading traditions had their origin in the Pales-

tinian reading tradition of Hebrew. This phenomenon, however, 

was not an original feature of the Palestinian reading tradition, 

but rather it appears to be the result of interference from the Ar-

abic dialects spoken by the Jews of the regions in question, in 

which stops have replaced the interdental consonants.3 In regions 

where the Arabic dialects of the Jews preserved the interdentals, 

these consonants were generally preserved also in the local Se-

fardi reading traditions of Hebrew.4 

In some medieval Karaite transcriptions, there is evidence 

that readers sometimes pronounced tav and dalet as stops where 

interdental realizations would be expected. This is seen particu-

larly clearly in the case of the transcription of tav, since the stop 

and fricative realizations are distinguished by different Arabic di-

acritics (i.e. ت vs. ث), whereas the occurrence of an Arabic د with-

                                                 
3 See, for example, Nevo (1991, 3–4: Aleppo), David Cohen (1975, 19: 

Tunis), Marcel Cohen (1912, 21: Algiers). 

4 This is seen, for example, in the reading traditions of the Jews of 

Yemen (Morag 1963, 41–42) and of the Jews of Baghdad (Morag 1977, 

5) 
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out a diacritic in a manuscript of a transcription could, in princi-

ple, be the result of the scribal omission of the diacritic from the 

letter dhāl and need not necessarily be interpreted as a dāl. 
One manuscript of interest in this respect is BL Or 2551, 

fols. 31-101, which is an Arabic transcription of Psalms accom-

panied by an Arabic commentary. Where fricative tav occurs in 

the Tiberian tradition, this manuscript generally has the Arabic 

letter interdental thāʾ, e.g. 

חַתִ :BL Or 2551 fol. 31r, 3 | L [BHS]) مۚشۖل۟اح۟ث  שְלַַ֗  .Psa מ ִ֜

78.49 ‘sending of’) 

اوۜث۩مۚۚ   (BL Or 2551 fol. 31v, 10 | L [BHS]: ִוֶת מ   מ  Psa. 78.50 

‘from death’) 

يث  ית :BL Or 2551 fol. 32r, 6 | L [BHS]) رۛاشۚࣵ  Psa. 78.51 ראש  

‘beginning’) 

ה :BL Or 2551 fol. 32v, 13 | L [BHS]) ق۠انۖث۠ا  נְת    Psa. 78.54 ‘(it ק 

f.) acquired’) 
On several occasions, however, it has Arabic tāʾ where the 

Tiberian pronunciation has a fricative tav, reflecting the 

pronunciation of the consonant as a stop, e.g. 

ר :BL Or 2551 fol. 34v, 3 | L [BHS]) هۚتۖعۘب۠ار  ָּֽ תְעַב   Psa. 78.62 ה 

‘he was angry’) 
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 Psa. 79.1 object אֶת־ :BL Or 2551 fol. 37r, 14 | L [BHS]) اۜت 

marker) 

In some cases the vocalizer adds a rafe sign over the tāʾ: 

ومكۖت ٘ۚ   (BL Or 2551 fol. 36v, 9 | L [BHS]: ם  Psa. 78.72 כְּת  

‘according to the integrity’) 

بونۚ   وۢثوبۚت ۖ  (BL Or 2551 fol. 36v, 9 | L [BHS]: וֹת תְבוּנֶ֖  .Psa וּב 

78.72 ‘and with the skilfulness of’) 

او  יו :BL Or 2551 fol. 34v, 6 | L [BHS]) وبۖتولوۢت ۠  .Psa וּּ֝בְתוּלֹת ַ֗

78.63 ‘and its maidens’) 

و٘ۢۚ  ببۚخۖت   (BL Or 2551 fol. 55r, 2 | L [BHS]: וֹב כְת   Psa. 87.6 ב 

‘when writing’) 
The fact that in many places the manuscript has thāʾ where 

expected in the Tiberian tradition shows that the reading that it 

represents is not a type of Sefardi reading without any interdental 

consonants such as those discussed above. It appears to be an 

attempt at reading with a Tiberian pronunciation. The reader was 

successful in achieving the correct pronunciation of fricative tav 

in many places, but in several cases interference from a substrate 

resulted in this being read incorrectly as a stop. The rafe sign 

written over tāʾ in some cases reflects the reader’s Tiberian target, 
which was not achieved. 

It is significant to note that in this manuscript transcrip-

tions of Tiberian fricative tav with the Arabic stop tāʾ are much 
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more common in the Hebrew words that are embedded within 

the Arabic commentary. None of these is marked with the rafe 

sign, e.g. 

חַת :BL Or 2551 fol. 31v, 7 | L [BHS]) مۚشۖل۟حت  שְלַַ֗ -commen מ ּ֝

tary on Psa. 78.49 ‘sending of’) 

יב :BL Or 2551 fol. 31v, 12 | L [BHS]) ن۠اتيۚب  ת ַ֗  commentary נ 

on Psa. 78.50 ‘a path’) 

ت۠اسورۚلاۢ   (BL Or 2551 fol. 31r, 13 | L [BHS]: וּר סַ֗ אִת   Deut ל  

17.11 in the commentary on Psa. 78.50 ‘you shall not 
decline’) 
The isolated Hebrew words within the commentary 

evidently reflect a less learned type of reading than the reading 

of the biblical text itself. Less effort was made to achieve the 

prestigious Tiberian target. 

The ultimate origin of this elimination of interdentals in the 

Hebrew reading is likely to have been the lack of interdentals in 

the vernacular Arabic speech of the reader, as is the case with the 

modern Sefardi traditions without interdentals. There is, indeed, 

evidence from inscriptions and papyri that interdental 

consonants were lost in some Arabic dialects as early as the 

beginning of the eighth century C.E. (first century A.H.).5 

                                                 
5 See Hopkins (1984, 33–36). To the material cited by Hopkins can be 

added the inscription no. 15 in Combe, Sauvaget and Wiet eds. (1931-
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A possible way of explaining the suboptimal distribution of 

stops and interdentals in the manuscript is the model proposed 

by Blevins (2017) for phonological processes that take place in 

language contact situations. In the spoken vernacular of the 

reader, there was not an unvoiced interdental phoneme /θ/ but 

only a stop phoneme /t/ or, more likely, /tʰ/, i.e. an aspirated 

unvoiced stop. This had only stops as its phonetic realization, i.e. 

[tʰ] and most likely also deaspirated [t]. When the reader heard 
in the Tiberian pronunciation the interdental phonetic tokens 

[θ], these were perceptually matched to the stop /tʰ/ prototype 
phoneme of the reader’s vernacular. This matching brought 

about a ‘perceptual magnet effect’, to use Blevins’ metaphor, 
whereby the interdental tokens of Tiberian were perceived as 

being like the stop tokens of the prototype in the native 

vernacular. As a result of this lack of perception, or at least 

difficulties of perception, of phonetic difference, the two tokens 

were confused. The ultimate result of such a process would be 

the pulling of the interdental into a change that would level its 

difference from the token of the prototype in the vernacular, i.e. 

a stop. In the attempted pronunciation reflected by the 

manuscript, however, the reader still had some knowledge, if 

imperfect, of the Tiberian distribution of interdentals and a desire 

to implement it, at least in the learned reading of the biblical text 

section. This has prevented a complete levelling of the distinction 

between interdentals and stops. 

                                                 

1991). The main evidence in these sources is the occurrence of the 

pointing of Arabic tāʾ where thāʾ is expected. 
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Another manuscript of a Karaite transcription, BL Or 2552 

fols. 90-141, in most cases has an Arabic tāʾ where a fricative tav 

occurs in the Tiberian tradition, e.g. 

ناموتۚموتۚكي   (BL Or 2552 fol. 90v, 2 | L [BHS]: ִוֹת י־מ  כּ 

מ֔וּת  (’Sam. 14.14 ‘because we have to die 2 נ 

לֶת :BL Or 2552 fol. 90v, 3 | L [BHS]) قوهالت   Ecc. 1.1 ק הֶ 

‘preacher’) 

ִ :BL Or 2552 fol. 92v, 2 | L [BHS]) يترون  תְרֶ֖ וֹן־יּ   Ecc. 1.3 

‘profit’) 
A Tiberian fricative tav is represented by Arabic thāʾ only 

in a few cases, e.g. 

יִִ֙ :BL Or 2552 fol. 106v, 3 | L [BHS]) رايثي  ית  א ִ֙  Ecc 4.15 ‘I ר 

saw’) 

נוִִּ֙ :BL Or 2552 fol. 133v, 1 | L [BHS]) ناحلاثانو  ת ִ֙  Lam. 5.2 נַחֲל 

‘our inheritance’) 

ים :BL Or 2552 fol. 133v, 11 | L [BHS]) يثوميم  ִ֤  Lam. 5.3 יְתוֹמ 

‘orphans’) 
This indicates that the reader was making some attempt at 

the prestigious Tiberian pronunciation. The process of levelling 

of vernacular and Tiberian phonetic tokens had, however, pro-

gressed further than in BL Or 2551, fols. 31-101. This would have 
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involved, presumably, a lesser degree of ability to perceive dif-

ferences between the tokens and a lesser degree of knowledge of 

the correct distribution of tokens in the Tiberian pronunciation. 

A further reflection of this in the manuscript is the occurrence of 

an Arabic thāʾ where there was a stop in the correct Tiberian 

reading: 

ע :BL Or 2552 fol. 113v, 2 | L [BHS]) الۚثرشاع  רְשַ   .Ecc אַל־ת 

7.17 ‘do not be wicked!’)  
This can be regarded as a hypercorrection, whereby the 

reader strives to achieve the prestigious Tiberian reading by 

using an interdental token, but this is used incorrectly where the 

stop token should have occurred, resulting in a distribution of 

tokens that corresponds neither to that of Tiberian pronunciation 

nor to that of the vernacular substrate.  

Another type of phenomenon that may be interpreted as 

the result of imperfect learning of the Tiberian tradition is at-

tested in the following transcriptions. In some manuscripts, the 

tav in the words ְִאַת ‘you (fs)’ and ים ת   houses’ is transcribed by‘ ב 

a fricative thāʾ, e.g. 

اثۖۚا۟ࣵۚ   (BL Or 2544, fol. 14v, 2 | L [BHS]: ְִת  Gen. 24.60 ‘you אַ 

(fs)) 

ם :BL Or 2549,  fol. 34v, 1 | L [BHS]) ب۠اثۛيهࣶۜام  יהֶֶ֖ ת   Jer. 5.25 ב 

‘their houses’) 
Elsewhere in these manuscripts, the stop and fricative 

realization of tav are transcribed with their correct Tiberian 
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distribution. The tav in these two words in Tiberian pronun-

ciation have the anomalous feature of being pronounced as a stop 

after a vowel although they are not geminated, at least in the 

conservative dagesh forte—dagesh lene stream of the Tiberian 

reading tradition (§I.2.5.9.3., §I.3.1.12.).6 The fricative pronun-

ciation that is reflected in these manuscripts may be the result of 

an analogical levelling that eliminated the anomalous 

distribution of the ungeminated stop. This would be a natural 

phonological process, but it reflects imperfect learning of the 

standard Tiberian tradition.7 

I.4.3. VOWELS 

I.4.3.1. Interchanges of Signs Reflecting a Substrate 

of Palestinian Pronunciation 

Many biblical manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocal-

ization exhibit interchanges of pataḥ and qameṣ vowel signs and 

interchanges of segol and ṣere vowel signs. Similar interchanges 

are found in many biblical texts with Palestinian vocalization. 

                                                 
6 In the more advanced extended dagesh forte stream of the Tiberian 

tradition the tav would have been geminated in both words 

(§I.3.1.11.3.). 

7 A parallel to this phenomenon of fricativization of the tav by analogy 

is attested in the Babylonian tradition of Biblical Hebrew, in that one 

manuscript with Babylonian vocalization has a Babylonian rafe sign 

over the tav of the plural form ‘houses: ֵֿ  יוְבָת  (BHS י ת    Ezek. 26:12 ‘and וּב 

the houses of’ (Yeivin 1985, 868)). 
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Different patterns of interchanges are attested across the 

manuscripts.8  

These interchanges reflect the fact that the reading 

tradition of the scribe had only one ‘a’ vowel phoneme and only 

one ‘e’ vowel phoneme, which was characteristic of the Pales-

tinian reading tradition. This corresponded to the sound system 

of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, which, in turn, is likely to have 

arisen by convergence with the sound system of Greek in 

Byzantine Palestine.  

It is significant to note that non-biblical texts, generally of 

a liturgical nature, which reflect the Palestinian type of 

pronunciation, whether expressed in Tiberian or Palestinian 

vowel signs, sometimes have only one ‘a’ vowel sign and one ‘e’ 
vowel sign.9 Such liturgical texts no doubt reflect more directly 

the Palestinian sound system. The biblical manuscripts that ex-

hibit interchanges of vowels reflect the result of readers attempt-

ing to pronounce the text with the prestigious Tiberian pronun-

ciation but failing to achieve the target. The interchanging of 

written signs in the manuscripts reflects the phenomenon, but we 

must turn to some Karaite transcriptions to have more insight 

                                                 
8 For this phenomenon in Non-Standard Tiberian biblical texts see 

Morag (1959), Díez Macho (1963), and Blapp (2017). For biblical texts 

in Palestinian vocalization see Revell (1970a). 
9 For liturgical texts with Tiberian vocalization of this nature see Mishor 

(2002, 235), Rand and Loeffler (2015, 9) [I thank my colleague Michael 

Rand for these references] and for texts with Palestinian vocalization 

see Revell (1970a; 1970b) and Yahalom (1997). 
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into how the signs were pronounced and the phonological pro-

cesses that lay behind these interchanges of signs. 

I.4.3.2. Evidence for the Phonetic Realization of 

Interchanged Signs 

Of particular interest in this regard is the Karaite transcription in 

BL Or 2555. This manuscript exhibits an interchange of ṣere and 

segol signs in syllables where the vowel is long. In the 

transcription such vowels are represented sometimes by Arabic 

ʾalif and sometimes by Arabic yāʾ. This can be interpreted as 

reflecting the fact that the scribe read each of the two vowel signs 

with two different qualities. These may be reconstructed as [ɛː], 
which was represented by ʾalif, and [eː], which was represented 

by yāʾ. Some examples are as follows. 

Where Standard Tiberian has segol 

(i) Segol sign corresponding to Tiberian segol is represented by 

ʾalif: 

ךָ :BL Or 2555 fol. 71v, 5 | L [BHS]) [jɔːˈðɛːχɔː] ي۠اذۜاخ۠ا  דֶֹ֑   ־י 

Ecc. 7.18 ‘your hand’) 
(ii) Ṣere sign corresponding to Tiberian segol is represented by 

ʾalif: 

בֶל :BL Or 2555 fol. 26r, 12 | L [BHS]) [hɛːvɛlˈ] هۛابۜل   .Ecc הֶֶ֛

4.8 ‘vanity’) 
(iii) Segol sign corresponding to Tiberian segol is represented by 

yāʾ: 
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פֶ ה :BL Or 2555 fol. 10r, 5 | L [BHS]) [jɔːˈfeː] ي۠افۜي   Ecc. 3.11 י 

‘beautiful’) 
(iv) Ṣere sign corresponding to Tiberian segol is represented by 

yāʾ: 

يلۜذـيۛۚ   [ˈjeːlɛð] (BL Or 2555 fol. 31v, 1 | L [BHS]: יֶ לֶד Ecc. 4.13 

‘child’) 
Where Standard Tiberian has ṣere 
(i) Ṣere sign corresponding to Tiberian ṣere is represented by yāʾ: 

يذ۟اعـيۛۚ   [jeːˈðaːaʕ] (BL Or 2555 fol. 81r, 2 | L [BHS]: ע דֶַ֖  .Ecc י 

8.5 ‘he will know’) 
(ii) Segol sign corresponding to Tiberian ṣere is represented by 

yāʾ: 

 :BL Or 2555 fol. 18r, 1 | L [BHS]) [habbeheːˈmɔː] هبهۜيم۠ا 

ה מ ֔  (’Ecc. 3.21 ‘the beast הַבְה 
(iii) Ṣere sign corresponding to Tiberian ṣere is represented by 

ʾalif: 

اهۛام ۠ۚ   [ˈhɛːɛmmɔː] (BL Or 2555 fol. 14v, 2 | L [BHS]: ה מ  ֶ֖  .Ecc ה 

3.18 ‘they’) 
(iv) Segol sign corresponding to Tiberian ṣere is represented by 

ʾalif: 
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ן :BL Or 2555 fol. 14v, 5 | L [BHS]) [kʰɛːɛnˈ] كۜان   Ecc. 3.19 כּ  

‘thus’) 
This shows that interchanges of vowel signs can reflect a 

pronunciation with interchanges of vowel qualities that is inde-

pendent of the interchange of the signs. This situation can be ex-

plained by the model used above (§I.4.2.). We may assume that 

the reader had only one long ‘e’ vowel prototype phoneme in the 

pronunciation tradition that he was most competent in. We can 

represent this as /ē/ and assume that it had the phonetic token 

[eː]. When the reader heard in the target Tiberian pronunciation 

the phonetic tokens of ṣere [eː] and long segol [ɛː], both of these 

were perceptually matched with the prototype /ē/. This mat-

ching brought about a ‘perceptual magnet effect’, whereby the 
[eː] and [ɛː] tokens of Tiberian were perceived as being like the 

[eː] tokens of the prototype in the source pronunciation. The 

reader attempted to pronounce the tokens of the Tiberian target 

pronunciation but had difficulty in distinguishing between them 

and, moreover, could not match the signs with the phonetic to-

kens that he pronounced. 

I.4.3.3. Interchanges of Signs Reflecting a Substrate 

of Arabic Vernacular 

Several medieval Bible manuscripts vocalized with Tiberian signs 

exhibit the interchange of segol and pataḥ. The vocalization of 

some of these manuscripts exhibits a variety of other Non-Stand-

ard Tiberian features, such as the extended use of dagesh. This 

applies, for example, to manuscripts such as the following: 
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ִָּֽעִִַ֜לְִּ  ת  יזְר   (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 148 | L [BHS]: י ת   .Psa לְעֶזְר  

70.2 ‘to my help’) 
 ִֹ֑ רעִֶש    (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2018, 148 | L [BHS]: עַר ֹ֑  Psa. 69.13 ש 

‘gate’) 
יםעִַ  ֔ שְר   (T-S Misc 1.46, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ים ֔  .Exod עֶשְר 

27.10 ‘twenty’) 
בִֶ  ערֶ   (T-S Misc 1.46, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: בַע  Exod. 29.40 רֶ 

‘quarter’) 
The interchange is sporadically found, however, also in 

early model manuscripts that have a vocalization that is other-

wise standard Tiberian. One such manuscript is II Firkovitch Evr. 

II B 10 (Yeivin 1980, 23 = L3), which was dedicated in 946 C.E., 

e.g. 

האִֶ  רְבֶֶ֖  (II Firkovitch Evr. II B 10 | L [BHS]: ה  Gen. 16.10 אַרְבֶֶ֖

‘I shall multiply’) 
There is evidence of this phenomenon even in L. In Deut. 

28.11 BHS has the form ִֶָ֖בְהַמְתְך ‘your cattle’ with a pataḥ in place 

of an expected segol, which occurs elsewhere in this form in L and 

also in Deut. 28.11 in other early model manuscripts (e.g. S 

מְתְךִֶָ֖בְהִֶ ). Golinets (2013, 254–355) has shown that the pataḥ in L 

was written over an original segol by a second hand after, it 

seems, the ink of the segol had become faint. It is not clear at 

what period this second hand made this change, but it reflects 

the type of segol—pataḥ interchange that is discussed here. 

Some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts exhibit a ten-

dency to substitute pataḥ for segol specifically in the environment 

of gutturals, e.g. 
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 .Lev עֶרְוַ ת :T-S AS 5.144, Outhwaite 2020 | L [BHS]) עַרְוַ ת 

18.15 ‘nakedness’) 
ח  אַזְר  ח :T-S AS 5.144, Outhwaite 2020 | L [BHS]) ה  ֔ אֶזְר  ָּֽ  .Lev ה 

18.26 ‘the native’) 
As can be seen from other examples cited above, however, 

the interchange of pataḥ and segol is not restricted to this pattern 

in many manuscripts. 

The Babylonian vocalization system did not have a sign 

that corresponded to Tiberian segol. The Babylonian sign miftaḥ 

pumma corresponded to both Tiberian pataḥ and Tiberian segol. 

In principle, therefore, it may be thought that the interchange of 

segol and pataḥ was due to a substrate of a Babylonian pronunci-

ation tradition. The manuscripts described above, however, do 

not exhibit other features of Babylonian pronunciation. It is more 

likely that the interchange was brought about by the influence of 

the vernacular language of the vocalizers, which, at the period in 

question, must have been Arabic. Following the model of expla-

nation used for other interference features, the interchange can 

be said to have arisen by the process of matching the pataḥ and 

segol phonetic tokens, i.e. [a], [aː], [ɑ], [ɑː], [ɛ] and [ɛː], with the 

Arabic prototype phonemes /a/ and /ā/, rather than with the 
distinct prototypes of pataḥ and segol in Tiberian pronunciation. 

In modern Arabic vernaculars the Arabic phonemes /a/ and /ā/ 
have a range of phonetic allophonic realizations that include [æ], 

[æː], [ɛ], [ɛː], [ɑ] and [ɑː] (Barkat-Defradas 2011b, 2011a). As-

suming that this was the case also in the Middle Ages, then this 

would have facilitated the perceptual matching of the Arabic pro-

totypes /a/ and /ā/ with the tokens of Tiberian pataḥ and segol. 
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As a result of this imperfect learning of Tiberian prototype pho-

nemes and consequent difficulties of perceiving the differences 

between them, the phonetic qualities and their graphic represen-

tation were confused. 

Some Non-Standard Tiberian Bible manuscripts that have 

the pataḥ—segol interchange exhibit also interchanges of these 

vowels with other vowels, resulting in three-way or even four-

way interchanges. Some examples of these from the data pre-

sented in Arrant (2020) include the following: 

pataḥ—segol—ṣere interchanges: 

שִֶ  ִוּב  לְת ִ֙  (T-S AS 67.133, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ִ שַלְת ִ֙  .Deut וּב 

16.7 ‘and you will cook’) 
אַ ִ  ר  הי   (T-S AS 67.133, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ה אֶ  ר   .Deut י 

16.16 ‘shall appear’) 
רבִ   ָּק   ב   (T-S AS 67.133, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ר ָּק    .Deut בַב 

14.26 ‘in oxen’) 
הְי  ִ  הי   (T-S AS 67.133, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: הְיֶ ה  Deut. 15.9 י 

‘will be’) 
pataḥ—segol—qameṣ interchanges: 

םאִֶ  תֶ   (T-S NS 18.5, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ם  Num. 14.41 אַתֶ 

‘you (pl)’) 
אמ ִ  רוַיּ    (T-S NS 18.5, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: אמֶר  Num. 14.41 וַיּ  

‘and he said’) 
 ִ גְפ֔וּנֶ ֶ֣ת   (T-S NS 18.5, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ּנ  ֶ֣גְפ֔ו  Num. 14.42 ת 

‘you will [not] be struck down’) 
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pataḥ—segol—qameṣ—ṣere interchanges: 

ןִ וַיַּעִֶ   (LG B1.56, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]:  ִוַיַּעַן Gen. 23.10 ‘and 

he answered’) 
רעִֶשִֶָּֽ   (LG B1.56, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: עַר  Gen. 23.10 שַָּֽ

‘gate’) 
ןזִֶ  ֔ ק   (LG B1.56, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ן ֔ ק   (’Gen. 24.1 ‘old ז 
יבסִַ  ָּֽ ב   (LG B1.56, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: יב ָּֽ ב   Gen. 23.17 ס 

‘around’) 
בְד  וִִֹ֙ע   (LG B1.56, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ִִֹ֙עַבְדֹּו Gen. 24.2 ‘his 

slave’) 
תלְעִֶ    (LG B1.56, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: לְע  ת Gen. 24.11 ‘at 

the time of’) 
הִִ֙מַרְא ִ   (LG B1.56, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: ִִ֙מַרְאֶה Gen. 24.16 

‘appearance’) 
These three-way and four-way interchanges can also be ex-

plained as being due to the interference of an Arabic vernacular 

substrate. In such cases, the Arabic prototype phonemes /a/ and 

/ā/ are matched with the phonetic tokens of not only Tiberian 
pataḥ and segol but also with those of ṣere and qameṣ i.e. [eː], [ɔ] 

and [ɔː]. Arabic /a/ and /ā/ can be realized with the high allo-
phones [e], [eː] by the process of vowel raising (known as ʾimāla) 

in various modern Arabic dialects and this can be reconstructed 

for earlier periods (de Jong 2011). This is reflected by some me-

dieval Judaeo-Arabic texts with Tiberian vocalization signs, 

which represent such raised /a/ and /ā/ vowels by ṣere (Khan 

2010, 204), e.g.  
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אדַֹּךּ  ב  ִע  י  Classical Arabic ʿalā ʿibādak = [ʕaleː ʕibeːdak] עֲל 
‘on your servants’ (T-S Ar.8.3, fol. 16v) 

ם   Classical Arabic wa-lam ‘and not’ (T-S = [walem] וְל 

Ar.8.3, fol. 22v) 

In these medieval vocalized Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts the 

Tiberian qameṣ sign is generally restricted to the representation 

of the /a/ vowel in the diphthong /aw/, reflecting, it seems, the 

partial phonetic assimilation of the vowel to /w/, which resulted 

in a back open-mid quality close to that of Tiberian qameṣ, i.e. 

[ɔw] (Khan 2010, 210), e.g.  

וְבַה   Classical Arabic nawba ‘accident’ (T-S = [nɔwba] נ 

Ar.8.3 fol. 17r) 

This suggests that the range of phonetic allophones of Ara-

bic /a/ included also [ɔ]. 

The existence of a range of qualities in the phonetic allo-

phones of Arabic /a/ and /ā/ that corresponded to those of the 
Tiberian vowels pataḥ, segol, ṣere and qameṣ would have facili-

tated the matching of the Arabic prototypes with these four pho-

netic qualities. One may say that the three-way and four-way in-

terchanges reflect a lesser ability to perceive the distinct qualities 

of the Tiberian vowels than the two-way pataḥ—segol interchange 

and so a lesser competence in the Tiberian pronunciation.10 

                                                 
10 Such a breakdown in the perception of differences in vowel qualities 

is reflected also in the rhymes of some medieval Hebrew poetry, in 

which, for example, a syllable with qameṣ can rhyme with a syllable 

with ṣere (Rand 2020). 
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I.4.3.4. Hypercorrect Lengthening of Vowels 

In §I.2.8.1.2. it was shown how the duration of long qameṣ and 

segol in word-final position was compressed in deḥiq construc-

tions such as  

L: ה יד  ע   ם וְא  ב ֔  ‘I shall cause to witness against them’ (Deut. 

31.28) 

L:  ִ י־א  ִִֹ֑הלִֶּמ  ךְלּ   ‘who are these to you?’ (Gen. 33.5) 

In the Tiberian tradition, however, an effort was made to 

sustain the duration of these vowels in deḥiq to ensure that they 

were not completely reduced to short vowels, as happened in 

other reading traditions. 

Due to imperfect learning of the Tiberian tradition, this 

orthoepic measure of sustaining the duration of the word-final 

vowels qameṣ and segol in deḥiq was sometimes extended 

hypercorrectly to historically short qameṣ and segol. This is re-

flected by the Karaite transcription BL Or 2539 MS B (=ff. 115-

132), which represents historically short qameṣ and segol in un-

stressed closed syllables with mater lectionis ʾalif. The fact that 

other historically short vowel qualities in these conditions are not 

represented by matres lectionis suggests that this phenomenon is 

related to the orthoepic lengthening of qameṣ and segol in deḥiq, 

e.g.  

י :BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 125r, 15 | L [BHS]) ق۠اذۖشۛي  דְש    .Num ק 

18.8 ‘the holy gifts of’) 
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ה :BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 125r, 16 | L [BHS]) لۖم۠اشح۠ا  ֶ֛ שְח   לְמ 

Num. 18.8 ‘a priestly portion’) 

ק־ :BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 125r, 16 | L [BHS]) لۖح۠اق   .Num לְח 

18.8 ‘as a due’) 

 ۚ ت  لوࣵۢ ת :BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 115v, 6 | L [BHS]) عۜاغۖ   עֶגְלֹ 

Num. 7.3 ‘covered wagons’) 
This manuscript reflects the hypercorrect lengthening also 

of ḥaṭef qameṣ, e.g. 

ם :BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 122v, 13 | L [BHS]) ا۠هۙالۛيهۜام  יהֶ֔ הֳל  ָּֽ  א 

Num. 16.27 ‘their tents’) 

I.4.4. THE READING OF THE TIBERIAN VOCALIZATION IN 

THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 

The various phenomena described above arose when the Tiberian 

pronunciation was still a living tradition. It was familiar to the 

scribes of the manuscripts, even if imperfectly, and it was re-

garded as a prestigious target. In the later Middle Ages, after the 

Tiberian pronunciation had fallen into oblivion, the prestige and 

authority of the oral Tiberian reading shifted to the written sign 

system (§I.0.12.). The Tiberian vocalization of manuscripts was 

then largely disconnected from the pronunciation of readers. 

Since there was no longer any attempt at achieving a pronuncia-

tion that differed from the local traditions, the Hebrew Bibles 

came to be read with these local traditions.



I.5. SUMMARY OF THE TIBERIAN

PRONUNCIATION AND SAMPLE

TRANSCRIPTIONS OF BIBLICAL

PASSAGES

I.5.1. SUMMARY OF THE PHONETICS AND PHONOLOGY

OF THE CONSONANTS 

Le
tt

er
 

Name Phonetic 

realization 

Pho-

neme 

References 

.ʾalef [ʔ] /ʔ/ §I.1.1 א

ב bet (dagesh) [b], [bb] /b/ §I.1.2., §I.1.25.,

§I.3.1.11.3.

ב bet (rafe) [v] /v/ §I.1.2., §I.1.25.

 gimel גּ

(dagesh) 

[g], [gg] /g/ §I.1.3., §I.1.25.,

§I.3.1.11.3.

ג gimel (rafe) [ʁ] /ʁ/ §I.1.3., §I.1.25.

דֹּ dalet 

(dagesh) 

[d], [dd] /d/ §I.1.4., §I.1.25.,

§I.3.1.11.3.

ד dalet (rafe) [ð] /ð/ §I.1.4., §I.1.25.

ה he [h] /h/ §I.1.5.

ו vav [v], [w] /v/ §I.1.6.

.zayin [z] /z/ §I.1.7 ז

ח ḥet [ħ] /ħ/ §I.1.8.

ט ṭet [tˁ] /tˁ/ §I.1.9.

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.05
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-yod [j], [ɟ] /j/ §I.1.10. The stop al י

lophone [ɟ] occurs 

only when the conso-

nant is geminated. 

 ,כּ

 ךּ

kaf (dagesh) [kʰ], 
[kkʰ] 

/kʰ/ §I.1.11., §I.1.25., 

§I.3.1.11.3. 

 ,כ

 ך

kaf (rafe) [χ] /χ/ §I.1.11., §I.1.25. 

 .lamed [l] /l/ §I.1.12 ל

 ,מ

 ם

mem [m] /m/ §I.1.13. 

 .nun [n] /n/ §I.1.14 ן ,נ

 samekh [s] /s/ §I.1.15. This was ס

equivalent in the oral 

reading tradition to 

sin (§I.1.21.). The 

distinction in orthog-

raphy is an archaism 

(§I.0.8.). 

 .ʿayin [ʕ] /ʕ/ §I.1.16 ע

 ,pe (dagesh) [pʰ] פּ
[ppʰ] 

/pʰ/ §I.1.17., §I.1.25., 

§I.3.1.11.3. 

 ,pe (dagesh) [pˁ] פּ
[ppˁ] 

/pˁ/ This is attested only 

in ֹאַפַּדְנ֔ו ‘his palace’ 
(Dan. 11.45), where 

its occurrence is not 

conditioned by the 
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phonetic environ-

ment, so it should be 

identified as a pho-

neme (§I.1.17.). 

  .pe (rafe) [f] /f/ §I.1.17., §I.1.25 פ

 ṣade [sˁ], [zˁ] /sˁ/ §I.1.18. For the צ

voiced variant see 

§I.1.7. 

 .qof [q]̟ /q/̟ §I.1.19 ק

-resh [ʀ]̟, [rˁ] /r/ §I.1.20. The two vari ר

ant realizations are 

conditioned by the 

phonetic environ-

ment and so should 

be identified as allo-

phones. 

 sin [s] /s/ §I.1.21. This was ש

equivalent in the oral 

reading tradition to 

samekh (§I.1.15.). 

The distinction in or-

thography is an ar-

chaism (§I.0.8.). 

 .shin [ʃ] /ʃ/ §I.1.22 ש

 ,.tav (dagesh) [tʰ], [ttʰ] /tʰ/ §I.1.23., §I.1.25 ת

§I.3.1.11.3. 

 .tav (rafe) [θ] /θ/ §I.1.23., §I.1.25 ת
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I.5.2. SUMMARY OF THE PHONETICS AND PHONOLOGY 

OF THE FULL VOWEL SIGNS 

Sign 

(placed 

on א) 

Name Phonetic 

realization 

Phoneme References 

 ,pataḥ [a], [ɑ], [aː] אִַ
[ɑː] 
Long in 

stressed sylla-

bles or open 

unstressed syl-

lables. 

/a/ §I.2.1., 

§I.2.2., 

§I.2.3. 

 qameṣ [ɔ], [ɔː] א ִ
Long in 

stressed sylla-

bles or open 

unstressed syl-

lables. 

(i) /o/ (when 

realized as 

short [ɔ]) 

/ɔ/̄ (when re-

alized as long 

[ɔː]) 

§I.2.1., 

§I.2.2., 

§I.2.3. 

 segol [ɛ], [ɛː] אִֶ
Long in 

stressed sylla-

bles or open 

unstressed syl-

lables. 

/ɛ/ 

/e/ (in the fi-

nal syllable of 

certain nomi-

nal and verbal 

forms) 

§I.2.1., 

§I.2.2., 

§I.2.3. 

 ,.ṣere [eː] /e/, /ē/ §I.2.1 א ִ

§I.2.2., 

§I.2.3. 



612 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

 ḥireq [i], [iː] א ִ
Long in 

stressed sylla-

bles or open 

unstressed syl-

lables. 

/i/, /ī/ §I.2.1., 

§I.2.2., 

§I.2.3. 

 ḥolem [oː] /o/ (in final אִ 

syllable of 

certain nomi-

nal and verbal 

forms) 

/ō/ 

§I.2.1., 

§I.2.2., 

§I.2.3. 

 ,shureq א ִ ,אוּ

qibbuṣ 
[u], [uː] 
Long in 

stressed sylla-

bles or open 

unstressed syl-

lables. 

/u/, /ū/ §I.2.1., 

§I.2.2., 

§I.2.3. 

 

I.5.3. SUMMARY OF THE PHONETICS AND PHONOLOGY 

OF SHEWA AND THE ḤAṬEF SIGNS 

Sign 

(placed 

on א) 

Name Phonetic realization Pho-

neme 

Refer-

ences 

 [∅] :shewa Silent shewa אְִ
 

/∅/1 §I.2.5, 

§I.2.6. 

                                                 
1 Epenthetic vowel, without phonological representation. 
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Vocalic shewa: [a], [ɔ], 

[ɛ], [e], [i], [o], [u].  

 

The default realization 
of vocalic shewa is a 
short [a].  
The other vowel quali-
ties are conditioned by 
some specific environ-
ments, viz.: 
(i) Before a guttural 
consonant (אהחע) a vo-
calic shewa is pro-
nounced as a short 
vowel with the quality 
of the vowel after the 
guttural. 
(ii) Before yod, a vo-
calic shewa is pro-
nounced as a short [i]. 

 .ḥaṭef pataḥ [a] /∅/2 §I.2.5 אֲִ

 ,.ḥaṭef segol [ɛ] /∅/3 §I.2.5 א ִ

§I.2.7. 

  ḥaṭef qameṣ [ɔ] /∅/4 אֳִ

/o/5  

§I.2.5., 

§I.2.7. 

                                                 
2 Epenthetic vowel, without phonological representation. 
3 Epenthetic vowel, without phonological representation. 
4 When an epenthetic vowel. 
5 When a lexical vowel. 
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I.5.4. SAMPLE TRANSCRIPTIONS OF BIBLICAL PASSAGES 

Each verse has two versions of transcription, which represent two 

different sub-traditions of the standard Tiberian reading. The first 

represents the dagesh forte—dagesh lene reading, whereas the sec-

ond represents the extended dagesh forte reading (§I.3.1.11.3.). If 

a verse would have been pronounced the same in both streams 

of tradition, only one reading is given. 

Links are given to audio files of oral performances by Alex 

Foreman of the Tiberian pronunciation reconstructed for the pas-

sages. 

I.5.4.1. Genesis 1.1-13 

Oral Performances 

 

Dagesh forte—dagesh lene reading with-

out melody (Alex Foreman 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.06)  

 

Dagesh forte—dagesh lene reading with 

Sefardi melody (Alex Foreman 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.07)  

 

Extended dagesh forte reading without 

melody (Alex Foreman 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.08)  

 

Extended dagesh forte reading with Se-

fardi melody (Alex Foreman 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.09)  

 

 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.06
https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.07
https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.08
https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.09
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רֶץ׃1ִ ָּֽ א  תִה  םִוְא   י  מֶַ֖ תִהַש  יםִא   ֹ֑ לֹה  אִא  ר   יתִב  ֶ֖ אש   בְר 

[baʀe̟ːˈʃiːiθ6 bɔːˈʀɔ̟ː ʔɛloːˈhiːim ˈʔeːeθ haʃʃɔːˈmaːjim7 veˈʔeːeθ8 

hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ] 
[bbaʀe̟ːˈʃiːiθ bbɔːˈʀɔ̟ː ʔɛloːˈhiːim ̍ ʔeːeθ haʃʃɔːˈmaːjim veˈʔeːeθ 

hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ] 
 

וּח2ִִַ ִוְר  וֹם ִתְהֹ֑ ִעַל־פְּנ  י שֶךְ ִוְח ֶ֖ הוּ ב ֔ ִו  הוִּ֙ ִת ִ֙ ה יְת   ִה  רֶץ א ַ֗ וְה 
יִ פֶתִעַל־פְּנ   יםִמְרַחֶֶ֖ לֹה ֔ ם׃א  י  ָּֽ  הַמ 

[vɔhɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ9 hɔːɔjˈθɔː10 ˈθoːhuː vɔːˈvoːhuː voˈħoːʃɛχ11 ʕal-

pʰaˈneː θoˈhoːom12 vaˈʀu̟ːwaħ13 ʔɛloːˈhiːim maʀa̟ːˈħɛːfɛθ14 

ʕal-pʰaˈneː hamˈmɔːjim] 

                                                 
6 Default realization of vocalic shewa: §I.2.5.1. Insertion of an epenthetic 

vowel in a closed syllable with a long vowel: §I.2.4. 
7 All stressed vowels are lengthened: §I.2.2.1. 
8 Default pronunciation of vav is [v]: §I.1.6. Assimilation of a vocalic 

shewa to the quality of the vowel after a following guttural: §I.2.5.1. 
9 Assimilation of a vocalic shewa to the quality of the vowel after a fol-

lowing guttural: §I.2.5.1. 
10 Insertion of epenthetic in closed syllable with a long vowel: §I.2.4. 
11 Assimilation of a vocalic shewa to the quality of the vowel after a 

following guttural: §I.2.5.1. 
12 Assimilation of a vocalic shewa to the quality of the vowel after a 

following guttural: §I.2.5.1. 
13 Glide [w] before furtive pataḥ: §I.1.6. 
14 Stressed vowels and vowels in open unstressed syllables are length-

ened: §I.2.2.1. 
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[vɔhɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ hɔːɔjˈθɔː ˈθoːhuː vɔːˈvoːhuː voˈħoːʃɛχ ʕal-

ppʰaˈneː θoˈhoːom vaˈʀu̟ːwaħ ʔɛloːˈhiːim maʀa̟ːˈħɛːfɛθ ʕal-

ppʰaˈneː hamˈmɔːjim] 

 

וֹר׃3ִ י־אָּֽ ֶ֣יְה  וֹרִוַָּֽ יִאֹ֑ יםִיְה   ֶ֖ לֹה  אמֶרִא  ִוַיּ  
[vaɟˈɟoːmɛʀ̟15 ʔɛloːˈhiːim jiˈhiː ˈʔoːoʀ ̟ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈʔoːoʀ̟16] 

 

וֹר4ִִ אֶ֖ יןִה  יםִב   לֹה ֔ לִא  וֹבִוַיַּבְדֹּ   י־טֹ֑ וֹרִכּ  אֶ֖ יםִאֶת־ה  ֶ֛ לֹה  וַיַּ ֶ֣רְאִא 
שֶךְ׃ יןִהַח ָּֽ ִוּב  

[vaɟˈɟaːaʀ ̟ ʔɛloːˈhiːim ʔɛθ-hɔːˈʔoːoʀ ̟ kʰiː-ˈtˁoːov vaɟɟavˈdeːel 

ʔɛloːˈhiːim beːen hɔːˈʔoːoʀ ̟wuˈveːen17 haːˈħoːʃɛχ] 

[vaɟˈɟaːaʀ ̟ʔɛloːˈhiːim ʔɛθ-hɔːˈʔoːoʀ ̟kkʰiː-ˈtˁoːov vaɟɟavˈddeːel 

ʔɛloːˈhiːim bbeːen hɔːˈʔoːoʀ ̟wuˈveːen haːˈħoːʃɛχ] 

 

א5ִִ קְר   רֶבִוַיּ  י־עֶ  ֶ֣יְה  הִוַָּֽ יְל  ֹ֑ אִל  ר  שֶךְִק   ִי֔וֹםִוְלַח ֶ֖ אוֹרִ֙ יםִ׀ִל  ִ֤ לֹה  א 
ד׃ ָּֽ וֹםִאֶח  קֶרִי  י־ב ֶ֖ ֶ֣יְה   וַָּֽ

[vaɟɟiq̟̍ ʀɔ̟ː ʔɛloːˈhiːim lɔːˈʔoːoʀ ̟ ˈjoːom valaːˈħoːʃɛχ ˈqɔ̟ːʀɔ̟ː 
ˈlɔːɔjlɔː ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈʕɛːʀɛ̟v ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈvoːqɛ̟ʀ ̟ˈjoːom ʔɛːˈħɔːɔð] 

 

                                                 
15 A geminated yod is pronounced as a voiced palatal stop [ɟ]: §I.1.10. 
16 In [ˌvaˑjhiː] there is orthoepic lengthening of the vowel before two 

weak consonants in contact: §I.2.10. 
17 Word-initial ּו is pronounced [wu]: §I.1.6. 
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ים6ִ לֹה ֔ אמֶרִא  םִִוַיּ   י  מֶַ֖ יןִ ילִב   ֔ מַבְדֹּ  יִ יה   םִו  י  ֹ֑ וֹךְִהַמ  יעִַבְת  ֶ֖ ָּק  ר  יִ יְה  
ם׃ י  ָּֽ מ  ִל 

[vaɟˈɟoːmɛʀ ̟ʔɛloːˈhiːim jiˈhiː ʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ baˈθoːoχ hamˈmɔːjim 

viːˈhiː mavˈdiːil ˈbeːen ˈmaːjim lɔːˈmɔːjim] 

[vaɟˈɟoːmɛʀ ̟ʔɛloːˈhiːim jiˈhiː ʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ bbaˈθoːoχ hamˈmɔːjim 

viːˈhiː mavˈddiːil ˈbbeːen ˈmaːjim lɔːˈmɔːjim] 

 

חַת7ִִ תַ  ִמ  ִאֲשֶרִ֙ םִ֙ י  יןִהַמִַ֙ ִ֤ לִב  ַ֗ ִוַיַּבְדֹּ  יעַַ֒ ק  ר  יםִ֮אֶת־ה  לֹה  וַיַּ עַשִא 
ן׃ ָּֽ י־כ  יְה  ַ יעִַוָּֽ ֹ֑ ָּק  ר  לִל  עַ  רִמ  םִאֲשֶֶ֖ י  יןִהַמַ֔ יעִַוּב   ק ֔ ר  ִל 

[vaɟˈɟaːʕas ʔɛloːˈhiːim ʔɛθ-hɔːʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ vaɟɟavˈdeːel beːen 

hamˈmaːjim ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟ mitˈtʰaːħaθ lɔːʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ wuˈveːen 

hamˈmaːjim ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟meːˈʕaːal lɔːʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈχeːen] 

[vaɟˈɟaːʕas ʔɛloːˈhiːim ʔɛθ-hɔːʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ vaɟɟavˈddeːel bbeːen 

hamˈmaːjim ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟ mitˈtʰaːħaθ lɔːʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ wuˈveːen 

hamˈmaːjim ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟meːˈʕaːal lɔːʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈχeːen] 

 

וֹם8ִִ ִי  קֶר י־ב ֶ֖ ֶ֣יְה  ִוַָּֽ רֶב י־עֶ  ֶ֣יְה  ִוַָּֽ ם י  ֹ֑ מ  ִש  יעַ ֶ֖ ָּק  ר  ָּֽ ִל  ים ֶ֛ לֹה  ִא  א קְר   וַיּ 
י ָּֽ נ   ש 

[vaɟɟiq̟̍ ʀɔ̟ː ʔɛloːˈhiːim ˌlɔːʀɔ̟ːˈqi̟ːjaʕ ʃɔːˈmɔːjim ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈʕɛːʀe̟v 

ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈvoːqɛ̟ʀ ̟ˈjoːom ʃeːˈniː] 
 

ד9ִִ וֹםִאֶח ֔ ק  ִאֶל־מ  םִ֙ י  מִַ֙ חַתִהַש  תִַ֤ םִמ  י  הַמִַ֜ וִּ ו  ק  יםִי  לֹה ַ֗ אמֶרִא  וַיּ  
ן׃ ָּֽ י־כ  ֶ֣יְה  הִוַָּֽ ֹ֑ ש  הִהַיַּב  אֶֶ֖ ר   וְת 
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[vaɟˈɟoːmɛʀ ̟ ʔɛloːˈhiːim jiqq̟ɔ̟ːˈvuː hamˈmaːjim mitˈtʰaːħaθ 

haʃʃɔːˈmaːjim ʔɛl-mɔːˈqo̟ːom ʔɛːˈħɔːɔð vaθeːʀɔ̟ːˈʔɛː haɟɟab-

bɔːˈʃɔː ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈχeːen] 

 

ים10ִִ ֹ֑ אִיַמ  ר   םִק  י  הִהַמֶַ֖ קְו   רֶץִוּלְמ  ִאֶ֔ הִ֙ ש  יםִ׀ִלַיַּב  ִ֤ לֹה  אִא  קְר   וַיּ 
וֹב׃ י־טָּֽ יםִכּ  ֶ֖ לֹה  ֶ֣רְאִא   וַיַּ 

[vaɟɟiq̟̍ ʀɔ̟ː ʔɛloːˈhiːim laɟɟabbɔːˈʃɔː ˈʔɛːʀɛ̟sˁ wulmiq̟̍ veː 
hamˈmaːjim qɔ̟ːˈʀɔ̟ː jamˈmiːim vaɟˈɟaːaʀ ̟ ʔɛloːˈhiːim kʰiː-
ˈtˁoːov] 

[vaɟɟiq̟̍ ʀɔ̟ː ʔɛloːˈhiːim laɟɟabbɔːˈʃɔː ˈʔɛːʀɛ̟sˁ wulmiq̟̍ veː 
hamˈmaːjim qɔ̟ːˈʀɔ̟ː jamˈmiːim vaɟˈɟaːaʀ ̟ ʔɛloːˈhiːim kkʰiː-
ˈtˁoːov] 

 

ץ11ִִ רַעִע   יעִַזֶ֔ שֶבִמַזְר   ֵ֚ שֶאִע  ִדֶֹּ֔ רֶץִ֙ א ִ֙ אִה  ִ֤ דְש  יםִתַָּֽ לֹה ַ֗ אמֶרִא  וַיּ  
יִ ִ֞ ן׃פְּר  ָּֽ י־כ  ֶ֣יְה  רֶץִוַָּֽ ֹ֑ א  וִֹעַל־ה  רִזַרְעוֹ־בֶ֖ ינ֔וִֹאֲשֶ  ִלְמ  יִ֙ שֶהִפְּר   ע ִ֤
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[vaɟˈɟoːmɛʀ ̟ ʔɛloːˈhiːim ˌtʰaˑðˈʃeː18 hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ ˈdɛːʃɛː ˈʕeːsɛv 

mɑzˈrˁiːjaʕ19 ˈzɛːʀa̟ʕ ˈʕeːesˁ pʰaˈʀi̟ː ˈʕoːsɛˑ ppʰaˈʀi̟ː20 lamiːˈnoː 
ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟zɑrˁʕoː21-ˈvoː ʕal-hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈχeːen] 

[vaɟˈɟoːmɛʀ ̟ ʔɛloːˈhiːim ˌttʰaˑðˈʃeː hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ ˈddɛːʃɛː ˈʕeːsɛv 

mɑzˈrˁiːjaʕ ˈzɛːʀa̟ʕ ˈʕeːesˁ ppʰaˈʀi̟ː ˈʕoːsɛˑ ppʰaˈʀi̟ː lamiːˈnoː 
ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟zɑrˁʕoː-ˈvoː ʕal-hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈχeːen] 

 

יע12ִִַ ִ֤ שֶבִמַזְר  שֶאִע   רֶץִדֶֶֹּּ֠ א ִ֜ אִה  שֶה־וַתוֹצ   ץִע ָּֽ הוִּוְע   ינ ֔ ִלְמ  רַעִ֙ זִֶ֙
י ֶ֛ וֹב׃ִפְּר  י־טָּֽ יםִכּ  ֶ֖ לֹה  ֶ֣רְאִא  ֹ֑הוִּוַיַּ  ינ  וִֹלְמ  רִזַרְעוֹ־בֶ֖  אֲשֶ 

[vattʰoːˈsˁeː hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ ˈdɛːʃɛː ˈʕeːsɛv mɑzˈrˁiːjaʕ ˈzɛːʀa̟ʕ 

lamiːˈneːhuː veˈʕeːesˁ ˈʕoːsɛˑ ppʰaˈʀi̟ː ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟ zɑrˁʕoː-ˈvoː 
lamiːˈneːhuː vaɟˈɟaːaʀ ̟ʔɛloːˈhiːim kʰiː-ˈtˁoːov] 

[vattʰoːˈsˁeː hɔːˈʔɔːʀɛ̟sˁ ˈddɛːʃɛː ˈʕeːsɛv mɑzˈrˁiːjaʕ ˈzɛːʀa̟ʕ 

lamiːˈneːhuː veˈʕeːesˁ ˈʕoːsɛˑ ppʰaˈʀi̟ː ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟ zɑrˁʕoː-ˈvoː 
lamiːˈneːhuː vaɟˈɟaːaʀ ̟ʔɛloːˈhiːim kkʰiː-ˈtˁoːov] 

 

                                                 
18 Orthoepic lengthening of the vowel before two weak consonants in 

contact: §I.2.10. 
19 The pharyngealized alveolar realization of resh [rˁ] is conditioned by 
contact with the preceding alveolar: §I.1.20. Pataḥ is pronounced as 

back [ɑ] in the environment of pharyngealized consonants: §I.2.1.3. 
20 Deḥiq involving the compression of the vowel and compensatory gem-

ination of the following consonant: §I.2.8.1.2. 
21 The pharyngealized alveolar realization of resh [rˁ] is conditioned by 
the fact that it is preceded by an alveolar consonant in the same syllable 

and/or the same foot: §I.1.20. 
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רֶב13ִ י־עֶ  יְה  ַ י׃ִוָּֽ ָּֽ יש  וֹםִשְל  קֶרִי  י־ב ֶ֖ יְה  ַ וָּֽ
[ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈʕɛːʀe̟v ˌvaˑjhiː-ˈvoːqɛ̟ʀ ̟ˈjoːom ʃaliːˈʃiː] 

I.5.4.2. Psalm 1

Oral Performances 

Dagesh forte—dagesh lene reading with-

out melody (Alex Foreman 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.10) 

Dagesh forte—dagesh lene reading with 

Sefardi melody (Alex Foreman 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.11) 

Extended dagesh forte reading without 

melody (Alex Foreman 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.12) 

Extended dagesh forte reading with Se-

fardi melody (Alex Foreman 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.13) 

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.10
https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.11
https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.12
https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0163.13
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יש1ִ א ַ֗ י־ה  ר  שְָּֽ רֶךְִִאַ  ִוּבְדֶ  ים ע   ִרְש ָׁ֫ ת ִבַעֲצַַ֪ לַךְ֮ ִה  א ִל   ִ׀ ר אֲשִֶ֤
ב׃ ָּֽ ש  אִי  יםִל   צ ַ֗ בִל ּ֝ דִוּבְמוֹשַ  ֹ֑ מ  אִע  יםִל   א  ט   חַַ֭

[ˌʔaːˌʃaˑʀe̟ː22-hɔːˈʔiːiʃ ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟ ˈloː hɔːˈlaːaχ baːʕɑˈsˁɑːɑθ 

ʀa̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim wuvˈðɛːʀɛ̟χ ħɑttˁɔːˈʔiːim ˈloː ʕɔːˈmɔːɔð 

wuvmoːˈʃaːav leːˈsˁiːim ˈloː jɔːˈʃɔːɔv] 

[ˌʔaːˌʃaˑʀe̟ː-hɔːˈʔiːiʃ ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟ ˈloː hɔːˈlaːaχ bbaːʕɑˈsˁɑːɑθ 

ʀa̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim wuvˈðɛːʀɛ̟χ ħɑttˁɔːˈʔiːim ˈloː ʕɔːˈmɔːɔð 

wuvmoːˈʃaːav leːˈsˁiːim ˈloː jɔːˈʃɔːɔv] 

 

ם2ִִ יִא   ִ֤ ה׃כּ  יְל  ָּֽ ל  םִו  הִיוֹמ   וִֹיֶהְגֶַּ֗ ת  בְתוֹר  וִֹוָּּֽ פְצ  הִחֶָׁ֫ ַ֗ תִיְהו  ִבְתוֹרַ 
[ˈkʰiː ˈʔiːim baθoːˈʀa̟ːaθ ʔaðoːˈnɔːɔj ħɛfˈsˁoː ˌwuˑvθoːʀɔ̟ːˈθoː23 

jɛhˈgɛː joːˈmɔːɔm vɔːˈlɔːɔjlɔː] 
[ˈkkʰiː ˈʔiːim bbaθoːˈʀa̟ːaθ ʔaðoːˈnɔːɔj ħɛfˈsˁoː ˌwuˑvθoːʀɔ̟ːˈθoː 
jɛhˈggɛː joːˈmɔːɔm vɔːˈlɔːɔjlɔː] 
 

ו3ִִֹ תַ֗ ִבְע  ן ת ֵּ֬ ִי  ִ׀ וֹ רְי  רִפּ  םִאֲשִֶ֤ י  ִמ   י ל־פַּלְג ָׁ֫ וּלִעַָּֽ תַ֪ ִש  ץ֮ הִכְּע  י ַ֗ ה  וְָּֽ
יחַ׃ ָּֽ הִיַצְל  לִאֲשֶר־יַעֲשֶ  וֹלִוְכ ֶ֖ בֹ֑ א־י  הוִּל ָּֽ ל   ִוְע 

                                                 
22 The short vowel in the first syllable is lengthened by a merkha to 

condition the reading of the following shewa as vocalic: §I.2.5.8.5. The 

vocalic shewa has gaʿya, which causes it to be read as half-long: §I.2.9. 
23 The initial ּו before a consonant with silent shewa is normally 

pronounced [wu] (§I.1.6.), but is here pronounced half-long due to the 

fact that it has minor gaʿya: §I.2.8.2.2. 
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[ˌvɔˑhɔːˈjɔː24 kʰeˈʕeːesˁ ʃɔːˈθuːul ˌʕaˑl-pʰalˈʁeː25 ˈmɔːjim 

ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟pʰiʀ̟̍ joː jitˈtʰeːen biʕitˈtʰoː vɔʕɔːˈleːhuː ˌloː26-jibˈboːol 

vaˈχoːol ʔaʃɛʀ-̟jaːʕaˈsɛː jɑsˁˈliːjaħ] 

[ˌvɔˑhɔːˈjɔː kkʰeˈʕeːesˁ ʃɔːˈθuːul ˌʕaˑl-ppʰalˈʁeː ˈmɔːjim ʔaˈʃɛːɛʀ ̟

ppʰiʀ̟̍ joː jitˈtʰeːen bbiʕitˈtʰoː vɔʕɔːˈleːhuː ˌloː-jibˈboːol 

vaˈχoːol ʔaʃɛʀ-̟jaːʕaˈsɛː jɑsˁˈliːjaħ] 

 

ץִא 4ִִ מ ַ֗ ם־כַּּ֝ יִא  יםִכּ   ֹ֑ ע  רְש  ןִה  וּחַ׃ל א־כ   נוִּרָּֽ דְֹּפֶ  ִשֶר־ת 
[loː-ˈχeːen hɔːʀa̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim27 ˈkʰiː ʔim-kʰamˈmoːosˁ28 ˌʔaˑʃɛʀ̟29-

tʰiddaˈfɛːɛnnuː ˈʀu̟ːwaħ] 

[loː-ˈχeːen hɔːʀa̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim ˈkkʰiː ʔim-kkʰamˈmoːosˁ ˌʔaˑʃɛʀ-̟

ttʰiddaˈfɛːɛnnuː ˈʀu̟ːwaħ] 

 

ת5ִִ ִבַעֲדַ  ים א ַ֗ ִוְּ֝חַט  ט ֹ֑ שְפּ  ִבַמ  ים ע  ש  ִרְַ֭ מוּ ָּק   ִל א־י  ִ׀ ן ִ֤ עַל־כּ 
ים׃ ָּֽ יָּק  ִצַדֹּ 

                                                 
24 The shewa is pronounced half-long due to its being read with gaʿya: 

§I.2.9. 
25 The vowel in ל־  :is read with minor gaʿya and so is half-long עַָּֽ

§I.2.8.2.2. 
26 The major gaʿya on the long vowel in the open syllable marks second-

ary stress: §I.2.8.2.1. 
27 The shewa on a resh after the definite article is vocalic (§I.2.5.7.4.), 

although by default a shewa after a long vowel is silent (§I.2.5.6.). 
28 The first element of the composite accent reviaʿ mugrash does not 

lengthen the short vowel in the first syllable: §I.2.12. 
29 The ḥaṭef pataḥ is half-long since it has gaʿya: §I.2.9. 
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[ʕal-ˈkʰeːen loː-jɔːˈqu̟ːmuː ʀa̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim bammiʃˈpʰɔːɔtˁ 
vaħɑttˁɔːˈʔiːim baːʕaˈðaːaθ sˁɑddiːˈqi̟ːim] 

[ʕal-ˈkkʰeːen loː-jɔːˈqu̟ːmuː ʀa̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim bbammiʃˈppʰɔːɔtˁ 
vaħɑttˁɔːˈʔiːim bbaːʕaˈðaːaθ sˁɑddiːˈqi̟ːim] 

 

ד6ִ ָּֽ יםִת אב  ע   רֶךְִרְש  יםִוְדֶֶ֖ ֹ֑ יָּק  רֶךְִצַדֹּ  הִדֶֹּ  עִַיְַ֭הו  י־יוֹד   ָּֽ ִכּ 
[ˌkʰiː-joːˈðeːjaʕ ʔaðoːˈnɔːɔj ˈdɛːʀɛ̟χ sˁɑddiːˈqi̟ːim vaˈðɛːʀɛ̟χ 

ʀa̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim tʰoːˈveːeð] 

[ˌkkʰiː-joːˈðeːjaʕ ʔaðoːˈnɔːɔj ˈddɛːʀɛ̟χ sˁɑddiːˈqi̟ːim vaˈðɛːʀɛ̟χ 

ʀa̟ʃɔːˈʕiːim ttʰoːˈveːeð] 



 

REFERENCES AND ABBREVIATIONS 

ABBREVIATIONS 

A = Aleppo Codex 

BHQ = Biblia Hebraica Quinta 

BHS = Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 4th ed. 

BL = British Library, London 

Bod. = Bodleian Library, University of Oxford 

C = The Cairo Codex of the Prophets 

CUL = Cambridge University Library 

JTS ENA = Jewish Theological Seminary, Elkan Nathan Adler 

collection 

L = Codex Leningradensis, St. Petersburg (Leningrad), National 

Library of Russia, I Firkovitch Evr. I B 19a 

LB = Late Babylonian (vocalization) 

LG = Lewis-Gibson Genizah collection, Cambridge University 

Library 

NLR = National Library of Russia, St. Petersburg 

MB = Middle Babylonian (vocalization) 

OB = Old Babylonian (vocalization) 

S = Jerusalem National and University Library, Heb. 24, 5702 

(formerly MS Sassoon 507) 
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T-S = Taylor-Schechter Genizah collection, Cambridge Uni-

versity Library 

REFERENCES 

Abraham Ibn Ezra. 1827. ִ צחותספר . Edited by Gabriel Hirsch 

Lippmann. Fürth: Ṣirndorfer. 

Adriaen, Marcus. 1969–1970. S. Hieronymi Presbyteri Opera: Pars 

I: Opera Exegetica 6: Commentarii in Prophetas Minores. 2 vol-

umes. Turnhout: Brepols. 

Akun, Natali. 2010. ‘ִ,ִתאפילאלת ִ)קהילות ִמרוקו ִיהודי ִשבפי העברית
 Ph.D. thesis. Jerusalem: Hebrew .’מראכּשִומכּנאס(:ִתורתִההגה

University. 

Albrektson, Bertil. 1978. ‘Reflections on the Emergence of a 
Standard Text of the Hebrew Bible’. In Congress Volume, 49–
65. Vetus Testamentum Supplement 29. Leiden: Brill. 

Allony, Nehemiah. 1963. ‘ ִהקולות ִבןִ—ספר ִלמשה ִאלמצותאת כתאב
 .Lĕšonénu 29: 9–23, 136–59 .’אשר

———. 1964. ‘ ?איזהוִ"הניקודִשלנו"ִבמחזורִויטרי ’. Beit Mikra 8: 135–
44. 

 Hebrew Union College Annual 35: 1-40 .’סדרִהסימנים‘ .1965 .———

(Hebrew section). 

———. 1972. ‘ יצירהִ׳בסִהעבריתִתהמילונוִּשלִהאנאגרמטיתִהשיטה ’. 
Temirin 1: 63–99. 

ִהעברית"‘ .1973 .——— ִהלשון ִ"יסודות ִוחיבורו ִהנזיר ִיהודה ִבן  .’עלי
Lĕšonénu 34: 75–105, 187–205. 

———. 1979. ‘ ִהרבניםִבעדתִבציבורִהתורהִבקריאתִוהמצחףִהתורהִספר
הקראיםִובעדת ’. Beit Mikra 78: 321–34. 

———. 1982a. ‘ יצירהִספרִשלִחיבורוִזמן ’. Temirin 2: 41–50. 



626 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

———. 1982b. ‘ קהירִמגניזתִמגילהִבצורתִג"הרסִנוסחִיצירהִספר ’. 
Temirin 2: 9–29. 

Allony, Nehemiah, and Israel Yeivin. 1985. ‘ ִהקוֹלוֹתִמספרוּת
ִ)אלמצותאת) (חיבוּריםִמארבעה—קהירִמגניזוֹתִקטעיםִארבעה( ’. 

Lĕšonénu 48–49: 85–117. 

Alvestad, Silje, and Lutz Edzard. 2009. La-Ḥšōḇ but La-Ḥǎzōr?: 
Sonority, Optimality, and the Hebrew פ׳׳ח Forms. 

Abhandlungen für die Kunde des Morgenlandes, Bd. 66. 

Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. 

Ariel, Chanan. 2013. ‘Orthography: Biblical Hebrew’. In 
Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics, edited by 

Geoffrey Khan, Shmuel Bolozky, Steven E. Fassberg, Gary 

A. Rendsburg, Aaron D. Rubin, Ora R. Schwarzwald, and 

Tamar Zewi, 2:940–48. Leiden–Boston: Brill. 

———. 2020. ‘Three Methods of Preserving Guttural Consonants 
in the Tiberian Tradition:  ִהּהַרְע ִִמ  ִִוּזֲהַב, וַיְּקַנְאוּ, ’. Journal of 

Semitic Studies 65: 137-146. 

Arrant, Estara. 2020 (to appear). ‘An Exploratory Typology of 

Near-Model and Non-Standard Tiberian Torah Manuscripts 

from the Cairo Genizah’. In Studies in Semitic Vocalization 

and Reading Traditions, edited by Aaron Hornkohl and 

Geoffrey Khan. Cambridge Semitic Languages and Cultures 

2. Cambridge: University of Cambridge & Open Book 

Publishers. 

Artom, Elia S. 1922. ‘La Pronuncia dell’ebraico presso gli Ebrei 

della Tripolitania,’. Vessillo Israelitico 70: 5–6. 



 References and Abbreviations 627 

Avni, Gideon. 2014. The Byzantine-Islamic Transition in Palestine: 

An Archaeological Approach. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 

Baalbakki, Ramzi. 2008. The Legacy of the Kitāb: Sībawayhi’s 
Analytical Methods within the Context of the Arabic 

Grammatical Theory. Leiden–Boston: Brill. 

Bacher, Wilhelm. 1895a. ‘Jehuda Hadassi’s Hermeneutik und 

Grammatik’. Monatsschrift für Geschichte und Wissenschaft 

des Judentums 40: 109–26. 

———. 1895b. ‘Le Grammairien Anonyme de Jérusalem’. Revue 

des Études Juives 30: 232–56. 

———. 1974. Die Anfänge der Hebräischen Grammatik. Die 

Hebräische Sprachwissenschaft vom 10. bis Zum 16. 

Jahrhundert. Amsterdam Studies in the Theory and History 

of Linguistic Science 4. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Baer, Seligmann, and Franz Delitzsch. 1890. Liber Jeremiae. 

Leipzig: Tauchnitz. 

Baer, Seligmann, and Hermann Leberecht Strack. 1879. Die 

Dikduke Ha-Teamim des Ahron ben Moscheh ben Ascher und 

andere alte grammatisch-massoretische Lehrstücke. Leipzig: L. 

Pernoy. 

Bar-Asher, Moshe. 1980. The Tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew in the 

Communities of Italy (According to MS Paris 328-329). 

Publications of the Hebrew University Language Traditions 

Project 6. Jerusalem: Magnes Press, Hebrew University (in 

Hebrew). 

———. 1987. ‘The Different Traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew’. In 
“Working with No Data”: Semitic and Egyptian Studies 

Presented to Thomas O. Lambdin, edited by David M. 

Golomb, 1–38. Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns. 



628 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

———. 2015. A Morphology of Mishnaic Hebrew. Introductions and 

Noun Morphology. Part I. Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 

Academy of the Hebrew Language. 

Barkat-Defradas, Melissa. 2011a. ‘Vowel Backing’. In 
Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics, edited by 

Lutz Edzard and Rudolf de Jong. Online: Brill. 

———. 2011b. ‘Vowel Raising’. In Encyclopedia of Arabic 

Language and Linguistics, edited by Lutz Edzard and Rudolf 

de Jong. Online: Brill. 

Barr, James. 1968. Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old 

Testament. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

———. 1981. ‘A New Look at the Kethib-Qere’. Oudtestamentische 

Studien 21: 19–37. 

———. 1984. ‘Migraš in the Old Testament’. Journal of Semitic 

Studies 29: 15–31. 

Bauer, Hans, and Pontus Leander. 1922. Historische Grammatik 

der Hebräischen Sprache des Alten Testaments. Halle: M. 

Niemeyer. 

Beit-Arié, Malachi. 1965. ‘ זאיורמיושלִמחזורִק׳׳קִִניקודו ’. Lĕšonénu 29: 

27–46, 80–102. 

Beit-Arié, Malachi, Colette Sirat, and Mordechai Glatzer. 1997. 

Codices Hebraicis Litteris Exarati quo Tempore Scripti Fuerint 

Exhibentes. Monumenta Palaeographica Medii Aevi. Series 

Hebraica. Turnhout–Paris–Jérusalem: Brepols, Institut de 

Recherche et d’Histoire des Textes, CNRS, Académie Natio-

nale des Sciences et des Lettres d’Israël. 



 References and Abbreviations 629 

Bellem, Alex. 2007. ‘Towards a Comparative Typology of 
Emphatics across Semitic and into Arabic Dialect 

Phonology’. Ph.D. thesis, London: University of London. 

Ben Yehuda, Eliezer. 1980. A Complete Dictionary of Ancient and 

Modern Hebrew. Jerusalem: Makor. 

Ben-David, Abba. 1957a. ‘?ִוקטנות ִגדולות ִלתנועות ִהחלוקה  .’מנַיין
Lĕšonénu 22: 7–35, 110–36. 

———. 1957b. ‘ ?נפתלי-ובןִאשר-בןִנחלקוִמהִעל ’. Tarbiẕ 26: 384–409. 
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Tarbiẕ 61: 45-59. 

———. 1998. ‘Lexicographical Problems Early and Late’. Scripta 

Hierosolymitana 37: 244–63. 

Klatt, Dennis H. 1975. ‘Vowel Lengthening is Syntactically 

Determined in a Connected Discourse’. Journal of Phonetics 

3: 129–40. 

———. 1976. ‘Linguistic Uses of Segmental Duration in English: 
Acoustic and Perceptual Evidence’. Journal of the Acoustical 

Society of America 59: 1208–20. 

Klostermann, Erich. 1933. Origenes Werker: Zehnter Band: 

Origenes Matthäuserklärung. Lepzig: J.C. Hinrichs’sche 
Buchhandlung. 

Knauf, Ernst Axel. 1979. ‘Dagesh Agrammaticum Im Codex 
Leningradensis’. Biblische Notizen 10: 23–35. 

Knobloch, Frederick W. 1995. ‘Hebrew Sounds in Greek Script: 

Transcriptions and Related Phenomena in the Septuagint, 



658 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

with Special Focus on Genesis.’ Ph.D. Thesis, Philadelphia: 

University of Pennsylvania. 

Kooij, Arie van der. 2014. ‘Standardization or Preservation? 
Some Comments on the Textual History of the Hebrew 

Bible in the Light of Josephus and Rabbinic Literature’. In 
The Text of the Hebrew Bible from the Rabbis to the Masoretes, 

edited by Elvira Martín Contreras and Lorena Miralles-

Marciá, 63–78. Journal of Ancient Judaism. Supplements 

13. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 

Kutscher, Edward Y. 1965. ‘Contemporary Studies in North-

Western Semitic’. Journal of Semitic Studies 10: 21–51. 

———. 1969. ‘ (קאופמןִכ׳׳יִלפי)ִחז׳׳לִלשוןִבדקדוקִמחקרים ’. In Sefer 

Bar-Ilan. Decennial Volume II, 1955-1965, edited by 

Manaḥem Zvi Kaddari, 51–77. Ramat-Gan: Kiryat Sepher. 

———. 1976. Studies in Galilean Aramaic. Translated by Michael 

Sokoloff. Bar-Ilan Studies in Near Eastern Languages and 

Culture. Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University. 

———. 1979. The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah 

Scroll (1 QIsaa). Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah 

6. Leiden: Brill. 

———. 1982. A History of the Hebrew Language. Jerusalem: 

Magnes Press. 

Lagarde, Paul, de, Germain Morin, and Marcus Adriaen. 1959. S. 

Hieronymi Presbyteri Opera: Pars I: Opera Exegetica 1: Hebra-

icae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos; Liber Interpretationis He-

braicorum Nominum; Commentarioli in Psalmos; Commen-

tarius in Ecclesiasten. Turnhout: Brepols. 



 References and Abbreviations 659 

Lambert, Mayer. 1889. ‘Quelques Remarques sur les Voyelles 

Hébraiques chez les Grammarien Juifs avant Qamchi’. 
Revue Des Études Juives 18: 123–26. 

———. 1891. Commentaire sur Le Séfer Yesira, uu Livre de la 

Création. Paris: É. Bouillon. 

Lange, Nicholas de. 1996. Greek Jewish Texts from the Cairo 

Genizah. Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism 51. 

Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck. 

Leemhuis, Frederik. 2017. ‘Readings of the Qurʾān’. In 

Encyclopaedia of the Qurʾān, edited by Jane Dammen 

McAuliffe. Online: Brill. 

Lehiste, Ilse. 1970. Suprasegmentals. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Leslau, Wolf. 1987. Comparative Dictionary of Geʿez (Classical 

Ethiopic): Geʿez-English/English-Geʻez with an Index of the 
Semitic Roots. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. 

Levy, Kurt. 1936. Zur Masoretischen Grammatik. Bonner Oriental-

istische Studien 15. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer. 

Liberman, Mark, and Alan Prince. 1977. ‘On Stress and Linguistic 
Rhythm’. Linguistic Inquiry 8: 249–233. 

Lim, Timothy. 2013. The Formation of the Jewish Canon. New 

Haven: Yale University Press. 

Lipschütz, Lazar. 1964. ‘Kitāb al-Khilaf, the Book of the Ḥillufim: 

Mishael Ben Uzziel’s Treatise on the Differences between 
Ben Asher and Ben Napthali’. Textus 4: 2–29. 

———. 1965. Kitāb al-Khilaf: Mishael Ben Uzziel’s Treatise on the 
Differences between Ben Asher and Ben Naphtali. Publications 

of the Hebrew University Bible Project 2. Jerusalem: 

Magnes Press. 



660 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

Loewinger, David S. 1970. ִכתב:ִ לנינגרדִידִכתבִוכתוביםִנביאיםִתורה
המקראִשלִביותרִהקדוםִהשלםִהיד . Jerusalem: Maqor. 

ִהעבריִהידִכתבִ: בעבאסיהִהכנסתִמביתִקאהירִידִכתבִך"תנ .1971 .———
ִאלינוִשהגיעִביותרִהקדום אשרִבןִמשהִידיִעל895ִִבשנתִנכתב, . 

Jerusalem: Maqor. 

Luzzatto, Samuel David. 2005. Prolegomena to a Grammar of the 

Hebrew Language. Translated by Aaron D. Rubin. 

Piscataway: Gorgias Press. 

Lyons, David L. 1983. ‘The Vocalization, Accentuation and 

Masora of Codex Or. 4445 (Brit. Mus.) and their Place in 

the Development of the Tiberian Masora’. Ph.D. thesis. 

London: University of London. 

Makkī ibn ʾAbī Ṭālib al-Qaysī. 1996. Al-Riʿāya li-Tajwīd al-Qirāʾa 
wa-Taḥqīq Lafẓ al-Tilāwa. Edited by Aḥmad Ḥasan Farḥāt. 
Amman: Dār ʿAmmār. 

Malone, Joseph L. 1993. Tiberian Hebrew Phonology. Winona 

Lake, Ind: Eisenbrauns. 

Mann, Jacob. 1931. Texts and Studies in Jewish History and 

Literature. Vol. 1. 2 vols. The Abraham and Hannah 

Oppenheim Memorial Publications. Cincinnati: Hebrew 

Union College Press. 

———. 1935. Texts and Studies in Jewish History and Literature. 

Vol. 2. 2 vols. Cincinnati: Jewish Publication Society. 

———. 1969. The Jews in Egypt and in Palestine under the Fātimid 
Caliphs. Reprint. Vol. 2. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Mansour, Jacob. 1974. The Judaeo-Arabic Dialect of Baghdad. 

Haifa: University of Haifa (in Hebrew). 



 References and Abbreviations 661 

Martín Contreras, Elvira. 1999. ‘Terminología masorética en la 
exégesis de Génesis rabba (secciones “Bere’sit” y Noah’)’. 
Sefarad 59 (2): 343–52. 

———. 2002. ‘Noticias masoréticas en el midrás " Lamentaciones 
Rabbâ "’. Sefarad 62 (1): 125–41. 

———. 2003. ‘Noticias masoréticas en los midrasim halákicos 
más antiguos y su comparación con los midrassim 

exegéticos’. Sefarad 63 (1): 119–39. 

McCarthy, Carmel. 1981. The Tiqqune Sopherim and Other 

Theological Corrections in the Masoretic Text of the Old 

Testament. Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 36. Freiburg, 

Schweiz: Universitätsverlag. 

McCarthy, John. 1979. ‘Formal Problems in Semitic Phonology 

and Morphology’. Ph.D. thesis. Cambridge MA: 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

Melamed, Ezra Zion. 1948. ‘שימושיִלשוןִבמקראִהמיוחדיםִלה’. Tarbiẕ 
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Dead Sea Scrolls:  4, 6, 254 
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deḥiq:  139, 365, 366, 368, 
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455, 456, 471, 478, 513, 

514 

directive he:  338 

distinction in meaning:  79, 81, 

82, 83, 525, 527, 528, 529 

dorsal:  156, 207, 222 

dual:  70, 81 

ḏ̣uhūr:  162 

Dunash ibn Tamīm, ʾAbū Sahl:  
128, 260 

Egypt:  26, 108, 123, 124, 221, 

338, 526 

Elias Levita:  246 

emphatic (i.e. pharyngealized):  

60, 156, 158, 160, 161, 191, 

192, 193, 207, 216, 219, 

220, 221, 222, 227, 228, 

230, 231, 236, 556 

En Gedi:  8 

ʿEn ha-Qore:  466, 566, 582 

energic:  170 

epenthetic:  150, 230, 269, 

282, 288, 289, 290, 291, 

292, 293, 296, 297, 298, 

304, 308, 312, 324, 325, 
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332, 334, 336, 339, 342, 
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Europe:  12, 25, 120, 130, 132, 
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extrametrical:  335, 337, 353, 

423, 538 

extrasyllabic:  290, 329, 348, 

349, 422, 423, 426 

Ezra the scribe:  16 

farʿ:  154, 156, 158, 207, 238 
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foot:  229, 230, 291, 321, 322, 

323, 324, 335, 338, 349, 

356, 357, 423, 424, 425, 
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436, 437, 443, 460, 475, 
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195, 196, 202, 211, 224, 

250, 263, 265, 274, 298, 



690 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew 

 

303, 316, 342, 347, 369, 

378, 441, 442, 451, 511, 

517, 571, 575, 576, 581 

geresh:  555 

German:  112 

gimel:  21, 154, 155, 156, 201, 

221, 343, 346, 525 

glide:  60, 84, 139, 173, 175, 

186, 265, 298, 299, 300, 

301 

glottal:  36, 135, 161, 297, 328 

glottalization:  102, 516, 517 

grammarians:  91, 92, 107, 

120, 123, 124, 125, 126, 

155, 156, 157, 194, 201, 

209, 222, 227, 237, 239, 
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grammaticalization:  332 
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Greek transcriptions:  5, 10, 

11, 49, 61, 90, 181, 189, 

199, 203, 205, 217, 219, 

220, 238, 253, 284, 295, 

333, 449, 561 
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259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 

266, 267, 268, 283, 305, 

310, 311, 320, 321, 327, 

328, 362, 368, 371, 372, 

373, 405, 408, 432, 433, 

444, 450, 452, 453, 455, 

456, 457, 460, 461, 464, 

474, 490, 513, 535, 536, 

545, 547, 551, 553, 555, 

557, 559, 560, 561, 562, 

563, 574 

Ḥijāz:  36 

ḥireq:  72, 73, 94, 122, 131, 

182, 202, 244, 260, 261, 

265, 266, 267, 271, 274, 

278, 279, 288, 299, 308, 

311, 312, 313, 326, 330, 

346, 347, 400, 401, 402, 

406, 439, 443, 445, 470, 

472, 489, 491, 492, 493, 

503, 505, 506, 507, 531, 

532, 543 

ḥiṭfa:  319, 449 
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ḥolem:  68, 69, 185, 244, 247, 

248, 251, 252, 262, 263, 

264, 265, 266, 267, 275, 

277, 278, 281, 287, 288, 

298, 332, 339, 355, 360, 

439, 440, 441, 443, 470, 

492, 511, 512, 513 

homophonous:  78, 82, 83, 

524, 534 

Horayat ha-Qore:  121, 557, 

559, 565 

ḥurūf al-līn:  267 

hypercorrection:  588, 595, 

606, 607 

iambic:  321, 323, 325, 349, 

496 

Ibn Ezra, Abraham:  108, 566 

Ibn Janāḥ, 92, 107, 157, 194, 

236, 237 

Ibn Jinnī:  296 

Ibn Kathīr:  517 

Ibn Khālawayh:  111, 517 

Ibn Khaldūn:  153, 192 

Ibn Mujāhid:  36, 111 

Ibn Sīnā:  201, 246 

ʾiʿlān:  457 

ʾimāla:  151, 260, 604 

imperfect learning:  586, 587, 

595, 596, 603, 606 

infinitive absolute:  70, 82 

inherent length feature:  291, 

357, 422, 510, 511, 564 

interference:  63, 586, 587, 

588, 589, 591, 602, 604 

interrogative:  315, 385, 386, 

387, 388, 436, 447, 450, 

516, 534, 535, 569 

intransitive:  58, 71, 83 

Iranian dialects:  69 

Iraq:  16, 39, 56, 69, 87, 89, 

129, 174, 187 

Isaac Israeli:  129, 158, 159, 

160, 216, 219, 228 

Islam:  12, 19, 31, 35, 37, 39, 

86, 110, 111, 127, 251 

Islamic period:  12, 19, 31, 37, 

110, 127 

isochrony:  479 

Istanbul:  309 

Italy:  121, 130, 132, 309 

Jacob ben Ḥayyim:  16 

jazm:  305 

Jerba:  249, 299, 302, 309, 

522, 588 

Jerome:  10, 11, 61, 66, 91, 

189, 200, 201, 215, 217, 

223, 239, 254, 255, 307, 

561 

Jerusalem:  26, 30, 31, 32, 34, 

59, 80, 93, 94, 105, 107, 

120, 123, 125 
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jīm:  155, 160, 201 

Joseph ibn Yazdād:  27 

Josephus:  38 

Judaeo-Arabic:  22, 134, 160, 

318, 422, 571, 604, 605 

Judaeo-Greek:  134 

kaf:  94, 204, 205, 206, 221, 

223, 227, 361, 416, 417, 

439, 538, 539, 540, 541 

Kairouan:  129, 158 

Karaites:  3, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 

33, 56, 69, 87, 89, 91, 92, 

93, 106, 107, 120, 122, 123, 

124, 125, 126, 127, 140, 

141, 151, 152, 153, 154, 

155, 156, 171, 174, 179, 

193, 199, 205, 206, 209, 

220, 221, 235, 237, 239, 

245, 250, 259, 261, 264, 

267, 268, 298, 300, 302, 

309, 360, 367, 369, 380, 

382, 383, 387, 393, 402, 

414, 415, 416, 440, 441, 

448, 450, 451, 453, 470, 

471, 472, 473, 479, 490, 

492, 496, 499, 501, 502, 

504, 505, 507, 511, 516, 

517, 518, 527, 547, 551, 

561, 562, 564, 587, 589, 

594, 597, 598, 606 

kasra:  266 

Kaufmann manuscript of the 

Mishnah:  528 

Kerala:  170, 308, 309 

ketiv:  10, 33, 34, 35, 39, 40, 

41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 

48, 49, 53, 55, 56, 57, 58, 

59, 60, 63, 64, 65, 103, 106, 

123, 144, 145, 179, 219, 

410, 412, 431, 515, 516, 

527 

khafḍ:  265, 266 

Kitāb al-ʾAfʿāl Dhawāt Ḥurūf al-
Līn:  566 

Kitāb al-ʾAnwār:  69, 89 

Kitāb al-Khilaf:  25, 27, 93, 94, 

95, 96, 97, 100, 101, 102, 

107, 173, 174, 302, 312, 

362, 363, 365, 368, 379, 

394, 399, 406, 431, 473, 

514, 541, 545, 554, 563 

Kitāb al-Lumaʿ:  92, 108, 158, 

194, 236, 237 

Kitāb al-Muṣawwitāt:  117, 119, 

257 

Kitāb al-Sabʿa fī al-Qirāʾāt:  111 

Kitāb Faṣīḥ Lughat al-

ʿIbrāniyyīn:  124 

Kitāb Jāmiʿ al-ʾAlfāẓ:  106, 127, 

171, 172, 298 

Kitāb Naḥw al-ʿIbrānī:  440 

Kurdistan:  189, 308 
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Kutub al-Lugha:  124, 311, 352, 

366 

labial:  176, 181, 207, 213, 

231, 252, 488 

labialization:  232 

labio-dental:  67, 68, 150, 151, 

153, 171, 172, 173, 174, 

175, 176, 184, 185, 187, 

188, 213, 214 

labio-velar:  113, 171, 178, 

183 

lamed:  139, 140, 148, 207, 

322, 365, 382, 384, 417, 

497, 544, 568, 583 

larynx:  143 

Latin transcriptions:  10, 199, 

214, 217, 218, 222, 238, 

306, 561 

lax vowel:  304, 432, 435, 443, 

446, 447, 483 

letter of extension (ḥarf al-

madd):  297 

Levant:  187, 588 

Lithuania:  309 

liturgy: 20, 24, 32, 33, 106, 

118, 122, 130, 176, 198, 

234, 265, 420, 597 

maʾarikh:  405, 462, 465 

madd:  297, 440 

Maḥberet (Menaḥem ben 

Saruq):  194 

Maḥberet ha-Tījān:  120, 151, 

154, 157, 191, 224, 259, 

455, 456, 457, 464 

Maḥzor Vitry:  420 

Maimonides:  25, 96 

Makkī ibn ʾAbī Ṭālib al-Qaysī:  
193 

makrūkh → zāy markrūkh, resh 

makrūkh 

Manual of Discipline:  52 

manzila bayna manzilatayn:  

224, 555, 556 

maqqef:  101, 102, 283, 368, 

397, 398, 417, 441, 443, 

444, 445, 447, 473, 478, 

497, 508, 509, 510, 511, 

512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 

517, 534, 536, 544 

maqṭaʿ:  320, 323 

Masada:  8 

Masora magna:  137 

Masora parva:  318 

Masoretes:  14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 

20, 22, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30, 

31, 62, 86, 93, 95, 100, 105, 

107, 114, 115, 116, 120, 

123, 124, 133, 246, 327, 

339, 343, 345, 358, 539, 

545, 554, 559, 561 

Masoretic notes:  21, 22, 23, 

25, 30, 45, 56, 57, 93, 121, 
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122, 136, 137, 138, 165, 

168, 219, 268 

Masoretic treatise:  2, 18, 25, 

32, 85, 87, 93, 95, 96, 98, 

100, 107, 116, 117, 119, 

125, 126, 131, 136, 142, 

151, 152, 161, 173, 192, 

213, 220, 224, 228, 229, 

245, 257, 258, 261, 262, 

263, 264, 283, 298, 321, 

328, 329, 330, 343, 357, 

408, 444, 445, 450, 462, 

489, 490, 513, 536, 540, 

562, 565, 571 

melisma:  456, 474, 475, 477, 

478, 479, 480, 481, 486 

melody:  96, 287, 461, 464, 

474 

mem:  60, 207 

mem:  322, 370, 371, 372, 373, 

374, 376, 378, 379, 382, 

439, 543, 568 

Menaḥem ben Saruq:  194 

merkha:  402, 403, 404, 405, 

456, 457, 458, 463, 467, 

469, 488, 518, 621 

meteg:  461 

metiga:  518, 519 

metrical phonology:  323, 324 

Midrash:  31, 52, 53, 86 

miftaḥ pumma:  251, 602 

milʿel:  467 

Minḥat Shai:  186 

minimal pair:  75,  

243, 530 

miqpaṣ pumma:  251 

Miqraʾot Gedolot:  16 

Mishaʾel ben ʿUzziʾel:  25, 93, 

95, 100, 107, 173, 175, 185, 

413, 431, 473, 554, 556 

miṣḥaf:  19, 21 

model codex:  23, 25, 408, 504 

Modern South Arabian:  62, 

483 

monosyllabic word:  509, 513 

monumental manuscripts:  56, 

93, 133, 581 

mora:  290, 300, 323, 325, 

348, 389, 475, 493, 501 

Morocco:  146, 161, 170, 231, 

310, 483, 589 

morphology:  5, 10, 13, 34, 39, 

41, 69, 126, 141, 169, 171, 

252, 253, 254, 255, 280, 

281, 331, 356, 370, 371, 

386, 388, 425, 428, 430, 

432, 522, 523, 524, 527, 

528, 530, 531, 534, 572 

Moshe ben Asher:  29 

Moshe Moḥe:  94, 547 

Muḥammad, prophet:  35 
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Mukhtaṣar fī Shawādhdh al-
Qurʾān min Kitāb al-Badīʿ:  
111 

mulūk:  305, 321 

munaḥ:  462, 463, 481, 485, 

486 

muṣawwitāt:  117, 305 

muṣḥaf:  19, 21 → miṣḥaf 

Muʿtazilite:  556 

naghamāt:  305 

Naḥal David:  8 

Naḥal Ḥever:  8 

Naḥal Ṣeʾelim:  8 

naqdan:  22, 25, 454, 466 

naṣb:  265, 266 

nesiga:  292, 293, 294, 338, 

354, 361, 426, 427, 436, 

437, 468, 469 

neutralization:  322, 326, 430, 

434 

New Testament:  52 

nifʿal:  47, 58, 60, 69, 71, 74, 

80, 83 

Non-Standard Tiberian 

vocalization:  12, 56, 130, 

131, 132, 138, 139, 147, 

148, 183, 195, 302, 312, 

313, 418, 421, 442, 575, 

577, 582, 584, 596 

North Africa:  158, 192, 483, 

485, 588 

Norzi, Jedidiah:  186 

nun:  21, 34, 58, 102, 170, 

208, 322, 329, 343, 354, 

363, 365, 382, 383, 497, 

544, 568, 573, 578, 583 

nuqṭaṭayn qāʾimatayn:  305 

onset:  61, 103, 135, 162, 178, 

180, 182, 183, 297, 298, 

327, 329, 330, 335, 349, 

350, 357, 370, 386, 425, 

447, 485, 497, 501, 546, 

562, 570 

oral:  2, 8, 9, 12, 18, 22, 33, 

34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 42, 48, 

49, 53, 54, 55, 98, 105, 107, 

108, 109, 110, 112, 114, 

122, 132, 193, 216, 241, 

246, 415, 482, 483, 484, 

507, 528, 529, 586, 607 

Origen:  10, 11, 66, 90, 91, 

181, 189, 200, 203, 206, 

214, 222, 239, 254, 284, 

306, 307, 333, 451, 561 

orthoepy:  64, 97, 99, 100, 

102, 103, 104, 110, 111, 

112, 144, 146, 191, 304, 

306, 317, 331, 334, 343, 

350, 352, 396, 425, 441, 

442, 448, 452, 453, 457, 

464, 488, 501, 503, 506, 

507, 514, 542, 543, 544, 
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547, 561, 562, 578, 580, 

581, 586, 587, 606 

palatal:  155, 201, 237, 299, 

616 

Palestine:  2, 4, 11, 31, 65, 67, 

68, 85, 86, 87, 89, 90, 104, 

105, 107, 120, 123, 127, 

152, 171, 187, 191, 192, 

232, 256, 506, 562, 567, 

597 

Palestinian pronunciation:  12, 

13, 89, 90, 109, 110, 130, 

578 

Palestinian vocalization:  14, 

56, 63, 89, 90, 91, 110, 130, 

131, 149, 164, 185, 187, 

196, 210, 211, 303, 307, 

517, 596, 597 

paper:  12, 70 

paragraph:  17 

para-Masoretic:  32 

parasha division:  17, 26, 50 

Parma B manuscript of the 

Mishnah:  522 

participle:  33, 59, 74, 80, 82, 

161, 165, 245, 258, 294, 

295, 296, 377, 412, 461, 

520, 571 

paseq:  536, 545 

pashṭa:  327, 455, 456, 457, 

462, 466, 480 

pataḥ:  13, 73, 77, 80, 91, 94, 

102, 109, 112, 129, 131, 

173, 175, 244, 245, 246, 

247, 248, 250, 251, 256, 

257, 259, 265, 266, 267, 

268, 270, 273, 276, 279, 

281, 289, 291, 292, 293, 

295, 298, 299, 302, 303, 

304, 305, 313, 314, 318, 

341, 344, 345, 346, 350, 

351, 354, 355, 356, 358, 

359, 361, 362, 363, 364, 

365, 366, 367, 368, 370, 

371, 372, 373, 377, 378, 

379, 380, 381, 383, 384, 

385, 386, 387, 389, 390, 

391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 

397, 400, 401, 403, 404, 

421, 433, 439, 447, 450, 

451, 452, 453, 454, 470, 

476, 484, 491, 497, 498, 

501, 503, 505, 506, 508, 

516, 532, 534, 543, 558, 

596, 600, 601, 602, 603, 

604, 605, 615, 619, 622 

pausal:  50, 51, 52, 97, 116, 

281, 287, 288, 430, 454, 

517 

pe:  60, 61, 66, 67, 153, 154, 

158, 186, 188, 213, 214, 
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215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 

220, 370, 539 

Pentateuch:  6, 15, 21, 28, 30, 

34, 60, 75, 529, 530 

Persian 

Judaeo-Persian:  134 

Middle Persian:  216 

Old Persian:  61 

Old Persian:  216, 219, 

220 

Pesher:  52 

Peshitta:  49 

Pharisees:  8 

pharyngeal fricative:  5, 193, 

209 

pharyngealization:  158, 160, 

161, 191, 199, 208, 209, 

216, 218, 220, 221, 223, 

227, 228, 229, 231, 232, 

236, 248, 250, 434, 619 

pharynx:  156, 205, 263, 484 

phoneme:  240, 241, 278, 279, 

280, 281, 282, 284, 288, 

289, 291, 292, 293, 294, 

295, 332, 333, 357, 371, 

430 

phoneme:  593, 597, 600, 602, 

604 

phonemicization:  243 

piʿel:  59, 71, 73, 77, 83, 522 

Pinḥas Rosh ha-Yeshiva:  31, 

86, 345, 358 

pisqaʾot:  17 

piyyuṭ:  91 

pluriformity:  7, 9, 37, 54, 114, 

132 

Poland:  309 

Polychronios:  61, 218, 220 

popular Bible manuscripts:  24 

Post-biblical Hebrew:  59 

post-dental:  156 

post-lexical:  291 

prefix conjugation:  58, 67, 72, 

77, 331 

pre-Islamic period:  198, 219, 

232, 251 

pre-Masoretic:  10, 188, 199, 

203, 205, 214, 217, 231, 

238, 561, 567 

pre-palatal:  237 

pretonic:  176, 438, 532 

priest:  38, 77, 350, 526 

Prophets:  21, 29, 32, 34, 201, 

223, 255, 381, 388 

proto-Masoretic:  6, 8, 65, 75, 

78, 79, 83, 85, 90, 91, 104, 

114, 256, 506 

Qabbalah:  127 

qal:  47, 58, 60, 71, 83, 531 

qameṣ:  244, 245, 246, 251, 

269, 273, 276 
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qaṣr:  440 

qere:  33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 

40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 

47, 48, 49, 53, 55, 56, 57, 

59, 60, 63, 64, 65, 106, 123, 

144, 145, 150, 231, 235, 

340, 341, 410, 412, 431, 

450, 451, 515, 516, 527, 

528 

qibbuṣ:  72, 150, 179, 180, 

244, 262, 263, 264, 265, 

267, 272, 275, 277, 279, 

439, 470, 531 

Qimḥi, David:  96, 346, 417, 

439, 465, 520, 582 

Qimḥi, Joseph:  264, 439 

qirāʾāt:  35, 54, 97 

qof:  29, 103, 218, 221, 222, 

223, 322, 377, 382, 385, 

396, 400, 408, 498, 525, 

542, 545, 568, 569 

Qumran:  1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 37, 

39, 40, 50, 52, 55, 57, 58, 

66, 67, 68, 91, 109, 114, 

144, 146, 153, 188, 235, 

252, 341 

Qurʾān:  20, 35, 38, 39, 54, 55, 

97, 100, 109, 111, 193, 296, 

551, 581 

Rabbi Aqiva:  15 

Rabbi Joḥanan:  85 

Rabbi Yonatan:  2 

Rabbinic:  1, 2, 14, 16, 17, 19, 

26, 31, 45, 57, 63, 67, 69, 

71, 81, 106, 122, 137, 232, 

256, 261, 300, 521, 523, 

528 

radical letter:  67, 69, 73, 116, 

360, 363, 365, 414, 425, 

522, 523, 533 

rafʿ:  266, 455, 457 

rafe:  28, 30, 129, 131, 146, 

147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 

152, 153, 154, 156, 159, 

160, 166, 167, 168, 171, 

173, 174, 175, 176, 183, 

186, 187, 196, 202, 204, 

210, 211, 213, 226, 237, 

525, 552, 571, 572, 573, 

574, 575, 579, 582, 591, 

592, 596 

rasm:  36 

resh:  2, 118, 128, 158, 191, 

223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 

228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 

233, 234, 256, 288, 320, 

324, 325, 355, 357, 358, 

360, 361, 362, 363, 369, 

371, 417, 434, 521, 523, 

527, 544, 552, 555, 559, 

567, 619, 622 

resh makrūkh:  225, 227 
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retraction of stress:  158, 199, 

232, 248, 292, 293, 294, 

295, 324, 325, 338, 354, 

361, 393, 395, 426, 427, 

436, 468 

retroflection:  229 

reviaʿ mugrash:  518, 622 

rhyme:  178, 291, 349, 605 

rhythm:  324, 460 

Romans:  1 

Saadya Gaon:  91, 92, 124, 

128, 157, 201, 215, 218, 

225, 226, 229, 230, 231, 

232, 233, 238, 246, 257, 

259, 260, 261, 263, 264, 

265, 266, 269, 305, 311, 

352, 366, 367, 368, 434, 

440 

Sadducees:  8 

ṣade:  21, 159, 160, 192, 193, 

220, 221, 234, 258, 384 

Samaritan:  13, 15, 59, 62, 66, 

68, 73, 74, 75, 79, 80, 81, 

90, 188, 198, 212, 232, 289, 

301, 304, 529, 530, 544 

samekh:  62, 63, 64, 65, 103, 

208, 209, 220, 231, 234, 

235, 237, 257 

Samuel ben Jacob:  22, 93, 

314, 362, 364, 378, 429 

šawādhdh:  111 

scanned:  297, 333 

scansion:  323, 333 

scribe:  9, 15, 17, 18, 21, 22, 

24, 34, 56, 93, 98, 109, 113, 

122, 124, 175, 226, 314, 

362, 364, 365, 378, 402, 

404, 408, 429, 432, 433, 

473, 547, 597, 598, 607 

scroll:  4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 19, 20, 

21, 23, 24, 33, 40, 50, 57, 

106, 144, 146, 169, 197, 

198, 204, 209, 212, 509 

Second Temple Period:  4, 5, 6, 

9, 13, 37, 48, 49, 56, 62, 63, 

65, 69, 71, 83, 86, 235 

Seder ha-Simanim:  117 

Sefardi:  248, 309, 588, 589, 

591, 592 

Sefer Mikhlol:  346, 439, 465 

Sefer Ṣaḥot:  108, 566 

Sefer Ṭaʿame ha-Miqra:  121, 

456, 464, 557, 559 

Sefer Yeṣira:  127, 128, 151, 

157, 158, 190, 201, 208, 

215, 216, 220, 225, 226, 

229, 230, 232, 237, 238, 

260, 269, 434, 440 

Sefer Zikkaron:  264, 439, 465 

segol:  13, 72, 94, 109, 112, 

129, 131, 139, 244, 256, 

257, 258, 259, 265, 266, 
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267, 270, 274, 276, 279, 

292, 294, 313, 332, 340, 

341, 363, 365, 400, 425, 

432, 435, 437, 438, 439, 

443, 444, 448, 470, 484, 

489, 506, 513, 534, 564, 

574, 596, 598, 599, 600, 

601, 602, 603, 604, 605, 

606 

semisyllable:  290, 291, 348 

Sepphoris:  86 

Septuagint:  5, 14, 47, 49, 51, 

52, 60, 66, 189, 200, 203, 

204, 206, 214, 219, 222, 

239, 253, 306 

ṣere:  13, 68, 73, 77, 109, 112, 

129, 131, 161, 244, 256, 

257, 258, 260, 261, 262, 

265, 266, 267, 277, 278, 

281, 287, 288, 294, 295, 

296, 299, 332, 355, 357, 

358, 425, 439, 463, 470, 

492, 494, 511, 513, 596, 

598, 599, 600, 603, 604, 

605 

serugin:  64 

servile letter:  116 

servus:  463 

shadda:  141, 142, 300, 414, 

415, 527, 547, 548, 549, 

551, 561, 564, 565 

shewa:  67, 72, 78, 86, 94, 97, 

98, 99, 103, 116, 117, 119, 

120, 129, 131, 135, 151, 

152, 162, 166, 173, 176, 

178, 180, 181, 182, 183, 

187, 195, 196, 211, 220, 

227, 229, 230, 257, 259, 

264, 268, 303, 305, 306, 

307, 308, 309, 310, 311, 

312, 313, 314, 315, 316, 

317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 

322, 323, 325, 326, 327, 

328, 329, 330, 334, 336, 

338, 339, 340, 341, 343, 

344, 345, 346, 347, 348, 

350, 351, 352, 353, 354, 

355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 

360, 361, 362, 363, 364, 

365, 366, 367, 368, 369, 

370, 371, 372, 373, 374, 

375, 376, 377, 378, 379, 

380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 

385, 386, 387, 389, 390, 

391, 392, 393, 395, 396, 

397, 398, 399, 400, 401, 

402, 404, 405, 406, 407, 

408, 409, 410, 411, 412, 

413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 

418, 419, 420, 421, 424, 

426, 432, 433, 434, 435, 

436, 437, 443, 453, 459, 
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461, 463, 470, 473, 475, 

476, 478, 480, 481, 484, 

485, 486, 487, 488, 489, 

490, 491, 492, 493, 494, 

495, 496, 500, 501, 518, 

531, 534, 537, 538, 539, 

542, 543, 545, 546, 568, 

569, 572, 573, 576, 577, 

580, 583, 584, 615, 621, 

622 

shewa gaʿya:  94, 97, 99, 486, 

487, 488, 490, 491, 492, 

493, 500 

shibboleth:  4 

shin:  21, 62, 63, 64, 103, 234, 

237, 328, 329, 330, 405, 

439, 465, 502, 583 

Shlomo ben Buyāʿā:  22, 25 

shureq:  69, 150, 179, 184, 
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 525 ,524 ,81 ,78 :אֲבִיר

 525 ,524 ,81 ,78  :אַבִיר

ים  301  :אֲדמִֹיִִּּ֜

 אה׳׳ב

בוּ ָ֑ אֱה   425  :תֶּ
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ם טֻמִִ֖ חֲר  ַ  317 ,99 :בְּֽ

ה ַ֣ רִיע   383  :בַי 

 263  :ביתֹהבליעה

 בכ׳׳ה

ךֹ   422 ,407  :וַיֵַּ֣ב 

כִי  425  :ב 

ם ִ֖ מֹצַאֲכֶּ  401  :ב 

ד ָ֑ צ   372  :בַמ 

תֵי מֳּ ַ֣  440 ,436 ,431  :ב 

 578 ,546 ,545 ,102  :בִן־נוּן

יִם תַ֔ חֻשׁ  נ   383 ,322  :בְַּֽ

תַהִֹ֙  432  :בֱנַי 

ה ִ֖ ר  ע  ס   384  :בְַּֽ

נֹ בֹ  יעְַּֽ נִָ֥ :  390 

  בע׳׳ר

ר  78  :וּבִעִֵ֖

ְ לֹ ב  וֹלָֹ֑קְַּֽ :  390, 568 

  בק׳׳שׁ

שׁ  77  :בִקֵָ֥

ב ְּֽ ר   385  :בַק 

׳׳ךבר :  360, 361 

הוּ י  כ  רֶּ  428 ,281 ,268  :בֶּ

תִים  ,556 ,555 ,554 ,553 ,552  :ב 

558, 563, 565, 566, 567, 

595 

 558  :בַתִים

דִי   425  :ג 

 גד׳׳ל
ל  73  :גִדַַּּ֤

ל  77 ,73  :גִדֵּ֔

וֹ לְּֽ  72  :גֻד 

ל֕וֹ ד   76 ,72  :ג 

 גל׳׳ה
י  432  :גֱלִַ֣

ַ֣ה ל   76 ,72  :הִג 

ההֶֹּ ִ֖ ל  ג  :  72, 76 
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ילֹ גֶֹּ לֵַ֣ :  391 

 154  :גמאל

ה י  ע   461  :ג 

 362 ,360  :גר׳׳שׁ

ה שׁ   59  :גֵר 

רֵשׁ ג   59  :ת 

 גשׁ׳׳שׁ
גַֹ ַֹּ֤נ  השֲׁשׁ  :  391 

 161 ,157  :דאל

מִי  437 ,430 ,279  :דֳּּ

  דר׳׳ך

וּ כַּ֤ ר  ַֽיַּד   228 ,159 ,158  :וְַּֽ

 דר׳׳שׁ

ה ִ֖ שׁ  ר  נִד   77  :ו 

ים נִַ֣ פּ  דַּר  אֲחַשׁ   320  :ה 

ר ד   70  :ה 

ר דֶּ ַ֣  81 ,70  :הֶּ

ים קֵנִַּ֤  384  :הַז 

בוּסִיִֹ֙  383  :הַי 

 507 ,506 ,503 ,104  :הי׳׳ה

ים דִ֕ ל   383  :הַי 

ית נַעֲנִָ֑ כ   478 ,475 ,473 ,376  :הְַּֽ

וִיִִּ֖ם  568 ,384  :הַל 

׳׳ךהל :  360, 365 

 הל׳׳ל

ל ל  ְֹּֽוּהְַּֽ ה־י  :  391 

לֲל הי ִֹ֨וֹּהַָ֥ :  393, 394 

לִֹ֖ ל  וּהְַּֽ :  391 

ְֹּֽ לָֹ֥י  וּהַל  :  391 

לְֹּֽ הַל  וּהוּי  :  393 

לָֹ֥ הַל  ְּֽ ךָוּי  :  391 

ךֹ  ָ֑ לֶּ הַל   393 ,391  :י 

לוּ הַל  ת   392  :הְְִּּֽ֭

הַלֲלִֹ֖ יִת  וּו  :  392 

לִֹ֖ ל  הְַּֽ יִת  וּו  :  392 

לִֹ֖ הַל  ת  יְִּֽ וּו  :  392, 394 

ים מִ֔ דּ  א   379  :הַמ 

ים רֲרִִ֖ א  מ   376 ,374 ,373  :הְַּֽ

ים רִַּ֤ ר  א   379  :הַמ 

ה ש ֔ ר  אַֹ֣  379  :הַמ 

ים שִִׁ֖ בַק  מ   380 ,377 ,373  :הְַּֽ

ים לִ֔ בַש  מ   374  :הְַּֽ

ר דַבֵָ֥ מ   ,379 ,371 ,370 ,322  :הְַּֽ

568 

רִיםִֹ֙ דַב  מ   379 ,376 ,373  :הְַּֽ

ים כִִ֖ הַל   374  :הַמ 

וֹת רִּ֜ זַמ  מ   373  :הְַּֽ

וֹת רַ֣ זַמ  מ   376 ,373  :הְַּֽ

ים חַכִַ֣ מ   372  :הְַּֽ

לִֹ֙ חֻל  מ   377 ,374  :הְַּֽ

ֹ תִ֙ דֶּ ִ֙ יַלֶּ  372  :הַמ 

ֹ דתִֹ֙ יַל  מ   380 ,373  :הְַּֽ

ים רִִ֗ יַש  מ   374  :הְִַּּֽ֜

קִיםִֹ֙ מֲלַק   378  :הְַּֽ

ים ְקִַּ֤ מֲלַק   378  :הְַּֽ

ים נַדִִּ֖ מ   372  :הְַּֽ

ן ַ֣ מֲסֻכ   372  :הְַּֽ

ה ָ֞ ק  עֻש  מ   377 ,374  :הְַּֽ

ים רִ֔ עַש  מ   374  :הְַּֽ

נִי אתִַ֖ צ  מ   386  :הְַּֽ

ים פִִ֖ צ  צַפ  מ   376 ,374 ,320  :הְַּֽ
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ים עִִ֙ צרֹ  מ   377  :הְַּֽ

ים רִ֔ קַב  מ   374  :הְַּֽ

שִֹׁ֙ קֻדּ  מ   377  :הְַּֽ

ֹ רוֹתִ֙ קַט  מ   374  :הְַּֽ

ים רִַ֣ קַט  מ   376 ,374  :הְַּֽ

רוֹתֹ  קֻש   379  :הַמ 

רַֹ מ  יםגֹ הְַּֽ לִִ֗ :  378 

רַֹ מ  יםגֹ הְַּֽ לִַּ֤ :  378, 379 

ע ָ֥ שֻׁג   382 ,372 ,371  :הַמ 

ר שׁוֹרֵ֔  373  :הַמ 

וֹת שַחֲקִ֖ מ   376 ,374  :הְַּֽ

ים רִָ֑ שׁרֹ  מ   377 ,374  :הְַּֽ

נִי  389 ,352  :הִנ 

יִם בִַ֖ עֲר   317 ,99  :ה 

ים עִ֔ דּ  צֲפַר   385  :הְַּֽ

ים שִִׁׁ֡ ד   430  :הַקֳּ

ים טַנִָ֑  385  :הַק 

םִֹ֙ אִיתֶּ  388  :הַר 

םִֹ֙ אִיתֶּ  559 ,534  :הַר 

יתוּ חִִ֗ שׁ   שׁח׳׳ת → הְִּֽ

ים לַבְִּֽ  568 ,384 ,322  :הַשׁ 

לוּ הַל  ת   הל׳׳ל → הְְִּּֽ֭

ל֔ךְ מ   מל׳׳ך → הֲתְִּֽ

יבוּ עִָ֥ ת   תע׳׳ב → הְִּֽ

ים צֱלְִּֽ ל  צֶּ ב   438 ,432  :וְּּֽ

ים לִִ֖ ל  הְַּֽ מ  הְַּֽ  374  :ו 

וֹת שַׁמָ֥ נ  הְַּֽ  383  :ו 

יִם פַתִַ֗ שׁ  הְַּֽ  384  :ו 

ֹ הִת  לָֹ֥פְַֹּּֽו  וּל   פל׳׳ל → 

ֹ  חד׳׳ה → וַיִַּ֣חַדּ 

וּ חֲמִ֖ ל   לח׳׳ם → וַיְִּּֽ
ו יַעֲש   65  :ו 

לִֹ֖ קַל  ַֽי  וּוְַּֽ   קל׳׳ל → 

בֹ  שׁ   שׁב׳׳ה → וַיִָּ֥

ֹ שׁ  קֹ וַיַּ֕  שׁק׳׳ה → 

הַלֲלִֹ֖ יִת  וּו   הל׳׳ל → 

לִֹ֖ ל  הְַּֽ יִת  וּו   הל׳׳ל → 

לִֹ֖ הַל  ת  יְִּֽ וּו    הל׳׳ל → 

ר נְֵּֽאשֲׁאִַ֖  401  :ו 

ם רִִ֖ י   547  :וַע 

לֹ וּ וֹלַֹ֣פְִּֽ  פל׳׳ל → 

אֵב  424  :ז 

 זכ׳׳ר
ה ַ֣ ר  כ  ז   77  :אֶּ

נוּ ִ֖ רֶּ כ  ז   77  :אֶּ

נוּ ל  בַַ֣ לֹח   82 ,70  :חֲבִֹ֖

וֹ תִ֖  72  :חֲבֻר 

י תְִּֽ  72  :חַבֻר 

החד׳׳  

ֹ  424 ,409  :אַל־יְִּ֭חַדּ 

ֹ  414 ,412 ,409  :וַיִַּ֣חַדּ 

  חד׳׳ל

לוּ דֵָ֑  533  :ח 

תִי ל  דִַ֙ חֳּ  440 ,431  :הֶּ

 חז׳׳ק

וּ קַ֣ חֱז   317 ,99  :יֶּ

 507 ,506 ,503 ,104  :חי׳׳ה

ק  261 ,244  :חִירֶּ

ה ִ֖ מ  כ   76  :ח 

לִי  430  :חֳּ
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 חל׳׳ל

 525  :יַחֵל

חֵל  525  :י 

י לֵַּ֤ ל   390  :חְַּֽ

לֵי־  395  :חַל 

ם  263  :חֵלֶּ

 262  :חלמא

נִי נֵֵ֬ נ  ְּֽ  390  :ח 

ה ֔  529 ,74  :חֲסִיד 

ךָ ָ֑  529 ,74  :חֲסִידֶּ

וֹת בִ֗ ר   430  :חֳּ

רִי  430  :חֳּ

ק  261  :חֵרֶּ

ק רֶּ  261  :חֶּ

רַק  261  :ח 

 261  :חרקא

 חשׁ׳׳ב

בוּ שֹׁ֔  ,335 ,78 ,75 ,72  :יַח 

339 

וּן  ,335 ,78 ,75 ,72  :יַחֲשׁבְֹּֽ

339 

 טר׳׳ף

  59  :טרַֹף

רֵף  59  :יִט 

 חל׳׳ל → יַחֵל

חֵל  חל׳ל → י 

 יר׳׳ה
ה ֔ רֶּ  301  :יִיּ 

 יל׳׳ד
 80  :נוֹלַד

ד  80  :נוֹל 

דוּ  80 ,69  :נוּל 

ים  80 ,70  :יִלֹּדִָ֥

לוּד  80  :י 

ים לוּדִ֔  80 ,70  :י 

לַַ֣ת ל   390  :יְִּֽ

מִין  530 ,74  :י 

 524  :יַנִיחַֹ

נִיחַֹ  524  :י 

 ,524 ,339 ,103 ,79 ,78  :יַעֲקבֹ

545 

ב קֹ֔  545 ,339 ,212 ,79  :יַע 

ב קֹ֔  ,546 ,545 ,212 ,103 ,29  :יַע 

547, 562, 578 

׳׳דיר :  360, 365 

ד רֶּ  74  :וַתֵ֫

ד  74  :תֵרֵ֫

ד  74  :תֵרַ֫

ת אַַ֣ ַֽר   405  :יְִּֽ

לַם רוּשׁ   60  :י 

נִי נ  שַׁחֲרְֻּֽ ׳׳רחשׁ → י   

ט ֹ ה׳׳טש → יֵַ֣ש   

ַ֣הוּ י  ע  שְַּֽׁ  544 ,515 ,501 ,497  :י 

ר שכ   103 ,94  :יִש 

 כב׳׳ד

בֵדִֹ֙ כ   76 ,72  :אֶּ

נִי נ  ָ֥ ד  ב  כַ֫ ְּֽ  353  :י 

לֲלוֹ גֶּ ְְּּֽ֭  391  :כ 

 כה׳׳ן

ן כִהֵָ֥  77  :ו 

 כח׳׳שׁ

שׁ חֶּ כִָ֥  77  :ו 
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 כשׁ׳׳ל

שַׁל  58  :כ 

שַׁל  58  :נִכ 

וֹ לִ֗ שׁ  בִכ   58  :וּּ֝

 כת׳׳ב

ה נ  ָ֑ בֶּ תֳּ כ   432  :אֶּ

ת נְֹּֽ  431  :כֻתֳּ

א ָֹ֥ וֹ ל  524  :לִ֖

 לו׳׳ן
 524  :תַלִינוּ

לִינוּ  524  :ת 

 לח׳׳ם
וּ חֲמִ֖ ל   ,480 ,474 ,376  :וַיְִּּֽ

485, 486 

ה נ ִ֗ נ  ְּֽ חֶּ  391  :ל ּ֝

אֵל ר  יִש   312 ,131 ,94 ,29  :ל 

ים רִָ֑ שׁ   383  :לַי 

 207  :למאד

ה מ   533  :ל ֫

ר טַָ֥  230  :לִמ 

י נִָ֥  372  :לַמ 

חַֹ נַצֵָ֥  372  :לַמ 

ד צִַ֙  372  :לַמ 

 לק׳׳ט
ט ֹ ֹלִקַַּ֤ ת  :  411, 412, 422 

ב ָ֑ ר   385  :לַק 

ה ִ֖ מ  מ  שְִּֽׁ  394  :ל 

ים פַנְִּֽ שׁ   384  :לְַּֽ

  207  :מאם

 מא׳׳ן

ן  73  :מֵאֵַ֣

יה ֹ שֶּׁ ר   71 ,57  :מִג 

 ,453 ,452 ,451 ,450 ,102  :מַה־

536, 569 

לֹ תִֹמַה־ הְַּֽ לִיִֹ֙ת  :  390 

 251  :מיפתחֹפומא

 251  :מיקפץֹפומא

לאֹֹפּוּם  262  :מ 

ךְ לֶּ  427 ,425 ,423 ,268  :מֶּ֫

 305  :מלכים

י לֲלִַׁ֡ יֹגְִּֽ לֲלִַׁ֡  389  :מְִּֽ

ה סֹר   15 ,14  :מ 

 161  :מַפִּיק

 161  :מַפֵּיק

לִים פּ  פַל  ְּֽ  487 ,391  :מ 

פַעֲלִים ְּֽ  487 ,391  :מ 

 161  :מַפֵּק

 162  :מַפַּק

 מצ׳׳א

נִי נ  אְֻּֽ צ   353  :יִמ 

רִים  301  :מִצ 

נִי ו  לְַּֽ קַל   395  :מ 

ךָ ְּֽ לֶּ קַל   393  :מ 

 מל׳׳ך

ל֔ךְ מ   501 ,400 ,344  :הֲתְִּֽ

כַי דֳּּ ר   433 ,432  :מ 

 משׁ׳׳ך

וּ כִ֗ שׁ   500 ,498  :מְִּֽ

 משׁ׳׳שׁ

מַֹ ְּֽ ֹי  וּשׁ  שָׁ֥ :  391 

ג תֶּ  461  :מֶּ
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לִֹ֔ פּ  פַּל  ת  יםמְִּֽ :  375, 453, 470, 475, 

476, 478 

פַּעֲלִֹ֔ ת  יםמְִּֽ :  375, 376, 453, 470, 

473, 475, 478 

ים לִ֔ קַט  ת   ,475 ,470 ,453 ,375  :מְִּֽ

478 

 נא׳׳ץ
ץ אֵָ֥  78  :נִִ֘

 נא׳׳ר
ר  78 ,73  :נִאֵַ֣

ל ָ֥ ה  בֳּ  בה׳׳ל → נְִּֽ

 נג׳׳שׁ
שׁוֹ ג  הִנ   59  :ב 

 59  :נִגַשׁ

 59  :יִגַשׁ

גֵשׁ  59  :יִנ 

גַֹ ַֹּ֤נ  השֲׁשׁ   גשׁ׳׳שׁ → 
 נה׳׳ג

גֲךִָֹ֗ ְּֽ ה  נ   352  :אֶּ

 305  :נעימות

ים סְִּֽ ושׁ  פְִּֽ  103 ,64  :נ 

ים פיּסְִּֽ  64  :נ 

 נצ׳׳ר
ה נ  ְּֽ רֶּ צֳּ  431 ,430  :אֶּ

יּ אִ֖ ש   65  :נ 

 נת׳׳ן
ֹ תַת   416  :נ 

 סב׳׳ב

ב  72  :יִסֹ֔

ב סִֹ֖  72  :י 

גוֹל  258 ,244  :סֶּ

גוֹל  257  :ס 

 257  :סגולה

גֵל  258  :סֶּ

 305  :סימנים

ים רִִ֧  235 ,63  :סֹכ 

 208  :סמאך

רסֵֹ֫ פֶּ :  282, 423 

 עכ׳׳ר

ךָָֹ֥ ר  כֳּ  317 ,99  :יַע 

 עמ׳׳ד

דֹ֫ וּיַעַמ  :  426, 427, 428 

 525 ,524  :עֲצַבִים

בִים  525 ,524  :עֲצ 

 263  :עקרֹהלשון

בִי  81 ,70  :עֲר 

בִי  81 ,70  :עַר 

רִים  529 ,75  :ע 

וֹת בָ֥  236  :עִש 

לפֹּ  אִֵ֖ דַה  :  162 

ל אִֵ֖ דַה   162  :פּ 

הצְֹּֽפֹּ  רוּד  :  162 

ִ֖ה  173 ,172  :פֻו 

הִֹ֙ ד   160  :פִּט 

שֵׁיה֔וֹן  219  :פַּט 

 פל׳׳ל

ֹ הִת  לָֹ֥פְַֹּּֽו  וּל  :  391 

לֹ וּ וֹלַֹ֣פְִּֽ :  390 

תֵרִין סַנ   219  :פּ 

 50  :פסוק פסקהֹבאמצע

 51  :פסקיֹטעמים

רִי  425  :פּ 
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םפִֹּ ג  ת  :  220 

תַח  245 ,244  :פּ 

 246  :פַּתַח

ח  246  :פַּת 

ח  246  :פַּת 

ֹת ֹפַֹּ ןשֶּׁ גֶּ :  220 

דֵי  220  :צ 

 258  :צֵירִי

א י   258  :צִיר 

וֹ לֲלָ֑  389  :צְִּֽ

ים רִָ֑  431  :צִפֳּּ

א ר   257  :צ 

ה רוּפ ֔  434 ,230  :צ 

 258 ,244  :צֵרֵי

רִי  ,438 ,436 ,434 ,430 ,279  :צֳּ

442 

א י   258  :צִר 

 262  :קִבוּץֹפּוּם

שׁקֹֹ֫ דֶּ :  423 

 קל׳׳ל

לִֹ֖ קַל  ַֽי  וּוְַּֽ :  392 

ת לֲלִַ֖  389 ,314  :קְִּֽ

ךִָֹ֖ ת  ל   394  :קִל 

מֵץ  245 ,244  :ק 

מַץ  246  :ק 

 קנ׳׳ן

נ נ  וִֹּ֙קְִּֽ :  395 

י  432  :קֱרִִ֖

נַיִם ר   81 ,70  :ק 

ַֽיִם נַָ֥  82 ,70  :קַר 

 רא׳׳ה

וּ  ,141 ,139 ,137 ,136  :רֻאְּּֽ

142 

י אִָ֑  433 ,430  :רֳּ

וֹת בִ֖ ב   390 ,122  :רְִּֽ

ְּֽה מִיּ   301  :ר 

 305  :שבא

 שׁב׳׳ה

בֹ  שׁ   422 ,411 ,410 ,407  :וַיִָּ֥

י  431  :שִׁבֲלֵַ֣

ים לִִ֗  431  :שִׁבֳּ

 שׁב׳׳ר

ה ָ֥ ר  ב  ְּֽ  420 ,404  :שׁ 

א ו   305  :שׁ 

ת עַַ֣ ו   500 ,498  :שְַּֽׁ

 שׁח׳׳ר

נִי נ  שַׁחֲרְֻּֽ  353  :י 

 שׁח׳׳ת

יתוּ חִִ֗ שׁ   401  :הְִּֽ

 שט׳׳ה

ט ֹ  407  :יֵַ֣ש 

 שׁכ׳׳ח

ֹ חַת ִ֙ כִַ֙  424 ,414  :שׁ 

רִיםִֹ֙  235 ,63  :שכֹ 

תוֹמַֹּ֤מ ֹשְִֹּֽׁ :  390 

 שׁמ׳׳ע

ֹל֔וֹ עְַּֽ מַֹ֣  498  :לִשׁ 

ַּ֤א ע־נ  מְַּֽ  497 ,211  :שׁ 

נוּ ע  מִַ֖  353 ,337 ,336  :שׁ 

וּה ֹ עֲנָ֥ מְַּֽ  353 ,337  :שׁ 
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 שׁמ׳׳ר

ה ַ֣ ר  מ  ְּֽ  405 ,404  :שׁ 

 שׁק׳׳ה

קֹ  שׁ   408 ,407  :וַיַּ֕

ק׳׳לשׁ  

ַ֣ה ול  קֳּ שׁ   73  :אֶּ

ק רֶּ  264  :שֶּׁ

 264  :שרקא

׳׳לתשׁ  

נוּ לֶּ֔ תֳּ שׁ   73  :אֶּ

תֵי  426 ,329 ,327  :שׁ 

תֵים רֵה שׁ  שׁ   327  :עֶּ

תַיִם  426 ,329 ,328 ,327  :שׁ 

ב ָ֑ אֱה  ותֶּ  אה׳׳ב → 

אֵהֲב֫וּ ְּֽ  אה׳׳ב → ת 

לֵהוּ כ  א  ְּ֭  אכ׳׳ל → ת 

םִֹ֙  563 ,558 ,553 ,552  :תֵל־עוֹל 

 לו׳׳ן → תַלִינוּ
לִינוּ  לו׳׳ן → ת 
תֵה֔וֹן ַ֣ ל   564 ,558 ,553 ,552  :ת 

 305  :תנועות

 תע׳׳ב

יבוּ עִָ֥ ת   401 ,346  :הְִּֽ
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