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PREFACE

This volume brings together papers on topics relating to the
transmission of the Hebrew Bible from Late Antiquity to the Early
Modern period. We refer to this broadly in the title of the volume
as the ‘Masoretic Tradition’. The term ‘Masoretic’ is sometimes
used in a narrower sense to refer to the activities of circles of
scholars known as Masoretes in the early Islamic period. The
most prestigious circle of Masoretes were those of Tiberias, who
produced some of the most authoritative medieval codices of the
Hebrew Bible, such as the Aleppo Codex (generally referred to by
the abbreviation A). The Tiberian Masoretes were associated with
the so-called Palestinian Yeshiva, which was the main seat of au-
thority in Palestine from Late Antiquity to the Middle Ages. We
have records of the activity of several generations of Tiberian
Masoretes from the eighth to the tenth centuries CE. By the sec-
ond half of the tenth century, the school of Masoretes in Tiberias
was discontinued for reasons that are not entirely clear.

The objective of the Tiberian Masoretes was the careful
preservation of the transmission of a stabilised form of the He-
brew Bible. They achieved this through the textualisation of the
oral reading that was received from antiquity in the form of
vowel and cantillation signs and the development of textual
notes, known as Masoretic notes. The Masoretic notes related to
differences in orthography, with statistical information about
their distribution, dissonances between orthography and oral
reading, and occasionally also differences in the interpretation of

words of similar form.

© 2022 Book Editors, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.11



xii Studies in the Masoretic Tradition of the Hebrew Bible

The activities of stabilisation of the transmission of the He-
brew Bible, however, predate the formation of the Masoretic
school in Tiberias. Already in the Second Temple Period, author-
itative forms of both the written transmission and oral reading
tradition had begun to be fixed. Moreover, Masoretic activities
and the production of authoritative Masoretic Bible codices con-
tinued after the discontinuation of the Tiberian Masoretic School
in the tenth century. Indeed, the Codex Leningradensis (generally
referred to by the abbreviation L), which is the basis of modern
scholarly editions of the Hebrew Bible such as BHS and BHQ, was
produced in the eleventh century in Egypt. These Masoretic ac-
tivities continued in various centres in the Middle East and Eu-
rope down to the Early Modern Period.

Furthermore, despite the process of stabilisation, there has
always been some degree of diversity in the transmission of the
Hebrew Bible. This diversity can be seen in differences between
the authoritative oral reading tradition and the authoritative
written tradition, in differences in the systems of cantillation
across various parts of the Bible, and also in differences between
various written streams of transmission reflected by the extant
manuscripts. In the Middle Ages and beyond the written trans-
mission was more fixed, but minor differences, mainly in orthog-
raphy, are found across manuscripts. There were differences in
oral reading traditions and in systems of their textualisation.
There were also differences in the form and content of Masoretic
notes. Moreover, the engagement with the Masoretic tradition is

found in many rabbinic exegetical and grammatical works.



Preface xiii

The papers in this volume are studies on a range of aspects
of this Masoretic tradition of the Hebrew Bible in its broad sense,
ranging from the Second Temple Period to the Early Modern Pe-
riod. They focus on traditions of vocalisation signs and accent
signs, traditions of oral reading, traditions of Masoretic notes, as
well as rabbinic and exegetical texts.

We thank Estara Arrant and Vince Beiler, who helped
choose the images for the cover of the volume. We would like to
express our gratitude also to Open Book Publishers for all their
efficient help in publishing the volume. Their open-access initia-
tive will allow this publication to be widely read throughout the

world.

The Editors, Cambridge, September 2022






ABSTRACTS

Elvira Martin-Contreras, Using the Masora for
Interpreting the Vocalisation and Accentuation of
the Biblical Text

The marginal annotations that appear with the biblical text in
most medieval biblical manuscripts—called by the technical term
Masora—are hardly taken into account when interpreting the
biblical text. Their idiosyncratic characteristics (they are formu-
lated briefly, concisely, and, on many occasions, elliptically)
make it nearly impossible to appreciate the content of the anno-
tation and its possible interpretive relevance on a first reading.
All these difficulties can be resolved, however, by establishing
implicit information and formulating a clear methodology as to
how to analyse the Masoretic annotations. This allows us to study
them and apply them to the interpretation of the biblical text.
This article shows the benefits of using the Masora for the inter-
pretation of the biblical text through some selected examples, all
of them related to vocalisation and stress. The content of these
Masora annotations is explained and applied to textual interpre-

tation.

Kim Phillips, The Masoretic Notes in RNL EVR II B
80 +: An Initial Report
RNL EVR II B 80 is a Torah codex, quintessentially Tiberian in

text and layout. Nonetheless, the masoretic notes reveal extensive

and sustained influence from the Babylonian masoretic tradition.
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This influence can be detected in the technical terms employed
in the masoretic notes, the structure of the notes themselves, and
the biblical text-form implied by the content of the notes. This
article serves as a preliminary report demonstrating the nature
and extent of the Babylonian masoretic material in the manu-
script and illustrates some of the ways in which this material can
be used to consolidate and expand our existing knowledge of the

Babylonian Masora.

Vincent D. Beiler, The Marginal nun/zayin: Mean-

ing, Purpose, Localisation

In some early masoretic Bible codices, a large letter resembling
nun or zayin occurs in the margin, often in conjunction with the
marking of gere/ketiv. Occurring in some codices, but not in oth-
ers, the letter represents a bit of a cipher. Drawing on a database
of ca. 15,000 masora parva notes, taken from 81 different class-
marks, I propose that the letter, possibly a zayin, had (or ac-
quired) a practical purpose, viz. as a means of avoiding certain
types of copyist mistakes when recording gere/ketiv notes. Be-
cause the sign occurs in certain script types more than others, I
also show that the notation can function as something of a re-

gional identifier.

Aaron D. Hornkohl, Tiberian ketiv-qere and the
Combined Samaritan Written-Reading Tradition:
Points of Contact and Contrast

Both the Tiberian and Samaritan biblical traditions are composite

in nature. In the Tiberian tradition this manifests most clearly in
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the phenomenon of ketiv-qere. Against the backdrop of the nor-
mally harmonious relationship between the written (i.e., conso-
nantal, orthographic) and pronunciation (i.e., vocalisation, reci-
tation) components of the Tiberian biblical tradition, ketiv-qere
instances are a clear indication of divergence between what is
written and what is read—divergence which, it should be empha-
sised, exceeds acknowledged cases of ketiv-qere. A similar rela-
tionship obtains between the Samaritan written tradition and its
oral recitation, with the latter regularly deviating from what was
evidently intended by the former. Both the Tiberian and Samari-
tan reading traditions are commonly characterised as later than
their respective written traditions. The present study examines a
series of ketiv-gere cases in the Pentateuch, seeking to explain the
various forms reflected by the Tiberian and Samaritan written

and reading traditions and to assess the relative antiquity of each.

Estara J Arrant, A Further Analysis of the ‘Byzan-
tine (Italian-Levantine) Triad’ of Features in

Common Torah Codices

This study analyses the distinctive features of a group of eleven
Torah fragments from the Taylor-Schechter collection of Cairo
Genizah manuscripts, which appear to come from related regions
and use the signs dagesh and shewa in three related ways to rein-
force a standard of pronunciation of the biblical text. The three
uses of these signs have, individually, been associated with Pal-
estino-Tiberian vocalisation, or labelled as ‘Extended Tiberian’. I
contribute a fresh analysis by contextualising the signs with each

other, showing how they work together to preserve a standard
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form of pronunciation of the biblical text through reinforcing the
syllabification when the text is read aloud. I also examine the
codicological features of each of these fragments, which appear
very similar to each other. I conclude that they constitute a
group, and I infer what their physical and linguistic features re-
veal about their practical function in the reading and study of the

Hebrew Bible in the medieval period.

Geoffrey Khan, Hebrew Vocalisation Signs in
Karaite Transcriptions of the Hebrew Bible into

Arabic Script

In the 10th and 11th centuries CE many Karaite scribes in the
Middle East used Arabic script to write not only the Arabic lan-
guage, but also the Hebrew language. Such Hebrew texts in Ara-
bic transcription were predominantly Hebrew Bible texts. The
transcriptions reflect the oral reading tradition of the biblical
text. Most manuscripts reflect the Tiberian reading tradition.
Some reflect an imperfect performance of the Tiberian reading
tradition. This imperfect performance may be attributed to the
impact of the phonological system of the vernacular language of
the scribes. In this paper I discuss aspects of imperfect perfor-
mance discernible in the distribution of Hebrew vocalisation
signs that are used in the manuscripts. The paper focuses in par-
ticular on (a) deviations in the distribution of vowel signs that
reflect imperfect performance of Tiberian vowel qualities and (b)
deviations in the distribution of shewa and hatef signs that reflect

imperfect performance of Tiberian syllable structure.
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Yochanan Breuer, Dissonance between Masoretic
Vocalisation and Cantillation in Biblical Verse
Division

The Masoretic text is the final stage of a process during which the
Masoretes had to decide between numerous various readings in
order to produce a fixed and consistent text. Although the final
production is a remarkable achievement, the Masoretic text still
contains cases of inconsistencies. The prominent example is the
discrepancy between the ketiv (the way the word should be writ-
ten) and the gere (the way the word should be pronounced),
where we find two contradictory readings in the same word. In
this article, a similar phenomenon is described regarding the vo-
calisation and the cantillation. Although the vocalisation and the
cantillation usually reflect division of a verse according to the
same interpretation, there are also cases where they reflect two
opposing divisions based on different interpretations. Awareness
of this may enrich our understanding of the complexity that was

involved in the fixing of the Masoretic text.

Daniel J. Crowther, Why Are There Two Systems

of Tiberian Te‘amim?

Why might it be that a dedicated system of accentuation is used
for ‘the Three’—the ‘poetic’ books of Job, Proverbs, and Psalms—
but not for the many other ‘poetic texts’ found scattered through-
out the ‘Twenty-One’ (the rest of the books of the Hebrew Bible)?

The earliest commentators associate the two types of Tiberian
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accentuation with differences in verse-length. More modern com-
mentators attribute it to the essence of poetry. Following these
two ideas, two different methods of presenting poetry can be ob-
served in the Twenty-One. One is appropriate to poetic texts with
short verses (of fewer than eight words per verse) and the other
is appropriate to poetic texts with long verses (of more than ten
words per verse). Within this double system, the practical chal-
lenges of presenting short-verse poetic texts under the accentua-
tion system of the Twenty-One can be observed in the one text
that attempts this feat (2 Sam. 22). This observation suggests a
rationale for a different system of accentuation that is more ap-
propriate to extended texts of exclusively short-verse poetry, as
found in the books of Psalms, Proverbs, and Job, but not in the

books of Chronicles, Lamentations and Song of Songs.

Benjamin Williams, “Some Fanciful Midrash Ex-
planation”: Derash on the Te‘amim in the Middle

Ages and Early Modern Period

This chapter examines the history of the idea that the shapes,
names, and sounds of the te‘amim convey information about bib-
lical narratives, including twists and turns in the plot, the
thoughts and motivations of the characters, and the way direct
speech was delivered. This exegetical technique is examined first
by enquiring into its relationship with the midrashic method of
deriving such information from the graphic features of the con-
sonantal text of the Hebrew Bible. Turning to the approach of

Tobias ben Eliezer, Joseph ibn Caspi, and Bahya ben Asher, at-
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tention is focused on interpretations of unusual and irregular can-
tillation marks, including the shalshelet, according to the princi-
ples of derash. Finally, examples from the commentaries of Moses
Alsheikh of Safed are examined to show how sixteenth-century
Sephardi interpreters treated the Masoretic system of accentua-
tion more broadly as a source of information concerning biblical

narratives.

Joseph Habib, Does Saadya Refer to the Accents in

His Introduction to the Pentateuch?

In the introduction to his long commentary on the Pentateuch,
the Rabbanite scholar Saadya Gaon discusses the importance of
word groupings. The possibility has been raised that here Saadya
is referring to the biblical accents. The purpose of this article is
to determine whether or not Saadya has the accents in mind. This
is done through a close analysis of select key terms and the bib-

lical passages mentioned in the passage.






USING THE MASORA FOR
INTERPRETING THE VOCALISATION
AND ACCENTUATION OF THE BIBLICAL
TEXT"

Elvira Martin-Contreras

Strictly speaking, the term Masoretic Text (MT)? refers to any He-
brew biblical codex that is accompanied by a corpus of marginal
annotations known as masora.® Each codex has its own set of mar-

ginal annotations and there are no two masoras that are the same

! This article was completed under the auspices of a research project
entitled ‘Legado de Sefarad II. La produccién material e intelectual del
judaismo sefardi bajomedieval’, which is based at the ILC-CSIC in Ma-
drid and funded by the Plan Nacional de I+ D +i (FFI2015-63700-P).

% For the use of the term, see Martin-Contreras (2016, esp. 420).

® In this paper the terms masora and Masorah are used according to the
distinction made by Aron Dotan. He divided written Masorah into two
categories: (1) the masoretic notes in the margins of the text and the
longer lists which accompany the text or are appended to it—the masora
in the narrow sense; (2) the graphemes which, by their nature, are of
two types: (a) vocalisation signs; (b) accentuation signs. See Dotan
(2007, 614). The term is written Masorah (with uppercase M and final
h) when it is the generic name, and masora (with lower case m) when
it refers to the marginal masoretic annotations of a particular manu-
script.

© 2022 E. Martin-Contreras, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.01



2 Martin-Contreras

(Orlinsky 1966, esp. xxxvi). The marginal annotations are found
in the intercolumn, top and bottom margins of each folio, and
also collected at the end of the biblical books, where they are
arranged in lists.* All of them contain varied information about
the words of the biblical text with which they appear, such as:
spelling, enumeration, vocalisation, accentuation, grammatical
rules, meaning, etc. (see Martin-Contreras 2021, 178-81). How-
ever, all this information is rarely taken into account when the
biblical text is interpreted.®

The roots of ‘neglecting’ the interpretative value of these
marginal annotations lie in (a) lack of knowledge about this
source (additional specialised training is needed to decipher the
annotations), (b) the way the annotations work, and (c) how the

information is provided.

These textual annotations are found in manuscripts vocalised in the
three systems of Hebrew vocalisation. Consequently, it is possible to
distinguish three kinds of Masoras: Tiberian, Palestinian, and Babylo-
nian. On Palestinian Masora see Kahle (1959); Weil (1963, 68-80);
Yeivin (1963); Revell (1970; 1974; 1977); Chiesa (1978). For a general
view of Babylonian Masora see Ofer (2001). An additional masora is
attached to the text of Targum Onkelos; see Klein (2000).

4 This information is sometimes denominated Masora Finalis; however,
as the Masoretic material arranged by Jacob ben Hayyim at the end
of the Second Rabbinic Bible is called Masorah Finalis, it is better to
avoid this term.

® For the benefits of using the masora for interpretation, see Freedman
and Cohen (1974); Fernadndez Tejero (1984); Barthélemy (1992, Ixix—
xcvii); Mynatt and Crawford (2001); Martin-Contreras (2009; 2013);
Dotan (2010).
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Usually, each marginal annotation is linked to one or more
words of the biblical text written on the same folio. A graphic
symbol—a small circle called a circellus (*)—is often placed over
a word or between two or more words of the biblical text. The
circellus alerts us to the presence of extra information on the word
to be found in a marginal annotation.®

Annotations are connected to their lemmas through (a)
their placement next to the line of the text (this is the case with
annotations placed in the intercolumnar margins, which are
called collectively masora parva, MP) and (b) the repetition of the
lemma in the annotation itself. This latter technique is typically
used for those annotations written in the top and bottom margins
(all of which are called collectively masora magna, MM), as well
as for annotations found at the end of a biblical book or a collec-
tion of biblical books.

The denominations masora magna and masora parva merely
express an external-technical division of the annotations. This di-
vision does not imply differences in the function and nature of
the annotations placed in each. Both types annotate the same
kinds of information, but they differ in how they represent this
information in writing. It has been said that the MM can be re-
garded as an expansion of the information that is collected in the
MP. This is only partially true. There are many MP annotations

with no parallel MM, and vice versa. Therefore, it is better to

¢ Alternatively, a lemma may have a circellus, but no corresponding an-
notation; or, conversely, a lemma may have an annotation, but no cor-
responding circellus.
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regard both types, MP and MM, as parallel entities (see Dotan
2010, 59, n. 9).

The masoretic annotations are characterised by (a) their ex-
pression of information in a mixture of Rabbinic Hebrew and Ar-
amaic (Hyvernat 1902-1905) and (b) their brief and concise
presentation of information (generally using abbreviations) that
is, on many occasions, even elliptical (part of the information re-
mains implicit). There is no standardised form for these abbrevi-
ations, or a single way of expressing similar information: they
vary between manuscripts and, sometimes, even within the same
manuscript (see Fernandez Tejero and Ortega Monasterio 1981;
1983; Martin-Contreras 2012; Ortega Monasterio 1986; 1993;
1997; Fernandez Tejero 2009). Those placed in the intercolumn
margins show the briefest form, with the words often represented
only by their initial letters. The ultimate expression of this ellipsis
are annotations that give only a number (a letter of the Hebrew
alphabet with a supralinear dot).

In most cases, these characteristics make it impossible on
first reading to appreciate the content of the annotation and its
possible relevance to interpretation. However, all these difficul-
ties can be resolved by supplying the information that was left
implicit and by formulating a clear methodology of how to ana-
lyse masoretic annotations. This enables us to apply the infor-
mation they contain to the interpretation of the biblical text
(Martin-Contreras 2013).

Once the apparent difficulties posed by the Masora have

been explained, the best way to learn about its benefits for the
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interpretation of the biblical text is to use it. The following se-
lected examples show how to decipher the content of a masoretic
annotation so as to apply it thereafter to textual interpretation.

All of these examples concern vocalisation and accentuation.

1.0. Judg. 6.37

The following information on the word 111 ‘dryness’ (Judg. 6.37)

is given in the masora of Leningrad codex (L).

Figure 1: Leningrad codex, f. 140r (courtesy of The National Library of
Russia)
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ARTRIWWINN
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The MP annotation says: ¥ ‘sixteen’. There is no annotation in the
MM. At first glance, the annotation could be classified as one of
numerical type, stating the number of times the word appears in
the Bible. However, a concordance search reveals that this word
appears eleven times (Even-Shoshan 1996, 398). Is the annota-
tion wrong? Or does it give information of a different type?
According the methodology to be followed in the analysis
of any masoretic annotation, the next step is to confirm the reli-
ability of the information given in the annotation. For this pur-
pose, it is necessary to consult the masoras in the main Tiberian
biblical manuscripts (B.L. Or. 4445, the Cairo codex of the Proph-
ets, the Aleppo Codex, and the ‘Leningrad Codex’) and the major
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masoretic lists and treatises (Frensdorff 1864; Dotan 1967; Diaz
Esteban 1975; Ginsburg 1975; Ognibeni 1995). I have searched
in the Cairo (C) and Aleppo (A) codices, but none of them have
masoretic annotations on this word in this verse. I then searched
in Ginsburg’s masoretic compilation. There is one list where the
lemma and the information match the annotation here (Ginsburg
1975, 497-98).

We have all the information collected in the process of an-
alysing the annotation: the MP information, the MM information,
the identification of the masoretic signs (simanim), other evi-
dence. This can help to explain the overall meaning of the anno-
tation and its purpose.

According to the list in Ginsburg’s compilation, the sixteen
references are: Gen. 31.40; Judg. 6.37, 39, 40; Jer. 36.30; 49.13;
50.38; Ezek. 29.10; Isa. 4.6; 25.4; 25.5, 5; 61.4; Zeph. 2.14; Hag.
1.11; and Job 30.30. After careful examination of the references,
we can infer two facts. First, the number sixteen includes occur-
rences of this word both with and without prefixes. This addi-
tional information is stated explicitly in the MP annotation on
this word at Job 30.30 in L: #7521 ¥ ‘sixteen in the meaning’. Sec-
ond, the word is vocalised with segol under the resh in all the
instances. In other words, there are sixteen occurrences of the
word 271 and similar forms vocalised with segol.

But, why is it necessary to provide this information? Be-
cause the word 29n, with and without prefixes, also appears vo-

calised with sere in the Bible: 2971 ‘Horeb’.” The purpose of the

7 Sixteen times in the Hebrew Bible plus one case where the word is
written plene, 17in (Exod. 33.6); cf. Even-Shoshan (1996, 352).
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annotation is to distinguish these consonantal homographs with
different meanings. The distinction is made via the vocalisation
and accentuation: those with segol and penultimate stress are
cases of the common noun 171 ‘drought, parching heat, desola-
tion/dryness’ (Brown 1952), and those with sere and stress on the

ultima are instances of the proper name 190 ‘Horeb’.

2.0. Zech. 6.10

The following information on the word n&13 from Zech. 6.10 is

found in the masora of C.

Figure 2: Cairo codex, Zech. 6.10 (photographs held by the Masora team
at the CSIC)

non

The MP annotation says: v 1. There is also a MM annotation:

nWHWI nH3Na NRIPY 102N DI WRWI TR IIAToY Poa t nRD
.19un nRN mMph IRATIN

The textual information comes after the lemma and it explicitly
says we-simanehon. This is the introductory formula for saying
that the next words are the simanim, the catchwords that make it
possible to identify the verses involved. I have identified them as:
Gen. 6.18; Exod. 3.18; Deut. 17.9; 26.3; Jer. 36.6; 1 Sam. 20.19;
and Zech. 6.10.
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Similar information is found in the MP annotation on this
word at Zech. 6.10 in L and in Ginsburg’s Masoretic compilation
(Ginsburg 1975, 167). All this information is going to help us to
understand the annotation, the next step.

So, what does this annotation mean? Firstly, we translate
the MP annotation pva t ‘seven times with the accent’. According
to this translation, the first hypothesis is that the annotation re-
lates to the accent in the word, pashta; in other words, to the
seven times that the word appears with this accent. But if we
check the word in each of the verses given in the MM annotation,
we can see that this accent does not occur in all of them. It is
therefore necessary to pursue other clues.

The list in Ginsburg’s compilation adds a very important
piece of information: the word is accented these seven occur-
rences on the letter taw.

According to the concordances (Even-Shoshan 1996, 154),
the word nx23, the 2ms qal perfect with the prefix waw, appears
nineteen times in the entire Bible. A careful examination of the
references confirms that: the word nx11 in the seven verses listed
in the masoretic annotation has the accent on the ultima, and in
the other twelve instances on the penultima. In other words, the
meaning of the annotation is that the word occurs seven times
with stress on the ultima.

But, why is it necessary to give this information? What is
the purpose of the annotation? Is it merely statistical? Those who
think that the masora has a numerical character may answer ‘yes’.
But, my answer is ‘no’. The position of the word stress is often

used to distinguish similar words with different tense meanings:
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in the case of nx®J, those with an ultima stress usually have future
meaning—the so-called waw consecutive perfect—while those
with penultima have past meaning (Revell 1985; Khan 2000, 92).
So, the purpose of the annotation is to ensure that the word is

not interpreted as a past tense form in the seven relevant verses.

3.0. Josh. 2.3

The word *&¥ir ‘bring out’ (Josh. 2.3) has the following MP an-

notation in A.

Figure 3: Aleppo codex, Josh. 2.3 (courtesy of the Ben-Zvi Institute, Je-
rusalem. Photographer: Ardon Bar Hama)

o SN DIRT DR
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There is no MM annotation. Similar information is found in the

L
A i b b hbhah

MP annotation on this word in L.
What does this annotation mean? It can be translated as:
‘unique® in feminine; penultimate stress’. However, the word has

the accent telisha gedola and the sign of this accent is not usually

8 I prefer to translate the term 5 let as ‘unique’ because it may refer
to words or expressions that appear once in the Bible (hapax in sensu
strictu) as well as to words or expressions that are unique in some other
sense (spelling, vocalisation, accentuation, meaning, location, etc.).
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used to indicate stress position (Yeivin 1980, 102). Codex L helps
to elucidate this matter.
The word in that codex has two signs of this accent, one

over the letter he and other over the letter sade: *&*%ir.

Figure 4: Leningrad codex, f. 122r (courtesy of The National Library of

Russia)
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The sign over the letter sade is not reproduced in the standard
printed edition or the electronic ones (such as Bible Works and
Accordance), with the exceptions of the Biblia Hebraica Lenin-
gradensia (Dotan [ed.] 2001, 318) and the module ‘Masora Tesau-
rus’ (Dotan [ed.] 2014), both edited by Aron Dotan. This is one
of the reasons it is advisable always to check the manuscript
when working on the masora. The editions do not always offer all
the details exactly as they appear in the manuscripts.

The telisha sign is generally not repeated on the stressed
syllable in manuscripts with standard Tiberian pointing, alt-
hough there are some exceptions, and this case is one of them
(Yeivin 1980, 211). And, what does the repetition mean? Accord-
ing to Israel Yeivin (1980, 102), the sign is repeated on this word

to indicate the stress position.
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And, what is the purpose of the annotation? The word *&*xin
appears three times in the Bible: Jer. 7.22 (gere); 11.4; and here.’
The word is stressed on the ultima in the two verses in Jeremiah.
This information is confirmed by a list from the masoretic com-
pendium °Okla we-’Okla, according to the Paris MS version, on
words that occur once with penultimate stress while everywhere
else they have ultimate stress (Frensdorff 1864, 171, 372). The
ultimate purpose of the annotation is to distinguish homographs.
The position of the word stress is used to do this: those with ulti-
mate stress are infinitives with the 1cs suffix, while the one with

penultimate stress is a FS imperative.

4.0. Deut. 32.5

An analysis of the accents and masora of Deut. 32.5 in L illustrates
its role and importance in interpreting the biblical text. This is a
difficult text, with a great variety of renderings attested in the
ancient versions. The accentuation of the first part of the verse
is: opn ma &S 9 nnw. According to the accents, &5 i7 should be
read together and a literal translation of the first three words
would thus be—as odd as it may sound—*‘they behaved corruptly
towards him not’. This accentuation is unusual and the trend has,
therefore, been to disregard it and follow the more ‘logical’ read-
ing proposed by the consonantal text. Accordingly, the transla-
tion found in the New American Standard Bible is: ‘They have

acted corruptly toward Him, They are not His children, because

° There is one further case where the word is written defectively, i.e.,
without the yod in the second syllable, Jer. 34.13; cf. Even-Shoshan
(1996, 484).
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of their defect’. However, the reading proposed by the accents is
supported by the Targumim and the masora. What does the ma-
sora teach us about this?

There is a MP annotation to &5 i in L:

Figure 5: Leningrad codex, f. 118v (courtesy of The National Library of

Russia)
V=2 ‘2 ﬂ'$ ?;17 ey Ve ,“ r..r.,'ﬁ h -k%
\:.‘o..."hxu._l.uz- l A‘Ah“ﬂhl‘.kﬂ ﬁ-u L

)\R Y
It says: N2 ‘six [times] in the Torah’. There is no MM note. Man-

uscripts Or 4445 (B) and A have no masoretic annotation here,
but according to a list in Ginsburg’s (1975, 120) compilation the
references could be: Gen. 28.1; 47.18; Exod. 28.32; Deut. 23.17;
25.5; 32.5. Apart from the case in Deut. 32.5, these two words
do not appear to be linked conjunctively by the accents in any of
the remaining occurrences. It seems that this annotation merely
states the number of times that these two words appear together,
in this order, irrespective of the accentuation.'®

However, I have found others annotations in L. which may
be relevant to the accentuation. The sequence 5 8% in Gen. 38.9

has two marginal annotations:

1% This sequence is found also in Deut. 21.16.
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Figure 6: Leningrad codex, f. 23v (courtesy of The National Library of
Russia)

uln:.mlwwaw-i'mlmmm%l e
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The MP annotation says: 71 ‘five’. Additional information and the

e B

references are given in the MM annotation:

K5 MIown nwaY 15 RS N300 0 R 8D D MR YT A D R
1 nnw 850 Tm nn b 89 Tvn 89119 &S 271 5y 9aynn KAy
RH

1H &Y five [times]: ¥ R8H "2 R y™ (Gen. 38.9); " NN
1% &5 na9nn (Hab. 1.6); 19 85 muown nwad (Hab. 2.6); 12y
1B 8 2 S "aynn (Prov. 26.17); nnn 1D &5 1nyn &9 (Dan.
11.17); and one [with the order] reversed, 85 1% nnw (Deut.
35.2).

Careful examination of the references allows us to infer that in

all of them these two words appear side by side, in either order,
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and linked—twice by the accents merkha and tarha and four times
by magqqef. So, these two words should be read together.!!

This MM annotation not only confirms the unusual accen-
tuation of the sequence in Deut. 32.5, but also demonstrates the
Masoretes’ concern that it be interpreted correctly. By listing this
case together with the occurrences that have maqgef,'* they en-

sured that it would be treated in the same way.

5.0. Judg. 5.8
The word on? ‘fighting, war’ (Judg. 5.8) has a MP annotation in
A.

Figure 7: Aleppo codex, Judg. 5.8 (courtesy of the Ben-Zvi Institute,
Jerusalem. Photographer: Ardon Bar Hama)
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The same information is given in the MP annotations of codices

C and L to the same verse.
According to this annotation, the word is ‘unique’. How-
ever, we find in the concordances that this word appears 38 times

in the entire Bible.!®* What, then, does the annotation mean? In

! For a different understanding of the Masoretic notes and of the verse
see McCarthy (2002).

2 On the use of maqggef with words consisting of a single open syllable
see Yeivin (1980, 230-31).

13 Omitting occurrences of this word with prefixes; cf. Even-Shoshan
(1996, 596-97).
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what sense is the word is unique? List 373 of the masoretic com-
pendium °Okhla we-°Oklah, according to the Paris ms version,
helps us with this dilemma (cf. Frensdorff 1864, 172). This is one
of the words that occur once with an ultimate stress while every-
where else they have a penultima stress.

By drawing our attention to the unusual stress position, the
annotation supplies the clue to properly understand this word in
context.' It tells us that this is not another instance of the word
on?Y ‘bread’ in the pausal form on—which is vocalised identically
to our word in Deut. 32.5, but with penultimate stress—but a
different word. The distinction between the two words is made
by the stress position. So the essential purpose of this annotation
is to avoid misunderstanding of the word as ‘bread’. Here the

word means ‘war’, from the root 0"nb ‘fighting’.

6.0. Conclusion

To conclude, I hope these examples help to show why the masora
is an indispensable tool in our attempts to achieve a more pro-
found understanding of the Hebrew biblical text. It constitutes a
historical record that accompanies the biblical text: a window

onto the past. Why not use it?

4 On the difficulty of interpreting this word in context, cf. Fernandez
Marcos (2011, 56*-57%*).
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THE MASORETIC NOTES IN RNL EVR II B
80 +: AN INITIAL REPORT

Kim Phillips

From Second Temple times until the end of the first millennium
CE, the Hebrew Bible was preserved and transmitted in two major
Jewish cultural centres: Tiberias and ‘Babylon’ (i.e., Iraq) (Khan
2020, 6-33). The consonantal texts preserved in each of these
two centres differed in a great many small details one from the
other. Likewise, the reading traditions preserved and transmitted
in each centre differed one from the other, mainly at the levels
of phonetics, phonology, and morphology (i.e., different dialects
of Hebrew), but also—to a far lesser degree—at the level of the
semantic content of the texts (Chiesa 1979, 9-36; Yeivin 1985,
21-36).

Each centre also developed its own distinct apparatus as an
aid to the preservation of minute details of the biblical text (con-
sonants + reading tradition)—its own masora, in the narrow sense
of the term. These textual commentaries differed one from the
other not only with respect to the texts they were designed to pre-
serve, but also in terms of the methods used, terminology em-
ployed, and even the way each commentary was preserved and
transmitted. The Tiberian Masora (t.Mas) exists as a vast nebula of

distinct notes and comments, which was drawn on according to

© 2022 Kim Phillips, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.02
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need, taste, and availability, on a codex-by-codex basis (Yeivin
2003, 60-92). There is no authoritative standard text-form of the
t.Mas. By contrast, there is an authoritative standard text-form of
the Babylonian Masora (b.Mas), at least of the Pentateuch. The
b.Mas of the Pentateuch (b.MasP) was transmitted as a distinct
text, not usually ‘appended’ to the biblical text itself. Where sepa-
rate copies of the same portions of this text have been preserved,
they are functionally identical. Some Babylonian biblical MSS do
contain individual masoretic comments in the margins, but these
comments have their origin in a text with a fixed form (Ofer 2019,
151-57).

In the same way that the Hebrew biblical commentaries of
R. David Qimhi and Abraham Ibn Ezra condemned the Judaeo-

Arabic commentaries of their forebears to obscurity for centuries,

! Abbreviations used throughout this article: A = Aleppo Codex; b.Mas
= The Babylonian Masora, referring to the entirety of the fixed text of
this textual commentary; b.MasP = The Babylonian Masora of the Pen-
tateuch (referring to the entire, perhaps unrecoverable, text of this tex-
tual commentary, rather than Ofer’s edition, which is fragmentary); DP
= Damascus Pentateuch; L = Firkowich B 19a, i.e., the ‘Leningrad’ Co-
dex; L™ = Pentateuch MS, written by Samuel b. Jacob (scribe of L),
containing a large proportion of Babylonian masoretic notes (the ma-
sora magna of the MS has been edited by Breuer 1992; also known as
Gottheil 14; see Gottheil 1905); Mm = Masora Magna; Mp = Masora
Parva; Of.b.MasP = Ofer’s (2001) edition of the Babylonian Masora to
the Pentateuch; Or. 4445 = ‘The London Pentateuch’, located in the
British Library; S' = Sassoon 1053; t.Mas = the Tiberian Masora: the
vast, nebulous, collection of individual notes designed to preserve the
Tiberian recension of the biblical text.
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so the rapid triumph of the Tiberian biblical text and reading tra-
dition among the various Jewish communities quickly led to the
demise and obscuring of the once-influential Babylonian text and
reading tradition—and the b.Mas with it (Yeivin 1985, 22-24).
However, since the uncovering of the Cairo Geniza, the study of
the Babylonian biblical tradition in general, and the study of the
b.Mas in particular, have flourished.

The study of the masoretic notes from the Babylonian tra-
dition is very much a work in progress. Over the course of the
last century many individual fragments of b.Mas have been ed-
ited. This labour culminated in Ofer’s 600-page annotated edition
of the Babylonian Masora of the Pentateuch (Ofer 2001). This
edition incorporates all the currently known fragments of MSS
containing the b.MasP text itself (though not the individual notes
found in various biblical MSS). Nevertheless, he estimates that
his edition comprises only about one sixth of the original b.MasP
text. There is, to date, no edition of the b.Mas of the Prophets and
Writings, though Ofer is at work on the latter (see Ofer 2011, 148
n. 42).> For obvious reasons, the present article will make con-
stant reference to Ofer’s edition of the b.MasP.

Part of the difficulty in studying the b.Mas is that the ma-
jority of the relevant manuscripts are from the Cairo Geniza, with
all the fragmentariness involved with documents from this
source. However, a crucially important exception to this is the

manuscript known as L™. L™ is a Tiberian Torah MS in terms of

2 Weil (1963) and Yeivin (1982) have each edited small portions of the
b.Mas of the Prophets, but compared to the b.MasP, the manuscript re-
mains are few and far between.



26 Phillips

text and layout, yet a very high proportion of its Mm seems to
have come from a Babylonian source. Breuer (1992) has edited
and annotated the Mm of L™ in two volumes, but the MS itself
remains inaccessible to scholars.® Ofer (2001, 13-25) devotes an
entire chapter to the discussion of L™, and uses it throughout
b.MasP.Ofer as a supplementary source to help clarify difficult
portions of the MSS containing the formal b.MasP text.

L™ is not the only Tiberian MS that makes use of the b.Mas
(or at least Babylonian graphemes and masoretic terminology).
Indeed, Yeivin (1968, 72-75), Breuer (1992), Ofer (2001, 260-
74), and Dotan (2005) have demonstrated that most of the well-
known Tiberian MSS contain a certain amount of masoretic ma-
terial originating from a Babylonian source. At one end of the
spectrum, this Babylonian influence is very slight (e.g., in A); in
other MSS (e.g., BL Or. 4445) the influence is more pronounced;
and in still other MSS the influence is rather substantial (e.g., S).
This phenomenon raises further questions, therefore, regarding
the nature of the interaction between, and mutual influence, of
the Tiberian and Babylonian masoretic traditions. At any rate, to
date, L™ is thought to stand alone in terms of the massive extent
to which the masran behind a Tiberian codex made use of Baby-

lonian material in his masora.*

% For the purposes of the present article this inaccessibility is a particu-
lar frustration, inasmuch as the Mp notes of the MS are highly relevant
to our topic here.

* The question of what ‘counts’ as a Babylonian masoretic note can be
answered in various ways. Breuer (1992) adopts a minimalist approach,
and classifies Mm notes in L™ as Babylonian only if he can demonstrate
that the content of the note does not match the Tiberian biblical text,
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However, it now appears that another Tiberian MS must be
placed close to L™ with regard to the extent of the Babylonian
influence on the masoretic notes: MS RNL EVR II B 80 +.°> Though
quintessentially Tiberian in text-form and layout, the masoretic
notes of this Torah MS show very extensive and sustained influ-

ence of the b.Mas.®

but does match what is known about the Babylonian biblical text and
dialect (Ofer 1992, 272-73). There are at least two obvious difficulties
with this approach. First, a great deal of the Babylonian biblical text
and dialect is identical with the Tiberian text and dialect. Therefore,
one would expect that a large proportion of the Babylonian masoretic
notes would be identical in content (even if different in form and ter-
minology) to the Tiberian notes. Breuer’s approach makes no allowance
for this, and therefore can only be expected to catch a relatively small
subset of the Mm notes in L™ taken from a Babylonian source. Secondly,
much about the Babylonian consonantal text (and, to some extent, dia-
lect) remains uncertain, and so, once again, Breuer’s approach can only
positively identify a subset of the genuinely Babylonian notes. Yeivin
(1968) is similarly cautious about identifying Babylonian notes in Tibe-
rian codices purely based on the appearance of Babylonian vowel signs
and masoretic terms, such as 5w or even 'p7. However, by comparing
the Mm notes in L™ with the content of his edition of b.Mas.P, Ofer
found that the great majority of the notes in L™ derived from the
b.Mas.P, even when the content of the notes matched the Tiberian text
just as well as the Babylonian text. In turn, this fully justifies taking a
broader approach to identifying Babylonian notes. This broader ap-
proach (relying on not only the content of the notes, but also their form)
is adopted by Ofer (2001) and Dotan (2005), and is the approach fol-
lowed in this article.

> The + sign indicates additional shelfmarks (see §1.0, below).

® To the best of my knowledge, the masoretic notes of this MS have
drawn scholarly attention twice before. Strack (1897) mentions two
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The purpose of this article is to present a preliminary report
on the masoretic notes (Mm and Mp) of this MS. The report will
demonstrate the nature and extent of the Babylonian masoretic
material therein, and begin to illustrate some of the ways in
which this material can be used to consolidate and expand our
existing knowledge of the b.Mas. Thus, the article is selective and
illustrative, and makes no attempt at comprehensiveness. It is
hoped that it will alert other students of the b.Mas to the riches
of this MS, until a full edition and analysis of its masora (already
underway) is completed.

After a brief description of the codex, the discussion of the
masoretic notes is divided into three sections: structural features,

external features, and internal features.

e Structural features: The b.Mas has a set of distinctive pat-
terns, or formats, in the way its notes are structured. Some
of these are scarcely attested in the t.Mas, but common-

place in the b.Mas. In the first section of this study, I show

notes (one Mm, one Mp) from the MS (which he refers to by its old
numbering: Cod. Tschuf. 51), both of which discuss variant readings
between the Easterners (Sura and Nehardea) and the Westerners. I am
grateful to Prof. Yosef Ofer for bringing this article to my attention. The
second discussion of the masoretic notes of this MS appears in Pen-
kower’s (2020) recent study of the textual variants between Sura and
Nehardea. The frequent Mm and Mp notes discussing textual variants
between the Eastern schools of Sura and Nehardea is further evidence
of the Babylonian influence on the masora of this MS. Nonetheless, since
so many examples have already been adduced by Penkower in his study,
this aspect of the masoretic notes will not be considered further in this
initial report.
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that almost all the quintessentially Babylonian note-for-
mats are found with great frequency throughout the MS.”

e External features: there are other (non-structural) Babylo-
nian aspects that are visible ‘on the surface’ of the notes
(i.e., self-evident to the eye, without having to analyse the
content of the notes). These include terminology from the
b.Mas, aspects of Babylonian Aramaic in the notes, etc.
These features are reviewed in the second section of this
chapter.

e Internal features: the final section of this chapter shows
that when the content of many of the notes is analysed, it
often only matches the Babylonian biblical text, or the Bab-

ylonian dialect of Hebrew.

1.0. Description of RNL EVR II B 80+8

The codex here referred to as RNL EVR II B 80 + is currently pre-
served under at least three shelfmarks. EVR II B 80 preserves the
lion’s share of the remains of the codex: 124 leaves.” EVR II B 170

7 Ofer’s (2001) monumental study of the b.MasP has been immensely
instructive throughout this whole study. In particular, this section on
the various common formats of Babylonian masoretic notes relies al-
most exclusively on his descriptions and analyses of the various note
types.

8 A full description of this MS (rather than simply its masora) is currently
in preparation as a separate article. The brief description here, there-
fore, is intended only to orient the reader regarding the most general
aspects of the MS, before focussing on the masoretic notes.

° In its current presentation on the Ktiv website, as well as in the de-
scriptions in Beit-Arié et al. (1997, 13-14) and Dukan (2006, 310-11),
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and EVR II B 14 each contain an additional three leaves. Thus, 130
leaves of the original codex are currently available to us. Through-
out this article, individual shelfmarks are used where relevant, but
generally the entire codex is referred to, using the label EVR II B
80+ .'° For ease, I will refer to the relevant image number when
giving examples from the codex. All the examples below happen
to be taken from EVR II B 80, which contains 256 images on the

Ktiv website.!! Thus, references take the form: ‘image x/256’.

the MS has 125 folios, and fol. 125 contains two colophons, including
a date (which has signs of tampering). However, it appears that this
folio is not, in fact, part of the same MS as the rest of RNL EVR II B
80+ . The most obvious evidence for this comes from the fact that al-
though the double-dot sof-pasuq sign is used regularly and systematic-
ally throughout EVR II B 80+, it is virtually never used on fol. 125.
Additional evidence pointing towards the fact that fol. 125 is not from
our MS is to be found in the line-fillers employed, the positioning of the
masora circellus, the shape of the hatef-patah sign, and the use of rafe.
More details will be provided in the full description of the MS.

1% For the purposes of this study, I have searched through RNL EVR II B
1-600, looking for other fragments from this same MS. It is entirely
plausible that when the scope of the search is expanded (as it must be
before an edition of the notes can be produced), other portions of the
MS will be found. For this initial report, however, the 130 leaves found
thus far offer ample material for description.

11 Accessible at https://web.nli.org.il/sites/nlis/he/manuscript.
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RNL EVR II B 80+ is a monumental (42 X 36c¢cm), three-
column Model Torah Codex, probably from the 10th or 11th cen-
tury.'? The column height is 29cm, with 21 lines per column.'® The
margins are wide, with Mm in the upper and lower margins of
virtually all the pages (typically one or two lines of Mm in the
upper margin, and one to four lines in the lower margin). Mp notes
occupy the outer vertical margin, and the two inter-columnar mar-
gins, but rarely the gutter margin of the page. The Mm contains
some collative masoretic notes; these appear only in the upper
margin of the page and occasionally include select Tiberian signs
of cantillation and vocalisation (for example, the upper margin of
fol. 4r and again on 31r). The rest of the Mm and Mp is sporadi-
cally vocalised and/or cantillated, with Tiberian accent signs and
Tiberian or Babylonian vowel signs. These Babylonian vowel signs
are from the simple (rather than the compound) line system (see
Yeivin 1985, 54-55). Occasionally, the patah sign from the dot sys-
tem is employed (e.g., 55/256, 109/256). Many of the Babylonian
vowel signs are placed over the inter-consonantal space, a clear
marker of antiquity, according to Yeivin (1985, 55).

The biblical text is written in an accomplished Eastern
hand, with Tiberian vocalisation and cantillation signs. Conso-
nantally, the text is very close to that of A.

The extant portions of the MS comprise 130 folios. Of these,
the majority are well preserved, such that almost all the biblical

text on each leaf is extant and legible. Nonetheless, most of the

2 See n. 9 above regarding the dated colophon that has been hitherto
ascribed to this MS.

13 These dimensions are taken from Dukan (2006, 310-11).
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leaves contain some damage to the top margin and inner corner,
such that the upper Mm is frequently obliterated, partially or
completely, and often much of the Mp has also been lost. Fols
31-33 (images 65/256-70/256) and (especially) 46—49 (images
95/256-102/256) have suffered more extensive damage, such
that significant portions of the biblical text itself are no longer
legible on these leaves.

The following portions of the biblical text have been pre-
served in the MS (references in italics are from EVR II B 14; ref-
erences underlined are from EVR II B 170; other references are
from EVR II B 80):

Gen. 27.20-42.4; 42.4-33; 42.33-44.13; 46.10-50.26;

Exod. 1.1-2.3; 10.15-12.25; 13.2-14.28; 16.19-20.17;

21.28-30.38; 32.33-36.7; 39.15-42; Lev. 13.57-14.51;

14.51-15.24; 15.24-16.16; 17.6-18.21; 23.18-44; 25.8-

37; 26.42-27.23; Num. 1.23-51; 4.7-9.12; 10.20-13.23;

14.14-18.28; 20.1-28; 22.19-36.13; Deut. 1.1-31:14;
33.18-34.12.

In other words, almost all of Numbers and Deuteronomy have
been preserved, together with about two thirds of Exodus, half of
Genesis, and about a quarter of Leviticus.

Having been introduced to the MS itself, we can now focus
our attention on the masoretic notes therein. As mentioned
above, I will describe the Babylonian aspects of the notes from
three different angles: structural features (the typically Babylo-
nian ways many of the notes are constructed), external features
(other aspects of the notes that reveal their Babylonian origins,

without having to analyse the content of the notes), and internal



The Masoretic Notes in RNL EVR II B 80+ 33

features (the ways the notes reveal, when their content is ana-
lysed, that they refer to the Babylonian form of the biblical text
and the Babylonian dialect of Hebrew).

2.0. Structural Features

Ofer (2001, 75-123) gives an extremely helpful overview and de-
scription of the different types of masoretic notes that are typical
of the b.Mas. In this first section I simply demonstrate that almost
all of the quintessential forms of Babylonian notes are found, of-

ten in great profusion, in EVR II B 80 +.

2.1. All-Inclusive Description'*

One of the foundational differences between the Tiberian and
Babylonian masorot lies in the way each system counts and lists
whatever textual element is under discussion. The simplest way

to explain this difference is via an example.

(1) ..ovm W
‘And the men feared...” (Gen. 43.18 [Image 42/256])

. ! "
‘They feared’ occurs 6 times 1R

nranoY ya b

4 Ofer (2001) refers to this as 55150 m'nn, and gives a comprehensive
discussion of the phenomenon. In Ofer (2019) this phrase is translated
in two ways: ‘general description’ and ‘all-inclusive description’. The
latter translation is more helpful, pointing towards the fact that the
count in these notes refers to the entirety of the Hebrew Bible, rather
than dividing the text into discrete sections and dealing with each sec-
tion in isolation, as is common in the t.Mas.
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plene in the Scriptures, thus:'®

All the Torah ROIR 717913
Josh. 10.2 Ao Y M
1 Sam. 17.24 YR DR DMIRIA
2Kgs 17.7 ORIW? 112 IRVM 1 TN
The Minor Prophets WY N
All the Writings, excluding: 11 PN 2N o
Neh. 6.16.1¢ D371 93 I8N

This note from EVR II B 80+ is concerned with the plene
spelling of wayyigtol ™. Note in particular how the count of
six includes not only three individual verses, but also three large
stretches of text: ‘all the Torah’, ‘the Minor Prophets’, and ‘all the
Writings, except...” By my count, the plene spelling of the way-
yiqtol \®"™ occurs six times in the Torah, four times in the Minor
Prophets, and twice in the Writings (Psalms). In this Babylonian
masoretic note, however, the entire Torah, all the Minor Proph-

ets, and all the Writings each increase the count by only one.

!5 Translating masoretic notes into meaningful English is notoriously
difficult, due to the highly codified and condensed language in which
the notes are expressed. In the translations offered in this article I have
aimed at a lucid, idiomatic rendering of the sense of the notes, rather
than any sort of isomorphic formal equivalence.

!¢ This note also appears in L™ at Gen. 20.8 (Breuer 1992, 124). There,
however, the language of the note has been ‘Tiberianised’, as has the
structure of the note, in such a way that the count no longer fits the
lemmata. In addition, the reference to ‘all the Torah’ has been omitted.
EVR II B 80+ thus preserves a more original Babylonian form of the
note, as well as its accuracy.
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There are here two distinctive features of the Babylonian All-In-
clusive Description: (i) the count is all-inclusive—all the Bible is
covered by the one count; (ii) entire books, or collections of
books, with multiple individual instances of the relevant textual
phenomenon, can be grouped together as ‘one’ instance for the

sake of the count.'”

17 By contrast, the typical Tiberian way of describing the same phenom-
enon would be to break down the biblical text into sections and deal
with those sections separately. For example, the note above could be
‘Tiberianised’ as follows:

‘They feared’ occurs three times plene, thus: o o 3R
Josh. 10.2 O Y
1 Sam. 17.24 YR DR OMRI2
2 Kgs 17.7 5RIW? 733 IROA D N
And all [occurrences in] the Torah, the RN 'WY M N 9
Twelve, and the Writings are likewise R 1092 M7

plene, apart from one instance:
Neh. 6.16 01 93 IRN

Note how this Tiberian-style note divides the biblical text into two dis-
tinct sections. The first section (whose boundaries are typically unstated
and must be inferred from the note as a whole) consists of the Prophets,
apart from The Twelve. For this section, the count of plene occurrences
of ‘they feared’ is three (the clear minority—there are eight defective
forms in the same section). In the latter section: the Torah, the Twelve,
and the Writings, the situation is reversed: all the occurrences of ‘they
feared’ are plene, apart from Neh. 6.16. Thus, in the Tiberian-style note,
the biblical text is divided into suitable distinct sections, and each sec-
tion is dealt with separately. The note as a whole intertwines the dis-
cussion of the two sections using the term pnm>7. For an overview of
the issues of counting and structure in masoretic notes (not specific to
the b.Mas), see Breuer (1976, 193-283).
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The Mm notes in EVR II B 80 + contain many dozens of ex-
amples of the All-Inclusive Description. Here is one more instance:
(2) IPDI2N-DI UMIRTDI AR (8E AP7 APIETOR MINNTL..

...“Your servants are shepherds, as our fathers were.”
(Gen. 47.3 [Image 47/256])

. . ' ' ' V, v
‘Our fathers’ occurs 11 times plene in pa'ow 'R rmar

the Scriptures, thus: NiaRTe)
Gen. 47.3 (end of verse) NP0 410 1MIAR D3
All of Joshua YW 190
All of Judges AW NN
Jer. 3.24... 198 nwam
...and following (Jer. 3.25) IR
Jer. 14.20 "Iy
Jer. 16.19 1A Hn:
All of Psalms, excluding: 1n 93 k0N PO
Ps. 22.5 1INAR INva T2
1 Chron. 12.18'® M IMAR THR R
2 Chron. 29.9 1A 1Hal nim
2 Chron. 34.21. PR AW R TWR HY

Once again, in this note, the count of 11 refers to the entire Bible,

rather than simply to one section thereof. Joshua, Judges and

18 Notice how the citations from Chronicles appear after the citations
from Psalms. This reflects the Babylonian arrangement of the biblical
books, rather than the Tiberian arrangement. See below, §3.4, for fur-
ther details.
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Psalms are each included in their entirety, even though they en-

compass multiple individual occurrences.®

2.2. Partial Count Preceding the All-Inclusive

Description

Example (2) immediately above illustrates one of the systemic
dangers inherent in the All-Inclusive Description. Consider the
final five lines of the note:
RN Jaral sfaiim)l
11NAR MV Ta
A MR THR RV

WMAR 1983 FIMm
WNIAR 1AW KR WK HY

When one deciphers the biblical references behind the lem-
mata, it becomes clear that only one exceptional verse from the
book of Psalms is mentioned. The subsequent three lemmata,
from Chronicles, are part of the overall count of eleven plene-
plene occurrences of 1wmaxr. However, if one does not carefully
locate the references behind the lemmata, these lines could easily
be misunderstood as presenting four exceptional verses from the

book of Psalms. The problem, in other words, lies in the fact that

19 Breuer (1976, 209) discusses the oddities of the equivalent Tiberian
form of this note. In a very important chapter, Ofer (2001, 75-100)
shows how our growing knowledge of the b.Mas has the capacity to
explain many such oddities outlined by Breuer. Neither Breuer (1976)
nor Ofer (2001) had access to this note in its Babylonian form. Now it
has come to light, it is clear that Ofer’s explanation perfectly fits in this
instance, too.
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there is no obvious boundary indicating the end of the list of ex-
ceptional verses, and the resumption of the list of verses making
up the primary content of the note.

Ofer (2001, 79-81) suggests that this inherent source of po-
tential confusion was the motivation behind an alternative form
of the All-Inclusive Description also found frequently in the
b.Mas: the Partial Count Preceding the All-Inclusive Description.
Once again, this alternative form is found frequently in the Mm
of EVR II B 80+. The example below, from EVR II B 80, is also
found in b.Mas.P.Of:

(3) ...ODI3N nivn &1 7IR (Q) wp (K) "8mp noR
‘These were the ones chosen from the congregation, the
chiefs of the tribes of their fathers...” (Num. 1.16 [Image

111/256])

‘Their fathers’ appears twice ROMIND DN 2 omaw
plene in the Torah, thus: [LabiaKe)l
Num. 1.16 TV ORTP AR
Num. 17.18 aNaN PINKR DW DR
[But] all [the rest of] the Torah RO™MIR 7791
1 Kgs 9.9 TINNRY
1 Kgs 14.22 INIPM
1 Kgs 17.41 DA™ 03
Ezra 10.16 R 157N
Neh. 7.61%° 'RIN2 TN 193 8

20 The term n&1n2a ‘the latter’ indicates, in this instance, that that verse
in Nehemiah is being referred to, rather than the nearly identical verse
from the parallel list in Ezra 2.
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These are all the defectively spelled '"va 'om on

occurrences.

This note could have been phrased as a normal All-Inclusive De-
scription: ‘Their fathers’ is spelled defectively six times in the
Scriptures: All the Torah apart from [two lemmata] + five more
lemmata from Kings and Ezra-Nehemiah. The problem with this,
as described above, is the potential confusion in moving immedi-
ately from the two exceptional plene spellings in the Torah, back
to the five defective spellings in Kings and Ezra-Nehemiah. In-
stead, the Partial Count Preceding the All-Inclusive Description
relocates the two exceptional verses from the Torah to the very
beginning of the note, then continues with the normal All-Inclu-
sive Description (minus the count) thereafter.

This note, in the same form, appears in b.Mas.P.Of (Ofer
2001, 495-96). The two notes are functionally identical, except
that: (i) '>w has been Tiberianised to '5n in our MS; (ii) pman'os
has been added before the initial two lemmata in our MS; and
(iii) the order of citations from Kings is canonical in our MS,

whereas the first two are inverted in b.Mas.P.Of.

2.3. Rule-Stating Notes*

The b.Mas pays considerable attention to noting spellings in the
Hebrew Bible that are uniform throughout the entire biblical

text.?? These observations are then phrased in short notes

21555 mApn in Ofer’s (2001, 105-7) terminology.

22 By contrast, the t.Mas pays far less attention to words with consistent
spellings, focusing instead on words whose spelling is variable.
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throughout the b.Mas text. The Mm of EVR II B 80+ contains
many dozens of such notes. Here are just a couple of examples,

neither of which appears in L™ or in Ofer’s edition:

(4 WnY THIY MHT X7 IUTRD YR RITNR TPINN TIT I
DiRG M 73 onyny N °F YT

‘And he humbled you and let you hunger and fed you with
manna, which you did not know, nor did your fathers
know, in order to make you know that man does not live

by bread alone...” (Deut. 8.3 [Image 202/256])

The forms 771 and b o T
are always written plene. 'Y 519
(5) ..oy WnR nwaY K3 nRR T35 I npTea 8

‘Not because of your righteousness or the uprightness of
your heart are you going in to possess their land...” (Deut.
9.5 [Image 204/256])

Every occurrence of the forms 9wy, WY W
2w, and W is spelled defectively. 'on "2

In addition to these Rule-Stating Notes in the Mm, the masran
behind EVR II B 80+ has also reworked many such observations
from the b.Mas into masora parva notes.”® For example, the fol-
lowing Mp notes all appear on image 79/256 (Exod. 25). Each of
them appears to have been taken directly from the b.Mas, which
is largely extant at this point:

2 In Dotan’s (2005, 36) overview of the traces of the b.Mas extant in
Or. 4445, he mentions the existence of many Mp notes of the format:
[12 'na/'on/'Hn] + 2. He sees these notes as one of the most prominent
aspects of the Babylonian ‘residue’ in the masora of the MS.
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Table 1: Mp notes in EVR II B 80

Reference Biblical Mp note in Equivalent note in Babylonian
Text EVRII B 80 Masora (Ofer 2001, 450-51)

Exod. 25.12 TN 'on "3 513 1ys 0InYan Y Tnnya
'on

Exod. 25.17 maa 'on 512 'on 913 n8an Mas

Exod. 25.19 21 2415 519 5w 13 21795 231 2o

Exod. 25.19 gty i 519 5w 13 21795 231 21

Exod. 25.20 nsan 'on "2 'on "3 Maan niaa

To iterate the point: the t.Mas (magna and parva) does not
tend to focus on uniform spellings, but variable spellings. None
of the notes above appear in L (at all), or in Or. 4445 or DP (ad
loc.). In fact, Yeivin (1968, 74) finds only one 'on ™2 note (which
he, too, recognises as Babylonian in character) in the whole of A,
and no 12 'na/"5w/'"Sn "0 notes at all. The masran of EVRIIB 80 +,
though creating a genuinely Tiberian MS with typical Tiberian
format for the masora (i.e., the distinction between Mm and Mp),
nonetheless populates the Tiberian MS with many notes from the

Babylonian masoretic tradition.®

24 Here, the masran has semi-Tiberianised the note by converting ">w to
'“n. Nonetheless, the note remains quintessentially Babylonian, in that
it attends to a uniform, rather than a variable, spelling.

> These Rule-Stating Notes are certainly not the only Babylonian notes
to be found in the Mp of EVR II B 80 +. At present (until the MS is made
available for scholarly examination) we do not have access to the Mp
notes of L™, and thus cannot tell to what extent reworked Babylonian
masoretic content is to be found therein. Until access to L™ becomes
available, EVR II B 80 + appears to be the most significant MS currently
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2.4. Rule-Stating Notes, with Exceptions

If a particular word has a uniform spelling apart from one or two
exceptions, the b.Mas has a typical formula for describing both
the regular spelling and the exceptions:

'"va 'Hw/'on (30 poa] [-n vin/in aa/-] 'on/Sw i [nhn]

[the word] all plene/defective [except from] [select

verses] defective/plene...*

First, the majority spelling is noted, in the typical format of the
Rule-Stating Note. Thereafter, the exception is noted. According
to Ofer (2001, 106), the two parts of the note are not usually
linked by any sort of prepositional phrase, e.g., j7 92 or -1 YN,
and one is left to infer that the latter citation is an exception to
the previously stated rule, by means of the concluding clause:
'va "Sw/'on. In Ofer’s list, only 5 out of the 14 notes contain a
linking prepositional phrase.

EVR II B 80+ contains a great many Rule-Stating Notes,
with Exceptions. The evidence of the initial survey suggests that,
unlike in the pure b.Mas, the two parts of the note are usually
joined with the prepositional phrase 11 93.2” Nonetheless, some

maintain the pure form dominant in Ofer’s edition, such as the

available for examining the process of embedding Babylonian masoretic
content into Tiberian-style Mp notes. I hope to carry out a full study of
this phenomenon soon.

% This is a slightly emended citation of Ofer’s (2001, 106) formulation.

% Possibly, this is evidence of an attempt to render the unfamiliar Bab-
ylonian form more readily understandable to a Tiberian user of the MS.
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following (this particular example is found in neither
b.Mas.P.Ofer nor L™):

(6) . J7I2°77 120
‘You shall prepare yourself a way...” (Deut. 19.3 [Image

225/256])

The forms >n and > are always 519 pa* pan
plene [except for:] ls)
Ps. 89.3, D3 TNINK 1N DY
which is the only defective spelling 'va 'on

of 1an in the Scriptures.?

2.5. Classifying Notes?

If a particular word in the biblical text has two optional matres
lectionis, this results in four possible spellings for that word. The
b.Mas has a distinctive type of note for such forms. First, the var-
ious minority spellings are grouped, and their references listed.
Then, the note ends with the formula ‘and the rest are spelled +
[most frequent spelling]’.>° Thus, the note serves as a guide to all
the various spellings of that particular word in all its occurrences.
Ofer (2001, 108) notes that in the formal b.Mas text these notes
are usually introduced with the formula: 'om 'Sw + [n>n],

%8 Once again, this note shows a token effort at Tiberianisation. None-
theless, the content and structure of the note, and the use of the term
'va are all quintessentially Babylonian.

2 mrnnn amonn mawn in Ofer’s (2001, 108-10) terminology.

% Note that, because of the b.Mas’s distinctive way of counting (see
82.1, above), the ‘minority’ and ‘majority’ spellings may well not be
classified on a purely numerical basis.
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whereas in L™ this formula has usually been removed (perhaps in
an effort to Tiberianise the notes).

EVR II B 80+ contains dozens of these Classifying Notes.
In almost all cases it seems that the introductory formula has
been removed (as with L™), though other typically Babylonian
terminology within the note itself often remains. The example
below (the only example I have thus far found with the introduc-
tory formula still extant) also appears in Of.b.MasP and L™,
thereby offering an excellent opportunity to compare the three

sources:

(7)  ..713% wHsa NN NN 120877 000 pINa 13TR3 yane

.....

‘Bezer in the wilderness on the tableland for the Reubenites, Ra-
moth in Gilead for the Gadites...” (Deut. 4.43 [Image 195/256])

The plene and defective spellings of mn-: 'om "Sw minn
Deut. 4.43... 22703 983 NR
...and its parallel in Josh. [20.8] YOI 'NIm
Ezek. 27.16 72T NARM
These occurrences are spelled nnx-: N3 NARD
1 Sam. 30.27 ninna TR
Ps. 18.28 nin o
Prov. 6.17 nnn oy
Ezra 10.29 N SR
2 Chron. 18.19 D7 MaTT 597 HP
2 Chron. 22.5 Dr¥ya o
All of these are spelled mn-: :'na M b
Job 28.18 Wan mara

Prov. 24.7 Hmxb mnKn



The Masoretic Notes in RNL EVR II B 80+ 45

(2 Chron. 18.19?)% Anay

31 Breuer also finds this lemma at this point in the note in L™. However,
there it is written as nna* and unpointed. Breuer (1992, 687) interprets
this as a second lemma from the same verse as the preceding lemma:
Prov. 24.7. He offers no explanation as to why two lemmata are given for
the same verse, nor why the rather indistinctive form nna* would be used
as a lemma at all. In Ofer’s (2001, 552) version of the same note the
lemma nno' and the following lemma "owwn are both listed after the end
of the note, quite out of place. Ofer, too, interprets nna* as referring to
Prov. 24.7, and suggests that the repetition of references to this verse
points to the coupling together of originally separate masoretic notes.

The present manuscript seems to have had a similar Vorlage to Ofer’s
and (particularly) Breuer’s MSS. However, the relevant word has been
read and interpreted differently. Consonantally, n is read at the end of
the word, rather than n. Additionally, the lemma in the present MS has
been vocalised as the equivalent of Tiberian nna. This seems to refer to
either 1 Kings 22:20, or 2 Chronicles 18:19: agn&-n& nna’ n niny K1
T3 nina S Suh (Kings; the Chronicles version adds Y& wr 751 after
arnR, and spells Ramoth with plene vay).

The evidence of the present MS, taken together with the textual wit-
nesses offered by Breuer and Ofer, offers another way to interpret the
presence of this puzzling lemma. First, note the unexpected spelling in
part of Ofer’s version of the note:

'na mm...

w1 mina

MRS M

N2 mnRa
The forms wan mn1 and 58 M are spelled without &, even though
they are part of the section of the list that concludes: 'na mnxa. It is plau-
sible that a copyist, momentarily confused by the lemmata wa» nin1 and
omrb mimn, and perhaps also noting the reference to Chronicles immedi-
ately following, mistakenly added the lemma nna, as a reference to 2

Chron. 18.19, in which ‘Ramoth’ is genuinely spelled mnn.
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1 Chron. 6.58 WM
1 Chron. 6.65 D' MATT TN
These occurrences are spelled mnx-. "Ny MnKRI
All the other occurrences are spelled ni. "M NN R

The above examples illustrate my claim that a large pro-
portion of the Mm notes in EVR II B 80+ are quintessentially
Babylonian in their structure. Before moving on to discuss other
Babylonian facets of the masoretic notes in this MS, it is worth
pointing out that at least one typically Babylonian note-type is
seemingly absent from the masora of the MS: the Cross-Referenc-
ing Note.*? The reason for this lack appears to be the fact that the
masran behind our MS abandoned the b.Mas’ ‘principle of the first
occurrence’ in the process of fitting the Babylonian notes to his
Tiberian MS.*

3.0. External Features

So far, the discussion has focussed on the structural aspects of the
masoretic notes in EVR II B 80+, i.e., how occurrences are
counted and how the masoretic information is structured in the
notes themselves. I hope to have demonstrated that almost all the
patterns and formats considered by Ofer to be characteristic of
the Babylonian Masora (as opposed to the Tiberian) are found in
the MS—often with great frequency. We now proceed to what I
call the External Babylonian Features. By this I mean non-struc-

tural aspects of the notes suggesting their Babylonian origin that

32 Regarding this type of note, see Ofer (2001, 60-74).
3 On the principle of first occurrence, see Ofer (2001, 26-29).



The Masoretic Notes in RNL EVR II B 80+ 47

are visible ‘on the surface’ of the note, that is, without any need
to analyse the structure of the note or what information it pro-
vides about the biblical text. Most obviously, this category in-
cludes the use of Babylonian masoretic terminology, some of
which occurs in great profusion throughout the MS. Also in-
cluded in this section are evidence of Babylonian, rather than
Palestinian, Aramaic features in the wording of the notes; evi-
dence of the Babylonian pronunciation tradition when lemmata
are vocalised; the Babylonian arrangement of the biblical books
in lists of lemmata; references to the parasot and pisqot in the

masoretic notes.

3.1. Babylonian Terminology

The terms most distinctive of the b.Mas—'pT, 'va, and "Sw—are
found in great profusion in this MS, each occurring hundreds of
times, usually in the Mm, though to a far lesser extent also in the

Mp.** Samuel b. Jacob, in L™, attempted to remove as many of

3 The term 'p7 is an abbreviation of 11T, it clarifies that it is the reading
of a particular form that is of interest, rather than its written form. 'pa
is an abbreviation of &nbya; it clarifies that the note pertains to the en-
tire Bible, rather than a subset thereof. The interpretation of these two
signs has a long and somewhat tortuous history (see, among others,
Kahle 1902, 15-18; 1913, 177-79; Yeivin 1966; 1973). Ofer (2001, 46—
53) provides a helpful overview of the use of these terms, and the his-
tory of scholarship pertaining thereto. These terms lack precise Tiberian
masoretic terminological equivalents. By contrast, the term %w, i.e.,
85w ‘plene’ is simply the Babylonian equivalent of the Tiberian term
"Sn, i.e., 850 ‘plene’.

Some scholars, particularly Yeivin (1968, 74-75) have argued that
the value of the term W as an indicator of the Babylonian origin of a
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these Babylonian masoretic terms as possible or to replace them
with their Tiberian equivalents. The scribe behind EVR II B 80 +,
by contrast, was far less concerned about removing these terms.
Consequently, there are many notes whose Babylonian origin is
revealed by EVR II B 80+ for the first time, sometimes with sur-

prising ramifications. Here is a particularly fruitful example:

(8) :DR7 DRRWNI DM 727 KWK T2
‘How can I bear by myself the weight and burden of you
and your strife?’” (Deut. 1.12 [Image 183/256])

The forms 7°1 78 N2'R T TR TR
are always spelled plene. "Hw 'H1a
The word 7n is always spelled defectively. 'on 1N

Everything about this note is distinctively Babylonian, from
the terminology '>w ™3, to the fact that it concerns consistent,

rather than variable, spellings, to the use of Babylonian vowel

masoretic note is rather limited. Rather, he suggests that the term was
known to the Tiberian masoretes, and that at least some of them used
it simply as a synonym for the more usual ">n. Dotan (2005, 35-36),
too, appears to downplay the probative value of the appearance of the
term in Or. 4445. Ofer (2001, 265-66) articulates an alternative inter-
pretation of the evidence. He suggests that the appearance of Babylo-
nian terms in an otherwise ‘pure’ Tiberian MS (such as A) could be seen
as residual evidence of large-scale borrowing of quondam Babylonian
masoretic notes into the t.Mas, where they were generally Tiberianised,
thus obliterating the evidence of their Eastern origins. In any case, in
EVR II B 80+ the point is moot. The frequent appearance of ">w must
be considered alongside the mass of other evidence of the Babylonian
nature of many of the notes. The argument is cumulative.
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signs, to the fact that it shows a characteristically Babylonian in-
terest in the n/n distinction (Ofer 2001, 285-97). It does not ap-
pear in b.Mas.P.Ofer or L™, but it does appear in a modified and

Tiberianised form in none other than the Aleppo Codex:
7 L L) k . Y} Y]
2
& 90 MM W ey e

Figure 1: Snippet from Aleppo Codex, fol. 213v

The forms 7' and 7°7 are spelled plene 5n T T
whereas Tn is spelled defectively. on Tm

Yeivin (1968, 73) denies that the presence of Babylonian
vocalisation in the Mm of A implies “any dependence on the
b.Mas on the part of A.” Ofer (2001, 267), however, considers
this particular note in A, and is more hesitant. Based on the in-
terest in the n/n distinction and the Babylonian vowel signs, he
suggests “it is possible... that the masoretic note was copied from
a Babylonian source.” Ofer could not be more definite in his
claim, since at that point there was no direct evidence of such a
note in the b.Mas. However, now that such a similar note has
been found in EVR II B 80 +, we can conclude with a greater level
of confidence that this note in A is indeed of Babylonian origin.
This, in turn, reopens the larger question of the extent of the in-

fluence of the b.Mas on the masora of A.%®

% In fact, the context of the note on the page itself, in A, may provide
some further corroboration of the note’s Babylonian origins; the details
of this point, however, would drift too far beyond the scope of the cur-
rent paper.
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The terms 'p7, 'ya, and 5w are the most frequently occur-
ring Babylonian terms in EVR II B 80 +, but are by no means the
only such terms. Particularly probative are cases where there is
clear linguistic opposition between the Tiberian and Babylonian
masorot. The following four examples of Babylonian masoretic
terms all occur regularly in EVR II B 80+ (alongside their Ti-

berian counterparts):*

% For lists of Babylonian masoretic terms, see Kahle (1902, 15-18),
Yeivin (2003, 93-95), and especially Ofer (2001, 39-59). Several of the
terms that seem to have started out as Babylonian have made their way
so thoroughly into the t.Mas that it is debatable whether they should be
considered as distinctively Babylonian at all. Ofer’s list, for example,
contains far more ‘Babylonian’ terms than does Yeivin’s.
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Table 2: B.mas terms in EVR II B 80 +

Babylo- Tiberian Example of Babylonian Location of ex-
nian Term Equivalent term in EVR II B 80+ ample (text and
image)
PINROY MNA/RN2 0Wam L.mapaa bw 1Y TR Gen. 39.9
(Kahle TOIR MOKRW PINRYWY TR (33/256)
1902, 86 L NRSWT PanRbwy
n. 7)
T Mam ORI HR ™ nR Exod. 32.27
Ton5 .. nk nhbann (95/256)
LS amne
N3 A 1127 DN LLROIRD '3 00 Deut. 25.3
LJona onw (236/256)
KRN™MIR nlial See example immediately
above.
RIT — 1M 12 0MaTa TOR P 0 Deut. 1.1
13587 0™ATR ORI TN (182/256)

DT RINT AT

Additionally, scattered throughout the MS there are many
other distinctively Babylonian masoretic terms, albeit occurring
sporadically. Some examples: °a3(7) ‘next to, adjacent to’
(243/256); 7a5—Babylonian name for the letter lamed (24/256);
8RN ‘location’—when a particular word can refer either to a
place, or to something else, this term is used to specify that the
form is being referred to in its sense as a location (45/256);
rwanwni—the Babylonian equivalent of the Tiberian term sevirin
(76/256); ma yv1—another equivalent to sevirin (38/256).

To give some idea of the frequency with which one encoun-
ters Babylonian masoretic terminology in this MS, a random sam-
ple of 50 pages was taken, across the full extent of the MS. Three

pages contained no distinctively Babylonian terminology; 16
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pages contained between one and four Babylonian terms; 31
pages contained five or more terms from the b.Mas.

Before finishing this section on Babylonian masoretic ter-
minology in EVR II B 80 +, it is worth noting which terms do not
appear in the MS.*” Most prominent among these are the Babylo-
nian terms for the vowels and accents, which appear to be totally
absent from the MS. Instead, the masran consistently uses the Ti-
berian names for vowels and accents, in both the Mm and Mp.

Here is a stark example:

(9)  amar W TP B 380 1A T TR ..
‘...until you are destroyed and quickly perish because of
the evil of your deeds, in that you have forsaken me.’
(Deut. 28.20b [Image 243/256])

Every time they occur next to 75591 733 ;1
the nouns ‘your (Ms/PL)/their deeds’ 0a%5pn onvhhYn
the form of y7 has holem, el BtalBtal
apart from a single counterexample: Tnnaa
1 Sam. 25.3, 55PN Y Awp WRM
where 1, uniquely, has patah. Nnnaa 'pT

This note has many Babylonian distinctives. Structurally, it
is a Rule-Stating Note, with Exception (see §2.4, above). The
terms "2y and 'pT7 are Babylonian, and the vowel signs are Baby-
lonian. Despite all this, the vowel at the end of the note is referred
to using the Tiberian (though also appearing in Babylonian)

Nnna, rather than the more distinctively Babylonian nma nnamn.

% Until an exhaustive analysis of the manuscript has been carried out,
the following observations are somewhat provisional.
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3.2. Babylonian Linguistic Elements

As with b.Mas.P (Ofer 2001, 46), the Aramaic of the masoretic
notes in EVR II B 80 + frequently contains phonetic and morpho-
logical elements typical to Babylonian Aramaic, rather than Jew-
ish Palestinian Aramaic. To give three illustrative examples: (1)
The Babylonian determined plural suffix abounds in the forms:
»13 ‘the Prophets’, e.g., 21/256, *2'n3 ‘the Writings’, e.g., example
(1) above. Likewise, this suffix appears in some of the names of
the biblical books: "waw ‘Judges, e.g., example (2) above, 251
‘Kings’, e.g., 132/256. (2) ’Alef, rather than yod, is regularly used
in the gentilic suffix, e.g., [n]&nTp (113/256), [n]xna
(132/256), nxn'hn (133/256). (3) There is an example of a Bab-
ylonian Aramaic agqtel infinitive (aqtole) on image 237/256:
These are all the occurrences of the form Jor 1on...

fjor with the sense ‘increase, do again’. .SeoIRa T

3.3. Vocalisation Reflecting Babylonian

Pronunciation

Closely related to these linguistic elements are the occasional vo-
calisations found in the Mm notes that reflect the Babylonian pro-
nunciation tradition of Hebrew. Many of the Mm notes in EVR II
B 80 + are vocalised (at least partially) with Babylonian vocali-
sation signs. This is not in and of itself a definitive mark of the
direct influence of the b.Mas, as most of the key early Tiberian

codices occasionally employ the Babylonian vocalisation signs in
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their Mm notes (Yeivin 1968, 72-74).%¢ Moreover, Yeivin (1968,
74) is careful to note that, although the graphemes used are occa-
sionally Babylonian, the dialect those graphemes represent is reg-
ularly Tiberian: “In all the MSS I have examined, the dialect re-
flected in the Babylonian graphemes is the Tiberian dialect.”

In EVR II B 80+, by contrast, an initial overview has re-
vealed at least two loci where the Babylonian vocalisation signs
reflect the Babylonian, rather than the Tiberian, pronunciation

tradition:

(10) :ngg*f;zp n8N3 ...ATn NRYDTNNR 1PN
‘And he bought the piece of land... for a hundred qasita.’
(Gen. 33.19 [Image 21/256])

The form nv*'wp occurs three times, '3 nowp
thus: IO
Gen. 33.19 npYn nx
Josh. 24.32 nTwn npYna
Job 42.11. 2T on W

It appears that in the first lemma cited, a Babylonian hiriq
is marked over the het of np5n. This accords well with the Baby-

lonian pronunciation tradition (see Yeivin 1985, 814), in which

% Having said that, the extent of the use of Babylonian vocalisation
signs in the Mm (and, rarely, the Mp) of the MS is pronounced—some-
where between a third and a half of the notes containing vocalisation
signs employ Babylonian, rather than Tiberian, signs. (This count ex-
cludes the many collative masora notes, which are typically Tiberian,
and are always vocalised with Tiberian signs.) Such a high proportion
of Babylonian vowel sign usage does appear to point to the Babylonian
origins of much of the MS’s masora.
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the lowering of the original hiriq to a segol (as found in the Tibe-
rian tradition) is less operative, presumably due to the weakening

of the guttural het in the Babylonian pronunciation.*

(11 ..D3T N NAYA-HY 3NN
‘so that I may write on the tablets the words’ (Deut. 10.2
[Image 206/256])

The forms anax) and 2ham 2N5% AnoN
are always written defectively, except 193 'on 'S0
for Hos. 8.12, where 212R is plene. "Sw nmin 137 1% 2R

The biblical text itself at this point in the MS is written, as
expected, according to the Tiberian pronunciation tradition,
apox} with the expected segol as the preformative vowel of the
1cs imperfect. However, the Babylonian vocalisation in the mas-
oretic note marks this preformative vowel as a hirig, as is regu-
larly found in the early and middle forms of the Babylonian dia-
lect (Yeivin 1985, 449).

3.4. Babylonian Arrangement of the Biblical Books

The arrangement of the books of the Latter Prophets and Writings
differs somewhat between the Tiberian tradition and the Babylo-
nian.* The most prominent differences pertain to the locations
of Isaiah and Chronicles (though there are various additional dif-

ferences regarding the order of the shorter books of the Writings).

3 On this weakening in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, see Morgenstern
(2011, 73-76).

0 The order of the biblical books in the Babylonian tradition follows
the order found in the famous baraita in b. Baba Bathra 14b-15a.
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In the Tiberian tradition, the order of the Latter Prophets is
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, The Twelve; and Chronicles is located
at the beginning of the Writings.*' In the Babylonian tradition,
the order of the Latter Prophets is Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, The
Twelve; and Chronicles is located at the end of the Writings.
These differences in sequencing crop up regularly in the
masoretic notes. In general, masoretic notes arrange their lem-
mata in canonical sequence.** Thus, if a particular note happens
to cite both Psalms and Chronicles—in that order—this is evi-
dence that the note has been drawn from the b.Mas.** Example 2
above illustrates this Psalms-Chronicles sequence of lemmata. Or
if, to give another example, a particular note cites from Jeremiah
or Ezekiel, followed by Isaiah, this is likewise evidence of Baby-
lonian origin. Such a note is found, for example, on image
133/256. After citing eight verses from Jeremiah, the note con-
tinues: ‘And all of Ezekiel, and all of Isaiah, and all of The

Twelve’.

“! This is the order of the books in the great Tiberian codices, such as L
and A. BHS locates Chronicles at the end of the Writings, and thus is
not a faithful reflection of L in this respect.

42 This rather general statement has many exceptions—not least given
the ‘interwoven’ nature of many longer masoretic notes from the Tibe-
rian tradition, and the arrangement of the Babylonian Classifying Notes
(see §2.5, above).

*3 Breuer (1992, 12), followed by Ofer (2001, 16, 124-25), see this as
one of the most significant identifiers of notes from the b.Mas.
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3.5. Reference made to Pisqot/Parashiyyot and

Parashot

The b.Mas includes far more references to pisqot/parashiyyot and
parashot than the t.Mas.* They play a double role in the b.Mas:
sometimes rules are framed such that they pertain to just a single
pisqa or parasha; on other occasions they are used as reference
points to help identify the precise location of a given lemma (Ofer
2001, 126-34, 151-52). Both uses are found in the masoretic
notes of EVR II B 80+, more often in connection with pisqot,
though in isolated instances also with reference to parashot. In
the first example below, a note is formulated with reference to
just one pisqa. In the second example, a pisqa is used as a refer-
ence point to identify the particular occurrence of a given collo-
cation. In the third example the term &nwna is used, referring to

Parashat Balag.

(12) =32 7ERRY ..y TTonS iy 33 TR LLahn TR
T2 TERDY Lomewr iR MRRRY w2 TERY T
79RO 32 TR . AWR-1D TR L aw iR TR

‘of the tribe of Judah... and of the tribe of the sons of
Simeon... of the tribe of Benjamin... and of the tribe of

the sons of Dan... of the tribe of the sons of Menasseh...

* Ofer (2001, 151) suggests that the reason the parashiyyot play a far
larger role in the b.Mas than in the t.Mas is that the b.Mas specifically
attends to the preservation of the parashiyyot. At each relevant point in
the text, the b.Mas notes the presence of a new parasha, and the nature
of that parasha (petuha or setuma). By contrast, the t.Mas is seemingly
‘blind’ to the parashiyyot, not attending to the accurate preservation of
that aspect of the biblical text.
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and of the tribe of the sons of Ephraim... and of the tribe
of the sons of Zebulon... and of the tribe of the sons of
Issachar... and of the tribe of the sons of Asher... and of
the tribe of the sons of Naphtali... (Num. 34.19-29 [Im-
age 178/256])

In the pisqa of ‘These are mHRT RPO™D O
the names of the men who IR DWIRD MAY
will divide for you’ (Num. 34.16-29) 0ab Hne
conjunctive waw always precedes the non,

phrase ‘of the tribe of’, except in three nons A A

cases, as follows: NanoI
‘of the tribe of Judah’ (v. 19); AT nond
‘of the tribe of Benjamin’ (v. 21); 1733 nonb

‘of the tribe of the sons of Manasseh’ (v. 23).  nwin "2 nond

These make the mnemonic 'n'a". v 'o'a
Judah and Benjamin alone o7 I A
among them omit ‘the sons of’. 23733 pna
These make the mnemonic 'a". o 'ah
Judah, Simeon, and Benjamin PN YR Amne
alone among them omit ‘a chief’. 9192 RwI 5T
These make the mnemonic '2'w". o At

The phraseology of the list of cis-Jordan tribal chiefs re-
sponsible for the distribution of the land inheritance is highly
stylised and repetitive. Nonetheless, there are many fine-grained

deviations. This long note, pertaining only to this single parasha,
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codifies these deviations to preserve the list from future modifi-

cations.®

(13) :nw My Ta0smws ovawp 593 WD) Sunk Yk mm

cf.

‘And you shall become a horror, a byword, and a taunt
among all the peoples where the LORD will lead you away.’
(Deut. 28.37 [Image 244/256])
TR pasn ninn 5% Apty (Q) Mty (K) mpwo bans
oW DIPTRCIRR MiRpRRYa TPPR) D by
‘T will make them a horror to all the kingdoms of the earth,
to be a reproach and a byword, a taunt and a curse in
all the places where I shall drive them. (Jer. 24.9)

In the Torah, the phrase is: RN™MIN
‘A horror, a byword, and a taunt’ Swnh nnws
(Deut. 28.37). AW,
The mnemonic for this is ''n'w. o T'n'w

[But in the pisqal

‘Like the [bad] figs’ (Jer. 24.8-10) DIRNDY
the phrase is: ‘And you will make them o'nnn
a reproach and a byword, Swnt naank
a taunt and a curse’ (v. 9). o5 nwh
The mnemonic for this is 'p'w'n's. a0 'p'w'n'a

% This note, in a similar form, also appears in L™ (Breuer 1992, 662).

However, in L™, the introductory phrase 8po'a 13 has been modified
to '271p 5. Ofer (2001, 129-30) observes a similar tendency: notes in the

b.Mas mentioning weekly parashot are sometimes emended when taken

over into the t.Mas, with the reference to a parasha being replaced by a

more general reference to the ‘inyan.
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In this Comparative Masoretic Note,* the issue is the simi-
larity between some of the language of the covenant curses in
Deut. 28 and Jeremiah’s ‘fig-oracle’ (Jer. 24). The note compares
the wording of a particular phrase between the two texts, so as
to preserve the precise details of each, and prevent the one con-
taminating the other. The point for our purposes here is that the

reference is to the siman of the pisqa and not to the verse.

(14) .72 3dw 5 me 7195 . kg1 L.120 nnw .30 hiawy

Wik b=l IO Ty o)

‘So now, come please... Now, come... And come please...

Come curse for me Jacob and come... Come please...
Come...” (Num. 22.6-25.14 [Image 153/256])

[The lengthened imperative 5n 't Y]
no% occurs 7 times in Parashat Balag: [pnanor 'whaa
Num.] 22.6 R 12[5 nn]
Num. 22.11 R 0PN NI
Num. 22.17 T723R 723
Num. 23.7 twice in the verse D105 DIW AN DR D
Num. 23.27 TNPR
Num. 24.14 TRYR

6 Comparative Masoretic Notes are very common in the b.Mas, and
there are many such notes in EVR II B 80 +. However, since they also
occur with some frequency in the t.Mas, this type of note has not been
adduced as particular evidence of the Babylonian quality of the masora
of EVRIIB 80+.
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The beginning of this partially obliterated Mm note has
been reconstructed on the basis of its associated Mp note, which
appears several times throughout the parasha: 'w1na "5n "1,

There are many other instances of the lengthened impera-
tive n2Y throughout the biblical text; the scope of this note, how-
ever, is limited to one weekly parasha.

This completes the overview of the external Babylonian
features of the masoretic notes in EVR II B 80+. Some of these
features, e.g., the use of Babylonian masoretic terminology, are
extremely common in the MS, while others, e.g., references to the
parashot, are rare. Taken together, however, these external Bab-

ylonian features colour almost every page of the MS.

4.0. Internal Features: Notes Reflecting the

Babylonian Textual Tradition

The discussion thus far has focused on the Babylonian elements
of the masoretic notes themselves. We have not yet ‘peered
through’ the notes, using them like a window, to examine the
consonantal text they aim to preserve, or the dialect of Hebrew
they presuppose. When the notes are interpreted in this manner,
they sometimes point to the Babylonian consonantal text and di-
alect, rather than the Tiberian.

An initial overview of the MS reveals that a number of the
masoretic notes reflect the Babylonian recension of the biblical
text, rather than the Tiberian. Many of these notes appear in the
Mp, rather than the Mm. As Ofer (2001, 264) has already sug-
gested, this is likely due to the fact that it is easier to ‘Tiberianise’

the Mm notes than the Mp notes, since the former include the
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relevant biblical references, and can thus be relatively easily
cross-checked to confirm that they match the Tiberian text. None-
theless, there are also some Mm notes in the MS that apparently
reflect the Babylonian recension of the MT. Space constraints
limit me to offering a single example each from the Mp and the
Mm. The first is already known to scholarship, whereas the sec-

ond appears to be hitherto unknown.

(15) D27 npnwa Joywn % mram s nk anm nhah hxan g

P12 AN

‘Why did you flee secretly and trick me, and did not tell

me, so that I might have sent you away with mirth and

songs, with tambourine and lyre?’ (Gen. 31.27 [Image
16/256])

The Mp note related to o™wa1 ‘and with songs’ reads: 'w5a 'on 'n
‘This word, and those like it, occurs 5 times written defectively
with this vocalisation, i.e., a hireq without a mater lectionis’.
Breuer (1992, 15, 183) has already discussed this note,
which appears in the Mm of L™. The count of five seems to match
only the Babylonian text, rather than the Tiberian. The equiva-
lent Tiberian note counts only four such defective forms. The ad-
ditional occurrence in the Babylonian version of the note occurs
at Jdg. 5.1. The Tiberian text reads n9ia7 "wm ‘and Deborah
sang’, but it seems that the Babylonian text must have read “wm

with hirig."

7 As Breuer himself notes (ad loc), Yeivin (1985, 654) catalogues an
equivalent phenomenon with the root 7"1o in the Babylonian tradition.
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(16) ...onop ORP W3 inr-iza Tapn 72 RypwN?
‘There shall not be found among you anyone who burns his
son or his daughter as an offering, anyone who practices
divination...” (Deut. 18.10 [Image 223/256])

Forms of the verb oop are always spelled 510 Dop
defectively, [apart from] on
Ezek. 17.9 golp* A™Ma NRY
Zech. 10.2, piialaiialodipial
the only plene forms in all the Scriptures. 'ya "o

This intriguing Mm note appears to preserve a different con-
sonantal text of Ezek. 17.9 to that known from the Tiberian tradi-
tion. First, observe that the formulation of the note is quintessen-
tially Babylonian: a Rule-Stating Note, with Exceptions (see §2.4,
above). Likewise, fully Babylonian are the terminology, "3, v,
'va, and the vocalisation signs. There is little doubt, therefore, that
this formulation is a genuine part of the b.Mas. The note is con-
cerned with the root 0"op. It claims that words formed from this
root are always spelled defectively, save two exceptions, which are
then listed. The first exception is from Ezek. 17.9. In the Tiberian
text the relevant clause reads: wWan opip? | A™M2 N ‘and its fruit cut
off’. The Babylonian text, by contrast, apparently read ooip. This
cannot simply be a lapsus calami on the part of the masran, since
the inclusion of Ezek. 17.9 in a note dealing with the root o"op
makes sense only on the basis of the reading ooy rather than

oo1p*.*® Thus, this consonantal difference should be added to the

*8 The masran of EVR II B 80+ seems to have struggled with this word
when writing the note: a samekh and final mem are visible, superim-
posed, at the end of oowp. The image quality is not sufficiently high to
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growing list of textual differences between the Babylonian and Ti-
berian recensions of the biblical text.*

These examples (and many others like them) notwithstand-
ing, it must be noted that the great majority of the Mm and Mp
notes in the MS are consistent with the Tiberian text and dia-
lect—including those notes with distinctively Babylonian struc-
tural and external features. This may simply be because the Bab-
ylonian and Tiberian recensions of the biblical text share a large
amount of material. Alternatively, it might be that the masran,
while content to keep the Babylonian form and language of the
notes, was careful to try to use only such notes as are consistent
with the Tiberian text. It is also possible that the masran kept the
Babylonian form and language of the notes, but actively altered
the content of the notes, when necessary, to match the Tiberian

text and dialect. For example, consider the following note:

determine which letter was written first, and which is the supposed cor-
rection.

49T am very grateful to Prof. Yosef Ofer, who (after a lecture in which I
presented this Mm note) checked the three known Babylonian biblical
MSS containing this verse and confirmed that one of them (Oxford Bod.
Heb. d.49 18v) does indeed read ooip*. This consonantal variant will be
considered from a text-critical angle elsewhere.
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(17) ...7hR% ®na npa iy PIIT-NN
‘And I commanded Joshua at that time...” (Deut. 3.21 [Im-
age 190/256])

The Westerners spell ‘Joshua’ plene 'y Sn "2
twice, as follows: [iAlakel
Deut. 3.21 TR PIWVINY DR
Josh. 24.31 WOWT OYN TP
(the second occurrence in the verse). NPIDAT RPN

The same note appears in b.Mas.P.Ofer and L™, except that
in these sources the count is given as three, rather than two, and
the final line of the note reads 'na 1w (Ofer 2001, 541) or its
equivalent, 'moaa 'a (Breuer 1992, 679). In Ginsburg (1880, 213)
the beginning of the note reads 'mo1 i 'a ywnm, omitting the
reference to the Westerners. Obviously, one cannot form gener-
alisations based on such slight evidence, but it is plausible to in-
terpret the note here in EVR II B 80+ as a self-conscious rework-
ing of the Babylonian note in light of the Tiberian text. Hopefully,
the full analysis of the masora of this MS will enable more clarity

on this point.

5.0. Conclusion

In this article I have attempted to show that the masoretic notes
(Mm and Mp) of RNL EVR II B 80 + have been deeply influenced
by the Babylonian masoretic tradition—perhaps more so than in
any other Tiberian MS (apart from L™) of which we are currently
aware. In fact, the extent of this influence is so pronounced, that

there is scarcely a page which does not reveal at least some trace
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of Babylonian Masora. The Babylonian nature of the notes is ap-
parent in the structure of the notes, the language and terminol-
ogy employed, and sometimes the content of the notes—i.e.,
what the notes claim about the biblical text. On the basis of an
initial sample of 35 Mm notes from Num. 31-34, about half of
the notes were also found in b.Mas.P.Ofer. Moreover, about two-
thirds of all the notes were either found in b.Mas.P.Ofer or
showed clear external signs of having been drawn from the
b.Mas. This survey ignored Mp notes, some of which also showed
clear Babylonian traces.

Despite the extent of the Babylonian influence, the masran
responsible for the codex was apparently very accomplished at
making the masora compatible with the Tiberian nature of the
MS. This is perhaps most obvious in the apparently total absence
of Babylonian names for the vowels and accents. There is also
some evidence that the masran may have moved beyond simply
choosing Babylonian notes compatible with the Tiberian text, to
emending Babylonian notes such that they fit the Tiberian text
rather than the Babylonian text, even though their style and ter-
minology remain Babylonian. Nevertheless, this process of filter-
ing and possible emending was not accomplished perfectly, and
a small but important proportion of these Mm and Mp notes re-
main incompatible with the Tiberian text. These notes provide a
window into the Babylonian text and reading tradition.

The nature of the codex—Tiberian in text and mise-en-page,
but with Babylonian masoretic notes—invites particular compar-

isons between this MS and L™. Pending fuller examination of the
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MS, all such comparisons remain provisional. Nonetheless, some

initial observations can be made:

(@

(b)

(@

The present MS retains the quintessential Babylonian
terms 'p7, 5w, and 'ya to a far greater degree than L™, This
may allow us to identify a Babylonian background to
many more masoretic notes than has hitherto been
possible.

The present MS contains many Mp notes influenced by
the b.Mas, and the question of the reworking of the b.Mas
into Tiberian-style Mp notes requires significant further
study. This reconfirms the desideratum of gaining access
to digital images of L™, such that the Mp notes therein can
be similarly studied.

L™ is well-known for the many errors in its masoretic
notes (Breuer 1992, 12-15). The evidence thus far
suggests that the notes in EVR II B 80+ have been far
more carefully and competently copied. Several of the
examples above have already shown that the present MS
has the potential to resolve some of the outstanding
difficulties in the notes of L™, and even in Ofer’s edition
of the b.Mas itself.

I will finish with one final example where the present MS

resolves a minor difficulty in b.Mas.P.Ofer by filling in a series of

lacunae.

(18)

TTTR 380 PRI 1M npn 837 300 337 0D

‘From Mount Hor you shall draw a line to Lebo-hamath,
and the limit of the border shall be at Zedad.” (Num. 34.8
[Image 177/256])
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There are two occurrences of Mx¥IN nR¥IN ‘N7 MKXIN
spelled plene-defective: oY 'a
Num. 34.8 INDN 70 900
Ezek. 48.30. YR NR¥IN ORI
Prov. 4.23 is the only occurrence W mran 1R "
spelled plene with two vavin. " N2 'pa
All the other occurrences are written mren o R
mKen. :'na

This same note is found, with three substantial lacunae, in
EVR II B 1549, the largest of the fragments of b.Mas that Ofer
uses for his edition, and which was previously edited by Ginsburg
(1885). These lacunae render possible widely differing recon-
structions of the note, as comparison between Ginsburg’s and
Ofer’s editions shows:
[A%3n "2 N NIRIN YA NRRIN A5R1 900 900 [om Sw nr$n
nan[Ren PN oA pa by

(Ginsburg 1885, 242)

The citation of n%in n'a refers to Josh. 18.19, and the cita-
tion of ™0 nva refers to Josh. 16.3. The reconstruction of the third
lacuna is particularly unconvincing: the two letters preceding the
lacuna are clearly na rather than n'a, and after the lacuna the
letters n> n (without a vav) are certain. Similarly, at the end of
the first lacuna a n is clearly visible, which Ginsburg ignores.

[0n N2 NIRYIN Y0 DR)IN A9R1 900 900 02 om Sw mrn
N2 N[IREN RIRWI N2 DREN P2ATIT K103 ya bw

(Ofer 2001, 518)
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Ofer expresses hesitations regarding his proposed recon-
struction of this note. The words nmin™7 87n2 are a reference to
Josh. 15.11, where Ofer found this defective-defective reading in
a Babylonian MS. However, reconstructing the three lacunae ac-
cording to Ofer’s proposal reveals that his hesitations were well-
founded. Here is a reconstruction of the first lacuna in EVR II B

1549 according to Ofer’s proposal:>

DA P TR

As the image shows, there is plenty of space to fit Ofer’s

proposed reading between the tav at the beginning of the line and
the tav at the end. However, the reading leaves a small amount
of space at the end of the lacuna, and it is not at all obvious what
might fill that space and connect to the tav immediately after the
lacuna.

Ofer’s proposed reconstruction of the second lacuna fits the
available space, narrowly, but his proposal regarding the third

lacuna does not:

T k o g

- B3Y3
BTN ORI S

In the reconstruction above, I have abbreviated Ofer’s 87na

to 7n3, but even so, the text is substantially too long for the avail-

able space.

%0 All the reconstructions below were created using combinations of let-
ters and words from the same side of the same leaf of EVR II B 1549 in
which the lacunae are found.
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Based on the note in EVR II B 80 +, emended in light of the
typical phraseology and scribal tendencies in EVR II B 1549, I

suggest the following reconstruction:

Swo™n MIRIN PN NRYIN A9R1 00 900 D[RWIN N2T MRV
N2 NIRXN RIRWI M N2 pa

The proposed reconstruction of the first lacuna fits the
available space well:

TR INTOI WP

The proposal for the second lacuna is plausible, but does

I B,
DAY TR
leave a small amount of free space:

TONREYT 1010 Y P03

The reconstruction of the third lacuna fits very well:

If this reconstruction proves persuasive, then this note from
EVR II B 80+ has solved one small mystery regarding the text of
the b.Mas, and also gone some way to clarifying the Babylonian
biblical text itself. It is to be hoped that a full edition and exami-
nation of the masoretic notes in this important MS, already un-
derway, will yield a great many further insights of a similar na-

ture.
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THE MARGINAL NUN/ZAYIN: MEANING,
PURPOSE, LOCALISATION

Vincent D. Beiler

In some early masoretic Bible codices, a large letter resembling
nun or zayin may occur in the margin, often in conjunction with
the marking of gere/ketiv.> The Aleppo Codex does not have this
marking even once, while another illustrious codex, the Cairo Co-
dex of the Prophets (C), has the marking more than 500 times on
about as many pages (Martin-Contreras 2015, 81). This large let-
ter is generally absent or infrequent in codices long cited by
scholars (with the already noted exception of C).? For example,
there are only 76 such letters in the Leningrad Codex (Martin-
Contreras 2015, 88-90) and 42 in Heb.24°5702 (formerly known
as Sassoon 507) (Himbaza 2000, 175). To the best of my

knowledge, no such markings occur in either British Library Or.

! Special thanks to Joseph Habib, for his critical comments and encour-
agement, and to Elvira Martin-Contreras, for her willingness to interact
with and critique my ideas—the paper is better for it.

% For purposes of convenience, I group together all possible types of gere
marking (i.e., gere, ketiv we-la gere, gere we-la ketiv, and ketiv), and shall
refer to them to simply as gere/ketiv. See Yeivin (1980, 56-59).

3 Cf. Breuer (1976, 14) for commonly cited codices.

© 2022 Vincent D. Beiler, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.03
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4445 or JUD 002 (formerly Sassoon 1053).* It has been suggested
that the marking is ancient, perhaps predating the remainder of
the masora magna and parva (e.g., Yeivin 1980, 52). Its distribu-
tion appears to be widespread, being found in Tiberian, Babylo-
nian, and Palestinian manuscripts—this being the primary reason
that the mark is thought to predate the remaining masora (Ofer
2019, 89-91). Yeivin (1980, 52) notes that the letter generally
fell out of use after the 12th century, although Penkower finds
limited instances of the letter in later codices and scrolls (2019).

Scholars of the past and present have offered their opinions
regarding both this signifier and what it might signify. If nun,
perhaps the letter stands for ™ ‘what is read’ (Kahle®) or 8no1
‘variant’ (BH?, 51). If zayin, perhaps the letter stands for &no”
‘uncertain’ (Yeivin 1980, 52). The letter could even be a simple
marking and not a letter at all (again Yeivin). After examining
seventeen diverse codices containing the letter, Himbaza argues
that the sign was probably a nun (2000, 173).

As this sign occurs most frequently in conjunction with
gere/ketiv notes, the letter may signal the existence of an alter-

nate tradition to the reader. The letter does not accompany gere

* The full name of what was formerly known as Sassoon 1053 is Geneva,
Jacqui E. Safra, JUD 002. Special thanks to Nehemia Gordon, who
kindly provided me with the colour images, and to Jolanda van Nijen
of the Jacqui E. Safra Judaica Collection, who has been instrumental in
permitting scholars access to said images.

> As quoted by Yeivin (1980, 52); Himbaza (2000); Martin-Contreras
(2015). None of these scholars, however, indicate where Kahle is pur-
ported to have said this—nor have I yet succeeded in finding it.
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notes in all instances, however, nor do gere markings—either ex-
plicitly or implicitly—always appear to accompany it (e.g., EVR
I B 1233, 2 Kgs 19.13). In some early scrolls and Ashkenazi and
Italian codices—but not in Oriental codices—the marker denotes
section divisions on which there is disagreement (Penkower,
2019).

Himbaza suggests that the marginal letter serves to alert
the reader to a textual problem (2000, 174). Martin-Contreras
argues that (in the Cairo Codex) the letter is a warning marker,
alerting the reader to an issue in the consonantal text without
explaining it (2015, 88). Penkower (2019) notes that the mar-
ginal letter is employed to mark points of dispute.

A related, but distinctly different sign, naman 1 nun menu-
zeret ‘isolated nun’, also known as 12197 1 nun hafukha ‘inverted
nun’, appears in Bible codices at Num. 10.35-36 (2x) and Ps.
107.23-28, 40 (7x).° While the meaning of this ‘isolated nun’ is
debated, it may indicate that a portion of text is out of place (b.
Shabbat 115b-116a). Lieberman (1962, 38-46) finds a parallel
with certain Greek texts that use an antisigma, i.e., reverse sigma,
to indicate misplaced text (cf. Yeivin 1980, 46-47). Tov (2001,
54-55) believes that the use of the sigma and antisigma pair (what
became our modern-day parentheses) can be seen in
11QpaleoLev?, indicating the long-standing use of the notation in
Hebrew texts to mark wrongly placed verses. It is possible that

our marginal letter is a later outgrowth of the ‘isolated nun’. How-

® Not all codices are in agreement regarding the exact verses in Psalm
107 where the ‘inverted nun’ should appear.
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ever, as the two signs are never confused with one another—de-
spite a potential overlap of meaning—there is no evidence to sup-
port such an assertion. Perhaps the signs are only accidentally
similar.

I shall propose that the purpose of the letter, possibly a za-
yin, was (or became) practical: a means of avoiding certain types
of copyist mistakes when recording gere/ketiv notes. Because the
sign occurs in certain script types more than others, I will also
argue that the notation can function as something of a regional
identifier, although I leave that region to be identified by others.
The explanations offered here are generally compatible with, but

independent from, the explanations cited above.

1.0. Description of Corpus

The data for the present paper are drawn from a database of ca.
15,000 Masorah parva (Mp) notes, taken from 38 early (the 12th
century and prior) codices containing the Former Prophets. The
study is larger than 38 isolated classmarks, however. Apart from
the original 38, there are as many as 43 additional classmarks

containing leaves from one of the original 38.” To the best of my

7 Some of the joins are obvious: the reference ranges, the number of
lines, and the script similarities prevent other conclusions. Other joins
are less certain. The complete list of the 38 classmarks, along with the
potential joins for each, are as follows (a plus sign following a classmark
indicates the presence of possible joins; the join suggestions are listed
in parentheses following the listing of the main classmark; ‘I’ = First
Firkovich collection; ‘II’ = 2nd Firkovich collection): the Aleppo Codex,
the Cairo Codex, the Leningrad Codex, JUD 002, I Bibl. 13/80, I Bibl.
68,11 B 24+ (II B 1184, II B 1323, II B 1335, note that several folios of
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knowledge, the study includes all early manuscripts for which I
was able to access images.®

I examined the big four codices as pertains to the Former
Prophets (Aleppo, Leningrad, Cairo, and JUD 002), plus two
lesser-known codices of the First Firkovitch collection, I Bibl.
13/80 and I Bibl. 68 of the library at St Petersburg. The remain-
der are all St Petersburg II B classmarks (that is, from the Second
Firkovitch collection). Every codex from the I Bibl. or the II B
collection was examined, provided it contained at least one of the
predetermined reference ranges (listed below), was sufficiently
‘early’ in appearance (e.g., left justification method did not in-
clude significant letter elongation; see Beit-Arié 2021, 472, nn.
30, 31), and had three columns.® All codices fall under the rubric

I B 24 do not belong), II B 25+ (II B 145, parts of II B 210, II B 223, 1I
B 1197), 11 B 35, II B 39+ (Il B 217), II B 43, II B 50+ (I B 1298, II B
1349, 11 B 1379), II B 55, Il B 56+ (II B 211, parts of II B 81, most of II
B 71,11 B 216), II B 63, Il B 70+ (I B 212), I B 71(two folios belong
with II B 56+ ), II B 77 (one section of IT B 210, parts of II B 1328, II B
1345), Il B 86+ (II B 1405, II B 1406), II B 90, II B 94, I B 99+ (Il B
219,11B 1269, 11 B 1325,11 B 1326, II B 1339, I1 B 224, 11 B 1278), 11 B
124, 11 B 206, I1 B 927, 1B 1160+ (Il B 1159, 1B 1157, II B 1162, I B
1248,11B 1280, I1 B 1286), II B 1166+ (Il B 207, 11 B 1247), 11 B 1167,
IIB1169,11B 1180+ (11 B 1211, 11 B 1235), 11 B 1233, I B 1243+ (II B
1255), II B 1270, II B 1272+ (11 B 1328), II B 1275, II B 1281+ (I B
1337), 11 B 1285+ (II B 1474), II B 1378 + (one section of II B 24, last
half of II B 81, II B 134, II B 1336).

8 For example, Gottheil 27 (Breuer’s Codex Lm of the Former Prophets),
of the pen of Samuel ben Jacob, has not been digitised.

° There is one exception. EVR II B 124 is two-column, but exceptionally
early, the colophon (if believed) dating to 946 CE. Regarding the forging
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of Oriental,’® broadly speaking, and have Tiberian vocalisation.
Despite these unifying characteristics, the scripts of the manu-
scripts show considerable variety.

The collation was limited to masora parva notes that fall
within four reference ranges (Jdg. 3-6, 1 Sam. 16-19, 1 Kgs 8-
10, and 2 Kgs 17-20).!! Masora parva notes falling outside of
these ranges were not considered. For this reason, there are
doubtless manuscripts with instances of the marginal letter that
I did not record. In such manuscripts, however, occurrences of
the marginal letter are demonstrably infrequent. The conclusions
drawn in this paper, therefore, fit best with codices containing

frequent occurrences of the marginal zayin/nun.

1.1. Manuscripts that Use the Marginal Letter

The marginal letter was observed in fifteen of the 38 codices ex-
amined. In only thirteen of the fifteen codices does the marginal
letter occur with high frequency (i.e., the letter occurs adjacent
to an explicitly marked gere/ketiv note in the majority of q/k in-

stances); we will focus on these thirteen.'> For the purpose of

hand of Firkovich in the colophon of this codex, see Beit-Arié (2020,
202-3). According to Beit-Arié, the actual date is somewhere between
946 and 1036.

1% For a description of Oriental scripts, see Olszowy-Schlanger (2015,
14-20); Beit-Arié¢ et al. (1987, 1-51).

! The data are taken from my larger PhD thesis project (2022), where
manuscripts are compared according to their masora parva note collo-
cations.

12 These thirteen high-frequency-inclusion codices include: I1 B 24+, II
B35,1IB43,IB50+,IIB71+,11B927,1IB1166+,I1IB 1167,1I B
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analysis, I have arranged the thirteen manuscripts into three sub-
types, based primarily upon whole-page comparisons of the man-
uscripts.

In the first six manuscripts, labelled Script A, the folios are
generally crowded, leaving only small inter-column ‘margin’
spaces between the words and lines. The width of the strokes is
proportionally wide when compared against letter height and
width. Despite the wide stroke marks of the calamus, the script
still manages to be slightly calligraphic, as can be observed par-
ticularly in the first three examples (calligraphic: i.e., the pres-
ence of serifs and the use of a calamus with an angled tip).

There is some similarity of Script A with what Olszowy-
Schlanger (2014, 279-99; 2015, 14-20) has labelled ‘South-
Western Oriental’, i.e., Egypt especially, but the similarity is only
partial.’® There is likewise some similarity of these manuscripts

with what Engel (2013, 486-87) refers to as ‘proto-square script’,

1233,11B 1243 +,11 B 1270, I B 1285+, and the Cairo Codex. The two
remaining codices where the marginal letter occurs with lower fre-
quency are II B63 and II B 1160 +.

13 The lack of congruence does not, however, rule out the possibility
that ‘Script A’ is Egyptian. It merely shows that the script is not wholly
similar to those identified by Olszowy-Schlanger as SW Oriental (Ol-
szowy-Schlanger, personal communication, December 2021). It should
also be noted that the MSS examined by Olszowy-Schlanger are less
formal in appearance than those I examined (in my case, three-column
Bible manuscripts containing full masora parva and magna). To my
mind, this limits the value of a full comparison of the scripts. Similarly,
the corpus of MSS identified as SW Oriental by Olszowy-Schlanger is
small, again limiting full comparisons.
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which Engel describes as “(d)ense texture composed of small let-
ters and small spaces between words and lines.... There are ran-
dom ornamental characteristics, such as stylised tags on the hor-
izontal lines and a decorative curl of the verticals.” As with the
‘South-Western Oriental’ descriptor, however, the similarity of
‘proto-square script’ and the present Script A is only partial. For
these reasons, I will not attempt to pinpoint the likely point of
origin for these MSS (but see below, §5.3).'*

Figure 1: Script A
EVRII B 1270, p. 15
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4 It should also be noted that my descriptions are necessarily cursory—
and thus provisional; palaeography is complex, and each script type, as
I have identified them (especially Scripts A, B, and D) deserves a much
longer treatment than I am able to provide in this article.
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EVRII B 1285+ (here of Il B 1474), p. 5

L4 J‘ i e -

Srh-s agvoawgl i Mg e

&~

NZIRDN DO XD DNIM
PF S Y- A TS e B

EVR II B 927, p. 51

o 51w e
powp wypéxrw‘-?‘ P8P ot

EVR II B 1233, p. 20

e
R i e

Blin, o o mire o -3

2Da

Script B,'® containing four examples, shows a similarly wide
letter stroke in keeping with that of Script A, but, rather than
appearing wide throughout, the horizontal lines tend to be wide,
and the vertical lines narrow. The letters in Script B are larger
than in Script A, and are of the sort that one encounters in espe-

cially “heroic” productions (the first three examples especially).

!5 As the present data set yields only four codices for Script B, it may be
helpful to note other codices of this script type, so that the alert reader
may compare the various codices. These include the Washington Pen-
tateuch, II B 19, II B 20, and II B 1021—all contain the marginal letter
and have at least 60 pages (30 leaves) preserved. Classmarks of Script
B that are too short to find gere/ketiv type notes include II B 1064, II B
1065, II B 1067, II B 1070, II B 1296. Extensively preserved codices
appearing to belong to Script B, but that I have not had opportunity to
examine beyond a single leaf, include Gottheil 6/Ms. FR 9-005 (note
that Ms. FR 9-005 combines Gottheil 5 with Gottheil 6) and Gottheil
18/C3.
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In many respects the script of these four examples is similar to
Script D (below, in due course), with the exception of the wide
horizontal strokes.

When comparing paratextual features, however, the simi-
larities between Scripts A and B are especially marked (e.g., se-
darim markers are similarly formed; the masora parva gimel is of-
ten triple-dotted’®), suggesting that the scripts may have similar-
ities that extend beyond the presence of the marginal letter'” and
the wide letter strokes. The marginal nun/zayin in these MSS is
very similar in appearance to that in II B 1270, II B 1233, and II
B 1243 + of Script A, again suggesting some overlap in their cen-

tre(s) of production.

'6 The supra triple-dotting of the masora parva gimel, on which nothing,
to my knowledge, has been written, appears to be an alternate form for
marking 3x. In some MSS, only the masora parva gimel is triple-dotted.
In other MSS, the triple-dotting feature sees wider distribution, partic-
ularly with letters having a flat roof, such as heh or bet, or in two-digit
numerals (e.g., 7" or 12). The feature is not necessarily ubiquitous within
a given MS, but the triple-dotted gimel and the single-dotted gimel gen-
erally appear to have been formed by the same hand. Sometimes gimels
of identical shape appear on the same page, one triple-dotted and one
single-dotted. Double-dotting over single letters, a much rarer feature,
is generally equally distributed over all letters (cf. BL Or. 9880; Oxford
MS heb. b.17/1).

17 Cf. Penkower’s (2021, 160-61) article comparing codicological and

palaeographical similarities between the Washington Pentateuch and
the Cairo Codex.
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Figure 2: Script B
Cairo Codex, p. 273
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There remain three manuscripts where the marginal letter
occurs frequently. I see little in these scripts from a paratextual
or script standpoint that link them to Script A or Script B in any
meaningful way—or to one another. Nonetheless, the marginal
letter appears in these manuscripts with regularity, and I record
that fact here.
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Figure 3: Script C
EVRIIB 1167, p. 6
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1.2. Manuscripts that Do Not Use the Marginal Letter

Our large, marginal letter was not found in 23 of the 38 manu-
scripts (Figures 4 and 5).'® Although the manuscripts lacking the
marginal nun/zayin show script variations, certain trends are

readily observed. Most notably, fourteen codices contain a script

8 NB, some of these 23 MSS still may contain infrequent occurrences of
the marginal letter (e.g., the Leningrad Codex) not found within the
stated reference ranges (Jdg. 3-6, 1 Sam. 16-19, 1 Kgs 8-10, and 2 Kgs
17-20). One should distinguish between studies where the letter occurs
or does not occur with high frequency (the salient point of difference in
the current paper) and MSS where the letter does or does not occur full
stop (cf. Himbaza 2000).
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style found in some of the earliest dated Bible codices in our pos-
session, e.g., EVRII B 17 (930 cE), EVRII B 10 (946 CE), and EVR
IT B 39 (989 CE).'® Many scholars will recognise this script due its
congruity with the Aleppo Codex. The fourteen manuscripts are
included below as Script D.

Figure 4: Script D

Aleppo Codex

wwn & mowao & e

EVRIIB 39+, p. 10

eblay
2l

oy

1¢-p

e

19 Dated examples of this script type, some already mentioned above,
may be found in Beit-Arié’s Specimens of Mediaeval Hebrew Scripts, Vol-
ume I: Oriental and Yemenite Scripts (1988: esp. plates 4, 5, 10, 11, 12,
15, 16, 19).
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The final three of the above manuscripts do not fit into the
Script D category as neatly as the others, but their similarities to the
foregoing eleven are nonetheless remarkable. In sum, the above
fourteen manuscripts show considerable congruence, presenting a
script subtype that has not appeared in manuscripts with frequent
attestations of the large, marginal letter (Scripts A-C).

There remain nine manuscripts (Figure 5, below), which do
not employ the large, marginal letter. These MSS are of several
types. One classmark, EVR II B 90, shows Sephardi influence mixed
with some similarity to Script D. Several manuscripts have very
small and fine writing (e.g., I Bibl. 68, II B 206, II B 94, JUD 002),
making script comparison less productive. EVR II B 1275 is similar
to Script A. Clearly, neither script categories nor scribal practices

were entirely fixed. These final nine manuscripts are listed below.

Figure 5: Final nine codices without the marginal letter
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I Bibl. 68, p. 5
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Although the above descriptions provide only the briefest
of an overview, we are left with some unmistakable patterns.
First, codices of the script style of the Aleppo Codex et al. (Script
D) are unlikely to have the marginal letter with any frequency.
Secondly, in the majority of instances, the scripts with the mar-
ginal letter contain paratextual features not found in Script D.
These data support, for example, the argument that the Cairo Co-
dex was not from a ben Asher centre of production (cf. Penkower
1990; Beit-Arié et al. 1997, 28-29).

2.0. Is the Large, Marginal Letter a Final Nun?

In a visual inspection of the present codices, it is difficult to de-
cide if the marginal letter is a zayin or a final nun. In the main
text, context, rather than letter shape, is frequently determina-
tive. As there are no other large letters in the margin against
which our letter may be assessed—and because the large letter is
not part of a word—we must rely upon minor differences of
sometimes questionable significance. On the basis of the codices
that Himbaza (2000, 174) examined, he concluded that the mar-
ginal letter was a nun. Likewise, in the manuscripts surveyed by
Penkower (2019) a nun seemed likely. However, the present evi-
dence is only in partial agreement with those assessments. To my
eye, in only nine of the fifteen manuscripts does the marginal
letter appear more likely to be nun than zayin. My readings are

open to debate, admittedly, and we lack the space to do extensive
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comparative work in each manuscript. Still, the letter is not nec-
essarily a nun—or, perhaps, was not considered to be a nun at all

times or in all regions.

Table 1: Final nun and zayin comparison

Marginal . . Most
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IIB 43
(p. 5)

IIB 1270
(p- 5)

11 B 1233
(p. 5)

II B 1243+
(pp- 5, 9)
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Left unaddressed in the nun or zayin discussion is a rather
troublesome question. Namely, if the letter is a nun, why should
the final form be used to mark an abbreviation? Why not simply
use a non-final nun as one would do to indicate the number fifty?
As noted above, Kahle suggested that the final nun stood for ™p,
a solution which Yeivin dismissed as “astonishing” (1980, 52). I
would tend to agree. To the best of my knowledge, there is no
precedent for the use of a final form to indicate a non-final letter
within the masora parva. For example, the abbreviation for ;"moa
‘verses’ is B, never §; the abbreviation for jn ‘from’ is A, never 0.2°

The exception to this rule occurs only in mnemonics. In
Deut. 30.16, the proper sequence for the three-word phrase vnign
PoaYNI PopM ‘commandments, and statutes, and judgements’ is in-

dicated by BHS as 5p2. In manuscripts, however, the pe is always

0 Instances of » indicating ‘from’ can be found in virtually every codex.
Instances of 51 indicating ‘in the verses’ are less frequent—but see, for
example, the Cairo Codex: Jdg. 5.13 (2x), 23, 30 (2x).
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written in its final form, namely §p2.** Similarly, the mnemonic
jikS appears at Ps. 25.7 in the Leningrad Codex. Here, & = 1x or
mo8, T = nNn; § = 81, Once again, a non-final letter is written as a
final letter. In both cases, the reason the final letter of the three-
word mnemonic takes the final form is due to its position within
the mnemonic. As a stand-alone abbreviation, however, there is
no reason for a non-final letter to be written as a final letter.

The most reasonable path in identifying the marginal letter,
then, is to assume that it cannot be a nun and is therefore either
a zayin or simply a marker of unknown meaning which happens
to resemble a final nun. With this in mind, we turn to an angle of

the problem that has not received treatment in the literature.

3.0. Masora parva Notation as a Two-Step Process

Although our marginal letter is often the same size as the main
text, there are a minority of instances where the letter is more
nearly the smaller size of the surrounding masora parva. In some
codices (e.g., EVR II B 1167), the marginal letter is characteristi-
cally small. In others, the size varies from instance to instance
(e.g., EVR II B 43, EVR II B 973, EVR II B 1243+, EVR II B
1285+ ). These codices with variable-sized marginal letters pro-
vide us with an important bit of insight regarding the order of
operations in the writing of a codex. Namely, when our letter is

large, its central position in the margin indicates it was added at

% In my database of Torah MSS at Deut. 30.16, a final pe is written 9x:
Washington Pentateuch (later additions), JUD 002, II B 10, Vat.evr.448,
IIB59,I1B96,1IB 74, II B 18, and II B 158. No occurrences of a non-
final pe were observed.
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a point prior to the gere note and/or the surrounding masora
parva notes. When the marginal letter is more nearly the size of
the remaining masora parva, however, its position indicates that
it was added at the same time as the surrounding masora parva
notes. These statements can be proven through a careful exami-

nation of the following images.

3.1. Letter Size as Evidence of a Two-Step Process

Figure 6: II B 927, p. 41
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In the above image are three masora parva notes. They concern,
in verse order, the words np? ‘is taken’, *5win/1>wn ‘their rulers’,
and %7 ‘make them how!’ (Isa. 52.5). In situations such as this,
where multiple masora parva notes occur on the same line, the
masora parva comments generally are organised according to
verse order. This means that the masora parva note for np should
occur farthest to the right, the masora parva note for 1" should
occur farthest to the left, and the masora parva note for rywin/1wn
should occur somewhere between the above two.

In the present instance, however, there are some problems.
Our large letter occurs farthest to the right, and its associated
gere comment (p %), is squeezed alongside, below and to the left.
The gimel associated with np9, rather than occurring farthest
right, now occupies the second spot. The explanation for this re-

versal in the order of masora parva notes is not hard to find: the
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large letter was written prior to and without regard for the re-
maining notes. Rather than erase the large letter and start over,
the scribe of the smaller masora parva notes elected to place the
gimel in the second place instead of the first. An alert reader
would perhaps have had no trouble sorting out these comments.
The fact remains that this reverse ordering of the notes is highly
atypical in the present corpus.

Contrast the above example with the following one, also
from EVR II B 927, where the marginal letter is the size of the
remaining masora parva comment. Here, one can see how the en-
tire comment is integrated, our marginal letter occurring slightly
to right of centre in the margin space, allowing for the comforta-

ble addition of the remaining portion of the note.

Figure 7: II B 927, p. 10
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This pattern holds for all codices examined above. Where the mar-
ginal letter is large, it tends to occupy pride of place, in the centre of
the margin space or slightly to right of centre—perhaps in anticipa-
tion of an eventual gere/ketiv comment. When the letter is smaller, it

is more integrated, space-wise, with surrounding masora parva notes.

3.2. Letter Placement as Evidence of a Two-Step Process

In codices where the marginal letter is large, it almost always
occurs level with the word(s) being commented upon. That is,

the letter is hung from the line in the same way as the main text.
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Figure 8: II B 24, p. 130
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When the marginal letter is smaller, however, it may appear
above the line of the main text being commented upon in the
following manner:

Figure 9: II B 43, p. 24
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Although the defective spelling of W& ‘man’ (2 Sam. 14.19)
is being commented upon in the above image, our small marginal
letter sits just above the headline of the referent, rather than
hanging just below it. Why? It appears that the scribe, consider-
ing the note as a whole, chose to align the centre of the note most
nearly with the proper line of the main text. Contrast the above
example from Figure 9 with the former example in Figure 8,
where the large marginal letter was written level with the main
text with no regard for eventual placement of smaller masora
parva notes. Once again, in codices that contain the large, mar-
ginal letter, the writing of the masora parva appears to have been
a process consisting of at least two steps.?

2 An exception may be found, for example, in the Cairo Codex at 1 Sam.
17.23. In this instance, the gere note p Mm>7pnn was written first and our



100 Beiler

3.3. Ink Differences as Evidence of a Two-Step
Process®

We can reach a similar conclusion when comparing the ink of the

large, marginal letter with the remaining masora parva note.

Figure 10: Washington Pentateuch, Exod. 22.26
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letter, of small size, is squeezed in beside the gere comment, almost as
an afterthought. This example, nonetheless, proves the general rule: a
large nun/zayin is written prior while a small nun/zayin is written later.

23 NB, images of the Washington Pentateuch and Schgyen 1630 were
chosen due to the availability of colour images; they are not part of the
current data set, which are comprised of black and white images with
only three exceptions (Aleppo, Jud 002, Leningrad, the first two of
which contain no instances of the marginal letter). Also note that 75 of
the 76 occurrences of the marginal letter in Leningrad occur in the Writ-
ings, the sole exception appearing in Jdg. 20.13 (Martin-Contreras
2015, 88-89). The lopsided distribution of the marginal letter in Lenin-
grad remains unexplained, although the presence of a secondary scribe
(or scribes) seems likely (cf. Himbaza 2017, 355-68).
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Figure 11: Leningrad Codex, Job 26.12
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In the Washington Pentateuch, the ink of the large letter is in
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relatively good condition, matching the ink of the main text. The
gere comment, by contrast, appears to have flaked off. In the case
of the Leningrad Codex, the reverse has occurred. The main text
and the marginal letter are dim (the main text obviously has been
reinked) while the ink of the smaller masora parva hand remains
intact.

Something similar has happened with Schgyen 1630. Alt-
hough the image quality is poor, one can still see a black ink used
for main text and the large, marginal letters. A (now) reddish ink
was used for the remaining Mp notes, including those accompa-

nying the marginal letter.

Figure 12: Sch(z)yen 1630, Zech. 14
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In sum, it appears that the marking of the masora parva

notes was a process of at least two stages. First, probably at the
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time of writing of the main text, a large letter was recorded in
the margin at gere/ketiv-type instances. Secondly, at a time after
the large letter had been inserted, the remaining masora parva
was written. In instances where the large marginal letter was in-
itially ‘missed’, the later scribe sometimes still elected to write it
in the margin, albeit now with the hand size of the remaining

masora parva notes.

4.0. Does the Large, Marginal Letter Always

Indicate gere/ketiv?

It is the view of Martin-Contreras that in C the marginal letter
does not necessarily indicate gere/ketiv. Supporting this claim are
90 instances in C where the marginal letter appears without a
gere/ketiv type note alongside (2015, 83-89).>* However, the as-

sertion of Martin-Contreras regarding the putative independence

?* My calculations are based upon the data of Martin-Contreras (2015,
83-87). To arrive at 90 occurrences, I omitted instances said to be
marked for ketiv or gere or some combination of the two. This yielded
93 occurrences. Of these 93, three appear to have been entered in error
(marginal letter not visible: Jdg. 21.20; gere note present but marked as
not present: 2 Sam. 22.23; 2 Kgs 11.1), bringing the number of instances
to 90. The references are as follows. From §1, 2x: 1 Sam. 9.26; 2 Sam.
14.11. From §2.1, 12x: 1 Sam. 24.19; 25.3, 8; 2 Sam. 3.3; 1 Kgs 21.21;
2 Kgs 13.6; Jer. 19.15; 32.35; 39.16; Ezek. 16.25; 23.43; Mic 1.15. From
82.2, 75x: Josh. 6.7; 7.21; Jdg. 9.8, 12; 13.17; 17.2; 1 Sam. 15.16; 24.5;
25.34; 28.8; 2 Sam. 1.16; 10.9, 17; 11.1, 24; 12.1, 13.8; 14.11; 21.9;
23.20; 1 Kgs 1.27; 2.24; 6.16; 8.26; 9.25; 12.3, 21; 18.36; 22.13; 2 Kgs
7.12; 8.21; 11.15; 14.2; Isa. 23.12; 26.20; 42.24; Jer. 1.5; 2.33; 3.4;
4.19; 5.7; 10.17; 15.16; 22.23; 31.21, 39; 34.11; 41.17; 42.20; 46.11,
48.44; 49.28; 51.13; Ezek. 4.6; 9.5, 8; 16.13, 18, 22, 31, 31, 43, 47, 51;
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of the marginal letter appears less certain when comparing C to
other early codices. Of the 90 instances where C contains a mar-
ginal letter but does not mark gere/ketiv (see above, n. 24), 79 of
them are explicitly marked as gere in the Leningrad Codex.*> Of
the remaining eleven, I was able to find explicit gere marking in
eight instances,?® leaving only three examples*” where a gere
marking was not found. In other words, even if a note is not
gere/ketiv in C, this is not to say that the note was not considered
to be so by masoretic scribes more generally.

Moreover, 75 of the above 90 instances in C where the mar-
ginal letter occurs without explicit marking of gere occur in con-
junction with 7°n* ‘superfluous’, a term regarded by Yeivin as oc-
curring in “gere/ketiv situations” (1980, 94).

Penkower (2019) provides numerous examples, primarily
in Torah scrolls, where the marginal letter was not intended to

preserve gere/ketiv, but instead marked section division disagree-

18.28; 23.14, 42; 27.3; 29.4; 36.16; Hos. 4.6; 10.14; Mic. 1.3, 10, Zech.
1.4. From §82.3-2.6, 0x. From §2.7, 1x: 2 Kgs 5.25.

% The eleven instances not marked as gere in either L or C are: 1 Sam.
25.3, 8; 2 Sam. 10.17; 11.1; 12.1; 1 Kgs 9.25; 2 Kgs 8.21; Ezek. 9.8;
Hos. 4.6; 10.14; Mic. 1.15.

261 Sam. 28.8 (I Bibl. 68); 2 Sam. 11.1 (Il B 43); 2 Sam. 12.1 (II B 1255-
part of Il B 1243 +); 1 Kgs 9.25 (II B 35); 2 Kgs 8.21 (II B 35); Ezek. 9.8
(I B 24); Hos. 4.6 (II B 50); Hos. 10.14 (II B 50).

% No gere note found: 328 ‘Abigail’ (1 Sam. 25.3); nnx?n ‘to Helam’ (2
Sam. 10.17); "ar ‘I will bring’ (Mic. 1.15). There may be codices where
gere is marked at these locations; I have not yet succeeded in finding
them.
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ments. The few codices cited by Penkower, however, are (a) en-
tirely Ashkenazi or Italian and (b) generally later than the present
corpus. As the use of the large marginal letter to indicate disputed
section divisions was not found in the present study focusing on
Oriental codices, it appears that the letter’s meaning could have
varied from region to region (Ashkenazi vs. Oriental) or medium
to medium (Torah scrolls vs. codices). It is also possible that the
signs, although visually similar, were not understood by the
scribes who wrote them as being identical.

In the present corpus, the marginal letter is almost wholly
associated with gere/ketiv. Where the letter appears without the
explicit mention of gere in a given codex, the word has a gere
marking at the same reference in a codex elsewhere within the
corpus.

There are also instances where the gere is implicitly pre-
sent, even when no mention of it is made in the margin. For ex-
ample, in EVR II B 50 at Jdg. 4.11, the marginal letter appears
by itself; there is no gere marking in evidence. The word being
commented upon, Dp¥a/DiIpya ‘at Zaanaim’, has the ketiv
spelling, but the gere vocalisation. This indicates that the gere,
although perhaps not explicitly marked, was certainly known to
the scribe who wrote the note. These data point towards a usage
of the large marginal letter in Oriental codices that is wholly fo-

cused on gere/ketiv.
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5.0. Suggestions Regarding the Letter’s Meaning,

Use, and Localisation

5.1. The Marginal Letter as Zayin

As demonstrated above, there is insufficient evidence to decide if
the marginal letter is a symbol or an actual letter. If the marginal
letter began its existence as an actual letter with an actual mean-
ing, however, we should take a fresh look at possibilities that
begin with the letter zayin.?® Yeivin has suggested &n*o"1 ‘uncer-
tain’, based upon a comment found in EVR II B 10:

IR RN O1PA PRI §/] ROT 0 925 12027 ROTIRD KO0 OR

L 5Y b NPBRINRT RO IR ROKR 01N

These are the words in the Torah where i/ is written beside

the column, and a dot is marked above a word or letter.

That word or letter is uncertain, and there are different

opinions on it.%
Penkower notes, however, that the ensuing list of catchwords in
EVR II B 10 pertain to space break disagreements for Torah
scrolls (2019, 145; cf. Dotan 2007, 616). In other words, the com-

ment in EVR II B 10 does not appear relevant when considering

8 There are numerous instances where the letter is undoubtedly final
nun-like (cf. Penkower 2019), but as these manuscripts are generally
later, one should be careful before assuming that the meaning of the
letter remained static while the shape of the letter underwent modifica-

tions.

2 The identity of the symbol in this example is not clear-cut, necessitat-
ing the dual entry of the note as /.
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non-space break type usages such as those found in the present
corpus.

We might also consider other options, such as 921 ‘remem-
ber!’ or pan/Ran ‘pair/pairs’, either of which would serve as a re-
minder to the reader that what is on the page is different from
what should be read. This latter suggestion is especially conso-
nant with the masoretic ethos, being part and parcel of the mas-
oretic project as seen most famously in Sefer Okhlah ve-Okhlah. It
is also precisely the kind of note one would expect in a text where

a known difference (ketiv and gere) could be found.

5.2. Why Was the Marginal Letter Large?

Why was the marginal letter large, especially in codices where
the marginal letter occurred the most frequently? Here, I would
suggest two reasons, one historical and the other practical.

The consensus is that the marginal letter is early, that is,
probably predating the remaining masora parva notes (e.g., Ofer
2019, 89-91). For scribes at this stage of transmission (now lost
to us), there was little reason for the letter to be small. The scribe
simply wrote the letter in the margin using the calamus he, or
she, was already using, establishing the pattern that the letter be
large.

As time went on, masora parva comments and gere/ketiv
comments also were added to the margins of Bible codices. This
made the marginal letter somewhat redundant (Penkower 2019).
That is, the marginal letter was merely signalling what the gere

made explicit; it did not serve an additional function. The writing
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of the letter continued to serve a practical purpose, however,
which may have extended its use.

Scribes recording the masora enjoyed freedom to include
whichever notes they preferred (i.e., Yeivin’s Rule). The only ex-
ception was where the traditions for ketiv and gere differed. In
these situations, both traditions, if known, must necessarily be
recorded. To ensure that these differences were not missed, it was
convenient to write our letter at the time when the consonants of
the main text were written. This would provide practically fail-
safe assurance that the location of the ‘pair’—or whatever the
sign meant—would receive comment by the later scribe(s) when
the smaller masora parva notes were written.

Of course, instances would have arisen where the large let-
ter was inadvertently missed, or where a later scribe judged that
the large letter should not have been written in the first place.
This is to be expected, as the exact assemblage of gere notes varies
from codex to codex (cf. Ofer 2008; 2019, 92-93). In instances
where the marginal letter was not included during the initial en-
try process, scribes of the remaining masora parva did not neces-
sarily feel compelled to write this letter, its primary usefulness

having already passed.*

% There is an additional explanation for the letter’s size which merits
consideration. Namely, since one likely use of a model codex was to
ensure an accurate public reading in the synagogue, the presence of the
marginal letter (particularly if it was of a size that could be readily spot-
ted) would assist the proofer in correcting the reader at the very point
where the reader was most likely to go wrong: the pronunciation of the
gere. Many thanks to Estara Arrant for this suggestion.
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5.3. The Marginal Letter and Localisation

Finally, we arrive at the issue of localisation. There are some tan-
talising clues to suggest centres of scribal activity where the mar-
ginal letter was more likely to occur. In the manuscripts with col-
ophons that Himbaza (2000, 187) examined, an Egyptian origin
seemed the most likely. In the manuscripts I examined, it was
observed that several manuscripts show some similarity in their
features with SW Oriental scripts. Recognizing that uncertainties
remain, I do not insist upon this association, but suggest it as a
line of inquiry that merits further research.

Regardless, it remains abundantly clear that scripts resem-
bling that of the Aleppo Codex and manuscripts like it are the
least likely of all codices to have the large marginal letter with
any frequency. This provides us with, at minimum, a negative
definition. Namely, codices that contain frequent attestations of
the large marginal letter are not from centres of production asso-
ciated with NE Oriental script of the ‘Tiberian’ type (i.e., Script
D, above).

In the present corpus, the only manuscript with the mar-
ginal letter containing a colophon is the Cairo Codex—whose col-
ophon claims that it was written in Tiberias.*' As the Cairo Codex
shows some significant differences in paratextual features—not

to mention vocalisation differences (cf. Yeivin 2003, 13-19) with

31 As stated above, the Leningrad Codex is here excluded, as its sparing
use of the marginal letter does not occur with the reference ranges un-
der examination (for the occurrences in L with references, see Martin-
Contreras 2015; Himbaza 2000).
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other codices known to have originated in Tiberias and Jerusa-
lem—it remains possible that Egypt is more probable for the writ-
ing of C than Palestine. But, as a large number of 10th—12th-cen-
tury Bible manuscripts that have survived to the present origi-
nated in, passed through, or ended up in Egypt, suggesting an
Egyptian origin is not entirely illuminating. As Olszowy-
Schlanger (2015, 14-20) notes, competing intellectual centres
may sometimes be found within the same city (cf. Engel 2013,
488). A more fruitful line of inquiry may be to identify paratex-
tual feature distributions, which, in turn, could suggest scribal
schools. Once the ‘schools’ become better understood, we will be
in a firmer position to posit likely localisation—or to discuss it in
a more meaningful manner.*

Despite these necessary qualifiers, it remains likely that the
writing of the marginal letter, for the time period of the manu-
scripts in question (10th-12th century), was a scribal practice
more associated with Egypt than elsewhere. It may even be that
the letter fell out of use precisely due to the increased prestige of

the Aleppo Codex and codices similar to it.

32 For example, script sub-type, the large marginal letter, the triple-dot-
ting of certain masora parva notes, and the use of the marginal na
‘well/good/correct’ with no additional qualifiers tend to occur in tan-
dem. Prima facie, this would indicate localisation. For other paratextual
features that may occur in tandem, see Penkower (2021, 160-61).
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6.0. Summary

The present article considers the recurrent use (or absence) of a
particular marginal letter in 38 early Bible codices. In these co-
dices, the use of the letter is limited to certain script subtypes,
suggesting that regional difference and/or scribal school heavily
influenced the letter’s usage, particularly in the codices where
the letter appears with high frequency. The placement and size
of the letter suggest a two-stage method of masora parva note en-
try (first the large letter, and later the smaller writing). Finally,
it may be unhelpful to identify the symbol as a final nun. Instead,
the letter may be better understood as a scribal sign (either zayin
or a sign of unknown meaning) written to indicate an alternate
tradition (gere/ketiv) that the scribe of the main text was at spe-

cial pains to record.
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TIBERIAN KETIV-QERE AND THE
COMBINED SAMARITAN WRITTEN-
READING TRADITION: POINTS OF

CONTACT AND CONTRAST

Aaron D. Hornkohl

The phenomenon of ketiv-qgere is the clearest indication of the
composite nature of the Tiberian biblical tradition. Against the
backdrop of the normally harmonious relationship between the
tradition’s written (i.e., consonantal, orthographic) and pronun-
ciation (i.e., vocalisation, recitation) components, such acknowl-
edged cases of written-reading dissonance are clear evidence of
divergence (see Khan 2013a; 2020, 1:33-49).

Crucially, however, beyond this, the phenomenon is
opaque. The ketiv-qgere mechanism signals, but does not explain,
discord within the tradition, which is left for scholars to illumi-
nate. It is sometimes assumed that the pronunciation tradition
‘protects’ or ‘corrects’ readings that have become garbled in the
written tradition. While this may occasionally be the case (espe-
cially in cases of possible conflation of waw and yod, relevant in
more than one case below), the view that it is the norm fails to
do justice to the relationship between the ketiv and the gere. In

many cases, both represent plausible readings. It is thus simplest

© 2022 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.04
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and most appropriate to think of the two components as trans-
mitted artifacts that represent related but distinct traditions of
pronunciation and interpretation—a major difference being that
the written component only partially and ambiguously reflects
how it was ever orally realised, whereas the pronunciation com-
ponent does so more comprehensively and precisely. In sum,
throughout the vast majority of the biblical text, there is no evi-
dence to suggest anything other than harmony between the two
components of the tradition; but in a not insignificant minority,
the two clearly diverge.

In a number of cases in which the ketiv and gere offer syn-
onymous linguistic alternatives, the gere reflects the characteris-
tically later option. This is consistent with the view that the oral
development of the Tiberian reading tradition, which was ulti-
mately recorded in the vowel signs superimposed on medieval
consonantal manuscripts, was largely complete by the end of Sec-
ond Temple times. Having crystallised in the late antique period,
it was something of a mixed linguistic system, regularly preserv-
ing features of more ancient Hebrew and simultaneously incor-
porating later secondary features. It should come as no surprise,
then, that instances in which the reading component diverges
from its written counterpart—whether or not explicitly acknowl-
edged in masoretic sources—often show signs of secondary lin-
guistic development (Khan 2013b; 2020, 1:56-85; Hornkohl
2018, 86-91; 2020a, 248-57, 263-64; 2020b, 420-22).

For its part, the Samaritan biblical tradition is also compo-
site, comprising related but independent written and recitation

components that blend First and Second Temple traits. Letter
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shapes, word-separation dots, content, and much in the way of
linguistic data hark back to the Iron Age, suggesting antiquity.
The orthography and some minority linguistic features, on the
other hand, display much in common with Hebrew and Aramaic
sources that date from the end of the Second Temple period (Ben-
Hayyim 2000, 3-4, §0.4; Tal and Florentin 2010, 25-28). This
tallies with Tov’s (2012, 79) summary, which emphasises that
many features considered distinctively or especially Samaritan
already distinguish proto-Samaritan manuscripts from proto-
Masoretic material at Qumran, indicating that “the w-group re-
flects a popular textual tradition of the Torah that circulated in
ancient Israel in the last centuries BCE, in addition to the 2li-group
and other texts.” Some very late developments in the Samaritan
reading tradition (see, e.g., the Samaritan phonology in §3.0 be-
low) are due to contact with Arabic (see, e.g., Ben-Hayyim 2000,
29, §1.0.1, 32-33, §1.1.4).

There is no exact Samaritan counterpart to the Tiberian
ketiv-gere mechanism. Even so, due in part to the chronological
distance between the respective linguistic traditions embodied in
the written and reading components of the Samaritan Penta-
teuch, dissonance between the two is commonplace. It is far more
frequent than in the combined Tiberian written-reading tradi-
tion, with the Samaritan recitation tradition regularly ‘updating’
the oral realisation ostensibly reflected in the consonantal text—
which, to be sure, itself shows occasional contemporisations in
accord with Second Temple conventions (Hornkohl 2021, 8-9;

see also §11.0, below). Additionally, it is also important to bear
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in mind the Samaritan biblical tradition’s penchant for harmoni-
sation, a characteristic that extends from the ironing out of per-
ceived discrepancies in content to grammatical levelling and the
imposition of morphosemantic order (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 121-
22, §2.2.1.1.5; Tal and Florentin 2010, 28-34; Tov 2012, 80-86;
Hornkohl 2021).

The present study examines a selection of verb-centred
ketiv-qgere instances in the Tiberian Pentateuch (based primarily
on L, with comparison to A where possible and appropriate).! In
the following discussions, an attempt is made to explain cases of
Masoretic ketiv-gere dissonance, to compare the relevant Samari-
tan written form and oral realisation, and to contextualise all

within broader historical linguistic trends.

1.0. Qere 8y || ketiv 82171 (Gen. 8.17)

Throughout the MT, hifil ®'xin ‘bring out, take out’ presents the

following imperatival forms:

1 = first person; 2 = second person; 3 = third person; A= Aleppo
Codex; BA = Biblical Aramaic; BH = Biblical Hebrew; ¢ = common
(gender); CBH = Classical Biblical Hebrew; CGT = Cairo Geniza Tar-
gum; DL = dual; F = feminine; FT = Fragment Targums; K = ketiv; L
= Leningrad Codex (Firkovich B 19 A); M = masculine; MT = Maso-
retic Textual Tradition; PL. = plural; Q = gere; QA = Qumran Aramaic;
QH = Qumran RH = Rabbinic Hebrew; s = singular; SAT = Samaritan
Arabic Translation; SP = Samaritan Pentateuch; ST = Samaritan Tar-
gum; t. = Tosefta; TN = Targum Neofiti; TO = Targum Onkelos; tr. =
transitive; TY = Targum Yerushalmi (i.e., Targum Pseudo-Jonathan);
y. = Talmud Yerushalmi.
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MS: &ein/-8win (Gen. 8.17 ketiv; 19.5, 12; Exod. 3.10; Lev.
24.14; Judg. 6.30; 19.22; 1 Kgs 22.34; 2 Kgs 10.22; Isa.
43.8; Ezek. 24.6; Ps. 25.17; 142.8)

FS: 'xvir (Josh. 2.3)

MPL: 1R¥i7/-1R%i1/-8%i0 (Gen. 38.24; 45.1; Exod. 6.26; Josh.
6.22; 10.22; 2 Sam. 13.9; 1 Kgs 21.10; 2 Kgs 11.15; Isa.
48.20; 2 Chron. 23.14; 29.5)

The lone exception is gere 80 || ketiv 8171 in (1).

(1) -%p bpn YRR ARRAM A3 WWaTOn TARTWN AiNnO2
TPIRTTOD 137 19 PRI W AR (Q) RITT (K) NI¥WT pagy
‘Every living thing that is with you of all flesh—birds and
animals and every creeping thing that creeps on the earth—
bring out with you, that they may swarm in the earth, and

be fruitful and multiply on the earth.’ (Gen. 8.17)

Depending on one’s expectations of the ketiv-gere phenomenon,
this instance may be surprising. It is not uncommon in cases of
written-reading dissonance for the gere to reflect a usage more
conventional than that reflected in the ketiv. Here, however, the
situation is reversed. Ketiv 8¥17 matches the form that occurs in
the 24 other occurrences of this verb’s imperative, whereas the
gere is unique.

A well-known Hebrew feature is the merger of original I-w
and I-y verbs, especially the shift from [-w to I-y in syllable-initial
position, e.g., gal 7 ‘give birth’ (cf. Arabic \,; Blau 2010, 104,
83.4.8.6-9, 245-46, §4.3.8.4.4-8n). The original w seems to have
fared better in other environments, e.g., as the offglide of a diph-
thong, but even there it frequently loses consonantal force due to

monophthongisation, e.g., nif‘al 791 < *nawlad ‘be born’ (Blau
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2010, 228, §4.3.5.3.2), hifil T%in < *hawlid ‘beget’ (Blau 2010,
235-36, 84.3.5.7.5). The shift I-y to I-w, restricted chiefly to non-
word-initial y, is also known, e.g., ¥2’ ‘be/become dry’ (cf. Arabic
), but hifil vain ‘dry (tr.)’. Of special relevance in this con-
nection is the case of ketiv 7w gere 7' ‘make level! (Ms) (Ps.
5.9). In this ketiv-qgere instance, it would seem that the orthogra-
phy reflects a tradition in which an original I-y form was realised
as if it were I-w due to analogical pressure of the majority shift y
> w (as sometimes in Aramaic, in the case of this root; see CAL,
s.v.). The gere, conversely, is in accord with the conventional I-y
hifl form as evidenced elsewhere in the combined Tiberian writ-
ten-reading tradition as well as in other ancient Hebrew sources
(including the DSS and Ben Sira).

In the case of the root &"¥'/3, on the other hand, the Semitic
evidence (e.g., Ethiopic wad’a, Old South Arabic wd’ or wgz’) seems
to indicate an original I-w form, which secondarily shifted to I-y in
Northwest Semitic (Hebrew, Aramaic, Phoenician, Ugaritic).

As the expected form, the ketiv requires no explanation. For
the gere there are various explanations. It may reflect truly an-
cient phonological diversity that was generally levelled in favour
of the dominant y > w shift (cf. the related Aramaic shaf‘el 2w,
which also preserves the y). Along these lines, Cohen (2007, 53—
54) has suggested that the reading tradition exploited the option
of an exceptional I-y form in Gen. 8.17 in the interests of aural
came out’ (v. 18), 1Ry’ ‘came out (MPL)’ (v. 19). Alternatively, it
is not impossible that the gere here stems from a written tradition

in which an ambiguous waw was misinterpreted as a yod. This
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would suggest that at least some cases of gere might stem from
the reading of manuscripts, rather constituting a purely oral en-
deavour.?

For its part, the combined written-reading Samaritan tradi-
tion at Gen. 8.17 has &win dsi. The long u-vowel is standard in
Samaritan I-w hifil verbs (as the open-syllable equivalent of
closed-syllable short o; Ben-Hayyim 2000, 44, §1.2.0), as is the i-
vowel in the open second syllable of verbs III-’. Given the SP’s
penchant for levelling and harmonisation, its presentation of a
standard imperative here is not unexpected, though in this case
it also occasions the rather rare agreement of the Samaritan tra-

dition with the Tiberian ketiv.

2.0. Qere oy || ketiv ow™ (Gen. 24.33)

An acknowledged feature of late antique Hebrew involves shifts
of G- to C-stem, i.e., qal to hifl, with no accompanying semantic
change. The shift appears to have been especially frequent in,
though by no means exclusive to, hollow, i.e., II-w/y, verbs, e.g.,
derivations of ;™21 ‘understand’, 7" ‘act arrogantly’, 8"p ‘vomit’,
2"1 ‘quarrel’, ™5 ‘scoff’ (Hornkohl f.c.).

While the Tiberian reading tradition is opaque with regard
to the analysis of II-w/y prefix conjugation (yigtol) verbal forms,
i.e., whether they are gal or hifiil (as opposed to suffix conjuga-
tion [qgatal] forms, participles, and infinitives), this is not the case
with hof‘al forms. Based on regular sound changes, the expected

qal passive wayyiqtol form of the verb o ‘put’ is o™ ‘and it was

21 am grateful to Geoffrey Khan for raising this possibility.
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put’, on which the Tiberian written and reading traditions agree

at Gen. 50.26; see example (2).3

(2)  :orgnariora DY Nk w03 03 R N8RTTR 90T IAY
‘So Joseph died, being 110 years old. They embalmed him,
and he was put in a coffin in Egypt.” (Gen. 50.26)

This is precisely the orthography one finds in the ketiv ow™ (Gen.
24.33), but the corresponding gere o ‘and it was put’ is hofal
(Cohen 2007, 63-64; Blau 2010, 97, §3.4.3.3; cf. GKC 148, 284;
Bergstrasser 1918-1929, 1:459); see example (3).

(3) ™27 'maTox TR HIR Ny Anrh HARY ah (Q) OYIM (K) Ow™

93T 773&:1
‘Then food was set before him to eat. But he said, “I will
not eat until I have said what I have to say.” He said, “Speak
on.”” (Gen. 24.33)

This evidently reflects three related secondary developments: (1)
passive formation of II-w/y verbs on the analogy of I-w/y, (2) the
well-known decline of the gal internal passive, and, since hof‘al
represents the internal passive of hifl, (3) hifilisation, i.e., the
broad movement from qal to hif il with no corresponding semantic
shift (Blau 2010, 97, §3.4.3.3). In other words, a realisation such
as gere oy implies the existence of hif il o', as seen occasionally
in the Tiberian written tradition (Ezek. 14.8; 21.21; Job 4.20) and
more commonly in late antique extra-biblical Hebrew (SirA 4v.22
= Sir. 11.30; t. Gittin 7.13; Sifre Devarim 315; y. Sanhedrin 1.1;
frequently in the Babylonian Talmud).

% According to Blau (2010, 97, §3.4.3.3), the expected resolution of the
diphthong uy is contraction to i, thus wayyisem < *wayyiiysem.
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The Samaritan form that corresponds to Tiberian ketiv ow™
gere o™ (Gen. 24.33), as well as to Tiberian o™ (Gen. 50.26),
is owm wyuwwdsdm. The written form might conceivably reflect
the same qal internal passive > hof‘al shift as seen above in the
Tiberian ketiv-qere. Indeed, Ben-Hayyim (1977, 271) formally
classifies the form as hif‘l passive. Crucially, however, the form
realised in the Samaritan pronunciation tradition does not reflect
the hofal stem, i.e., the internal passive of hif‘il, but an external
passive, in this case most probably Gt, with assimilation of the
infix -t-, in the following manner: yuwwasem < yiwwasem < yit-
wasem (alternatively, Dt, with assimilation of the infix -t- and
simplification of middle-radical gemination; Ben-Hayyim 2000,
178, 82.10.4). And, of course, this may well underlie the Samar-
itan written form, as well. Thus, like the Tiberian reading tradi-
tion in the ketiv-gere in Gen. 24.33, the Samaritan reading tradi-
tion replaces the archaic gal internal passive with a secondary
and more contemporary alternative. While the Tiberian gere tal-
lies with rather common hof‘al use throughout the combined Ti-
berian written-reading tradition, the Samaritan recourse to Gt
forms, especially with assimilated -t- (or to Dt forms with assim-
ilated -t-) smacks of late Aramaic linguistic practices uncharac-

teristic of the early Hebrew linguistic sources.

3.0. Qere ympwM || ketiv snnwm (Gen. 27.29; 43.28)

Twice in the MT, ketiv-qere discord focuses on yigtol forms of the

verb mnnwn ‘bow down’; see examples (4) and (5).
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(4)  7oxd v mp oary 77 (Q) NINYY (K) MNW™ ohy pirawm
T2 TR WK TR TR 33 T2 MDY
‘Let peoples serve you, and nations bow down to you. Be
lord over your brothers, and may your mother’s sons bow
down to you. Cursed be everyone who curses you, and
blessed be everyone who blesses you!’ (Gen. 27.29)
(5)  (Q NI (K) W™ 37971 0 uTiy ARy 77205 0i5w rinsn
‘They said, “Your servant our father is well; he is still alive.”
And they bowed their heads and prostrated themselves.’
(Gen. 43.28)

In Tiberian Hebrew, the 3Ms prefix conjugation form of this verb
is unique, in that it ends with -ii, ynmnw» ‘he bowed down’, cf. MPL
nnmy ‘they bowed down’.* Since the ketiv form resembles the
relevant 3MS yigtol form, it may at first glance be tempting to
argue that the ketiv simply construes as singular what the gere
construes as plural. Given the context in both cases, however, this
seems unlikely. Both passages include other clear instances of
3MPL yiqtol forms in proximity, including, in example (4), explic-
itly 3MPL unnw later in the verse.

If the solution is not morphosemantic, perhaps it is phono-
logical. 3MS npw» yiStahii and the reconstructed precursor of

3MPL nnmw yiStahdwil < *yistahwil are distinguished by only the

* The unique form would appear to be a natural consequence of the
syllable structure of short a prefix conjugation (yiqtol) hishtaf‘el form
from root *"n/1"n, yistahii < yistahu < yistahw, in which the vowelless
radical w of the word-final consonant cluster hw could be preserved only
as a long u-vowel (for analysis as a derivation of 1"nw see Blau 2010,
237, §4.3.6.1).
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onglide in the diphthong -wii. In the absence of an epenthetic
hatef vowel to resolve the -hw- consonant cluster, the w would
have been extremely vulnerable to syncope and, presumably,
graphic non-representation.

Another possibility, raised by Cohen (2007, 18), is that in
these cases, as well as those of ketiv 10 || gere »i¥n ‘and they com-
manded’ (Jdg. 21.20), ketiv nx~ || gere 1n®n ‘and they said’ (1
Sam. 12.10), and ketiv 72 || gere 131 ‘and they spoke’ (1 Kgs
12.7), the ketiv represents rare defective spelling of the word-final
plural morpheme.

And, of course, in all of the above cases there is the possi-
bility of simple textual corruption, i.e., the accidental graphic
omission of the expected waw.

Whatever the most compelling explanation for the relevant
Tiberian ketiv-qere, the SP shows no trace of dissonance. Both the
written component of the tradition and its reading counterpart
reflect standard 3MPL forms: nnnwn wyistdbbu. The spelling re-
veals no disharmony between these plural forms and others in
the vicinity nor between these plural forms and other plural
forms of this verb.

The Samaritan pronunciation deserves special comment.
Evidence indicates that the early realisation of Samaritan waw,
namely w, shifted to v in the Second Temple period and that later,
due to coalescence of v < w and v < b, most cases of v (< w)
were included in the general b < v shift due to Arabic. The dou-
bled middle radical may, as in Tiberian Hebrew, reflect pattern

gemination, but it is also possible that it derives from regular as-
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similation of the guttural h, i.e., -bb- < -ww- < -w- < -hw-. Sa-
maritan Hebrew also more conspicuously distinguishes between
singular "nnw» yistdbbi and plural wnnw» yistdbbu, the singular re-
alised as a standard, rather than short, III-y prefix conjugation
(yigtol) form. It should be noted that all of the above develop-
ments in the Samaritan tradition are secondary features that re-
flect phenomena that typologically post-date the form of the Ti-

berian gere.

4.0. Qere T3 83 || ketiv 732 (Gen. 30.11)

(6) :T3inwng xpm (Q) T X2 (K) 722 nRY nxm
‘And Leah said, “Good fortune has come!” so she called
his name Gad.’ (Gen. 30.11)

Though it has been suggested that the Tiberian ketiv and gere in
(6) are mere phonological variants reflecting a single common
exegetical tradition (Cohen 2007, 42-43), the testimony of an-
cient witnesses arguably indicates otherwise, i.e., that they re-
flect diverging interpretations. Ketiv 732 is taken as an adverbial
in the sense of ‘with good fortune’; cf. LXX ’Ev t0xy ‘with luck’;
Vulgate feliciter ‘happily’. Qere 73 83,° on the other hand, is a verb-
subject verbal clause; cf. Peshitta ,»\_ ~h~ ‘fortune has come’;
TO T3 8nx ‘fortune has come’; TY 8av &5 8nR ‘good luck has
come’; TN/FT/CGT Kxav 173 8nk ‘good fortune has come’. The

ketiv and gere variants are of approximately equal plausibility and

® In L, the marginal gere notation is especially detailed, including not just
the conventional information of consonants and word separation (with
X1 and 7 on separate lines), but also vocalisation (minus the dagesh in
the bet of 81 and the rafe over the gimel of 73) and accentuation.
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each enjoys support, both ancient and medieval (on the latter,
see Habib 2020, 318).°

The combined Samaritan written-reading tradition has 732
afgdd, which the ST renders 7102 ‘tidings, news’, apparently in
line with the Tiberian gere. Cf. the SAT, which renders Sc.s ¢\>
‘an army has come’, which rather corresponds to the Tiberian
ketiv. Despite the diachronic proximity of the Tiberian gere (and
reading tradition, more generally) and the Samaritan reading tra-
dition, the latter sometimes agrees with the Tiberian ketiv. This

appears to be such a case.

5.0. Qere ui™ || ketiv 1w (Exod. 16.2); gere
whn/am || ketiv mbn/mm (Exod. 16.7; Num.
14.36; 16.11)

In Tiberian Hebrew, the root {"5/;™5 II ‘grumble, complain’ is
represented by largely synonymous nifal and hif¢il forms. Beyond
the written-reading deviation at issue here (which is not neces-
sarily limited to the acknowledged instances of ketiv-qgere), sev-
eral additional factors combine to complicate the Tiberian para-
digm of 1"%/1"™b II: (a) potential conflation of II-w and II-y forms
(at both linguistic and textual levels); (b) partial homophony
with forms of 1"%/1™5 I ‘lodge, spend the night’ (against which
problem, secondary morphological gemination developed in
some forms of 1"5/1"% II; (¢) the morphosemantic challenge of the

formal distinction between intransitive, transitive, and causative

® In L, a note in the bottom margin of the page including (6) (fol. 17v)
lists cases of single-word ketiv versus two-word gere and vice versa.
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senses; (d) broad morphosemantic movement away from qal in
favour of morphology perceived to have greater semantic iconic-
ity.

As reflected in the Tiberian reading tradition, the fourteen
occurrences of 1"5/;™5 II ‘grumble, complain’ seem to comprise a

suppletive paradigm with notable outliers. See Table 1.

Table 1: Tiberian forms of {"1%/1"5 II by TAM form and stem (binyan)

TAM form Case (reference) Stem (binyan)

vy orbn opr-wWK 02'nion (Exod. 16.8)
gatal forms o'phn (Num. 14.27a)
and v obn npn WK SR 3 niftn (Num. 14.27b)
participles on%n (Num. 14.29)

0290 DYHR 07 WK YR 13 hidyn (Num. 17.20) hif<il

b0 (Exod. 16.7 gere; ketiv 1n5m)

17 (Exod. 17.3)

1y (Num. 14.36 gere; ketiv 1n5m)

1n (Num. 16.11 gere; ketiv 1nbn)

1% (Exod. 15.24)

115 (Exod. 16.2 gere; ketiv 1357)

15 (Num. 14.2) nifal
119 (Num. 17.6)

115 (Josh. 9.18)

(way)yigtol

forms

The lone suffix conjugation form (Num. 14.29) and all participles
(Exod. 16.8; Num. 14.27a, 27b; 17.20) are consonantally unam-
biguous hiffil forms. It may, however, be significant that three of
these forms—and no others—are explicitly transitive, taking as
direct object a form of mi%m ‘complaint’ (Exod. 16.8; Num.
14.27b; 17.20), while the remaining two forms (Num. 14.27a,
29) occur in the same context. The lone causative prefix conju-
gation form (Num. 14.36) is also hiftil (and, critically, one of the
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cases of ketiv-qgere discord). Of the eight remaining prefix conju-
gation forms, three are hif‘il (Exod. 16.7 gere; 17.3; Num. 16.11
gere; two involve ketiv-gere dissonance), and five are nif‘al (Exod.
15.24; 16.2 gere; Num. 14.2; 17.6; Josh. 9.18; one involves ketiv-
gere dissonance). It may be significant that all yigtol forms in the
reading tradition are hiffil, whereas, with two notable exceptions,
wayyiqtol forms are nif‘al: the exceptions are 171 (Exod. 17.3) and
the causative gere 43’?31 (Num. 14.36) (on both of which see be-

low). For another perspective consider Table 2.

Table 2: Tiberian forms of 1"1%/;™5 II in canonical order

Reference Form in context Stem Semantics Source
Exod. 15.24  nwh-5p opn WM N intr. J
Exod. 16.2Q  [nx-om nwh-op bxmia n1pba WP N intr.

2K 1ox-bw Awicby S0 npths WM H ? P

7Q arhp 5N 9 H tr.?

7K by WPN 9 N ? P

8 Ty OIPR opx-wN D3NYR H tr. p
Exod. 17.3  nwirby opn 19N H ? E
Num. 14.2 581 13 b5 anx-om nwh-op WHM N intr. P

27a 5 OP9M map H tr.? P

27b *Hy 09N nnn WK Y& 13 nidn H tr. p

29 by OnhT Wy H tr.? P

36Q mipnrya N oy PN H caus.

36K mipnrva-ny oy BN N intr. P
Num. 16.11Q vhy "0 12 H ?

11K vop W50+ N ? P
Num. 17.6 -5 nwirby .. ox 033 n1wa 15M N intr. P

20 oy D;"'??_J 071 WR YR 33 hidvn H tr. P
Josh. 9.18 owipan-by mwin-Ha 1:"??] N intr.

It is difficult to conceive of an exhaustively satisfying account of
the particular constellation of forms as reflected in either the or-
thographic or the recitation tradition, including the four
acknowledge ketiv-gere cases, since a comprehensive mor-

phosemantic rationale for the use of hifil versus nif‘al (way)yiqtol
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forms is elusive. Neither does recourse to putative Pentateuchal
source provide clarification. It is, of course, possible that graphic
confusion between waw and yod is relevant in some cases. It may
also be that the hif‘l and nif‘al forms are, at least to some extent,
synonymous and grammatically interchangeable—though distri-
butional differences—especially the exclusive use of hifil for un-
equivocally transitive cases—militate against this. Another factor
worthy of consideration is contextual proximity. Note that in
three pericopes with multiple forms, i.e., Exod. 16, Num. 14, and
Num. 17, the initial grumbling is indicated via an apparently in-
transitive nif‘al, whereas the use of hifil forms ensues only in the
immediate vicinity of another explicitly transitive hif il (Exod.
16.8; Num. 14.27b; Num. 17.20). It seems reasonable to postu-
late that these forms were realised as hiftil, whether due to attrac-
tion or to analysis as genuine, if elliptical, transitives (noted by
‘tr.?’ in Table 2). Wayyiqtol forms are generally nif‘al, unless caus-
ative—though ]'311 (Exod. 17.3) remains an outlier.”

Moving to the specific cases of ketiv-gere dissonance,
graphic and/or linguistic conflation of II-w and II-y may be ap-
plicable in any or all cases (Cohen 2007, 72-73).8 Without defin-
itively ruling out these possibilities, the following discussions will

consider alternative hypotheses.

7 Though pure conjecture, it is possible that the apparently hif<l 197 is

T

in reality an old intransitive gal II-y form. While other intransitives were
realised as nif‘al, this case may have retained its realisation due to sim-
ilarity with hiftl forms.

8 Textually, the graphic similarity—or, in some cases, identity—between
waw and yod requires no elaboration. On the linguistic level, consider the
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Perhaps the most straightforward case involves the causa-

tive in (7).

(7) (Q) D71 (K) M2 129 payiny oy nwh nw-wR DU

IR TNR PO

‘And the men whom Moses sent to spy out the land—they

returned, and they made all the congregation grumble
against him...” (Num. 14.36)

Here the hif‘l form seems especially fitting for the double-transi-
tive causative semantics. The ketiv may reflect local exegesis dif-
ferent from that represented by the gere, according to which the
words 7752 nR POp O were understood to mean not what
the returning spies did to the people, but what they did with the
people: ‘and they grumbled with the congregation’ (rather than
‘and they made the congregation grumble’).’

Turning to example (8):

(8) aTRa IR NWhHY SR np 52 (Q) 1235 (K) 11°5™
‘And the whole congregation of the people of Israel grum-
bled against Moses and Aaron...” (Exod. 16.2)

If not a simple corruption or synonymous linguistic variant, the
hifil ketiv morphology in example (8) is consistent with the
nearby hifl participle at Exod. 16.7—though, admittedly, at

odds with the nif‘al ketiv morphology in the neighbouring verse

regular pairing of gal yigtol o' and infinitival 01w (%) ‘put’ and of gal yigtol
1 and infinitival 1355 ‘lodge’. Further examples could be adduced.

® Cf. LXX dieybyyvoav xat attic mpds Ty cuvaywyny ‘(they) murmured
against it [i.e., the land] to the assembly’, in which, to be sure, the sense
is neither causative nor comitative.



132 Hornkohl

in example (9), below. The nif‘al gere is consistent both with
other nif‘al intransitive forms—contrasting with transitive or
causative hifil morphology—and with the nif‘al majority of way-
yiqtol forms.

Examples (9) and (10) reflect the same ketiv-gere disso-

nance in very similar usages.

(9) w5 (Q) 12N (K) MM »3 Ak un...
‘...For what are we, that you grumble against us?’ (Exod.
16.7)*°

(10) 29w (Q) ﬂ:"\?zj (K) 1190 3 RA7AD 1IAR)...
‘...And Aaron, what is he that you grumble against him?’
(Num. 16.11)

Due to the verbal similarity, i.e., near parallel structures compris-
ing v + /"0 + 73, it is no surprise that the yigtol forms have
matching stems within the Tiberian reading and written tradi-
tions, respectively. There seems to be logic to both alternatives.
The hifil gere in (9) is consistent with the explicitly transitive
hiftil participle in the following verse. Conceivably, the hif il gere

in (10) was also deemed transitive, or was simply read as hifil,

10 In L, the ketiv-gere instance at Exod. 16.7 is signalled by means of a
circellus above the ketiv, which is vocalised and accented according to the
reading 3190, as well as by an intercolumnal notation reading " 3. Upon
close inspection, however, L’s ketiv does not unambiguously read n5n.
The ostensible first waw is noticeably shorter than the second and is more
similar in shape to the yod in the next word, 9. Cf. the waws and yods
in the surrounding context. It is possible that the gere orthography has
actually found its way into the written tradition here, though it has been
furnished with a ketiv-qere note consistent with the masora.
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on the basis of its similarity to (9). At any rate, according to the
gere, all forms except wayyiqtol are hif‘il. As for the ketiv—it is
conceivable that the influence worked in the opposite direction,
i.e., the yigtol form in example (10) was deemed an intransitive
nif‘al and verbal similarity determined the nif‘al realisation of the
near parallel instance in (9), all of which resulted in consistently
nif‘al yiqtol forms in the orthographical tradition, contrasting
with hif€il-nif‘al diversity in the case of wayyigtol forms.

Having attempted to clarify the complex situation in the
Tiberian tradition, we may turn to the rather simpler situation in
the SP. Here, as in Tiberian Hebrew, gatal and participial forms
are hifiil, e.g., onibn allentimma and ©°15n mallenam, respectively.
Unlike in the MT, however, all prefix conjugation forms—
whether yigtol or wayyiqgtol, and no matter their semantics—are
qal, e.g., 1o wyilldn, W5 wyilldnu, 150 tilldnu. Whether gal or
hifil, forms consistently reflect geminate analysis (i.e., 1"1%),
which in Samaritan Hebrew routinely involves gemination of the
first radical, on the I-n pattern (see Ben-Hayyim 1977, 154; 2000,
156, §2.7.6). While the Samaritan derivation and stem arrange-
ment show no morphological distinction between intransitive
and causative semantics,'’ thanks to the geminate derivation,
there is no chance of homophony with forms of 1"15/1™5 I ‘lodge,
spend the night’, which—whether qal or hif<il—in Samaritan He-
brew has the form of a hifl with gemination of the first radical
1 wyallon, 135 wyallinu, 150 tallon (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 152,
§2.6.13).

! Against the SP’s equivalence of intransitive and causative forms, the
ST’s syntax in nnwia 53 i 1y 1 reveals a causative reading of the verb.
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Two further points seem relevant. First, it is noteworthy
that both the Tiberian and Samaritan recitation traditions exhibit
what must be considered secondary gemination in the case of
forms of 1"15/1"™5 II ‘grumble, complain’. Though the explanations
for gemination in each tradition differ—lexeme-specific semantic
disambiguation in Tiberian (Yeivin 1980, 362; Khan 2020, 1:524)
and broader paradigmatic pattern suppletion in Samaritan—the
mere fact of the shared trait arguably points to its early, pre-
schism development.

Second, there is the matter of stem morphology in both tra-
ditions. Given the dissonance and uncertainties discussed above,
the antiquity of the hifil-nif‘al Tiberian arrangement may be
questioned. The Samaritan hifl-qal arrangement adds to the un-
certainty. Is it possible that the Tiberian nif‘al goes back to an
earlier gal, which was preserved in the Samaritan tradition? The
secondary nifalisation of original qal verbs with intransitive and
middle semantics is a feature of the evolution of ancient Hebrew
as seen in the extant sources, especially relevant to Second Tem-
ple chronolects, e.g., the Tiberian LBH orthographical tradition,
the Tiberian biblical recitation tradition more broadly, and the
Samaritan biblical tradition (Hornkohl 2021). Regarding the lat-
ter, it should be borne in mind that, (a) Samaritan "5/;"™% II
‘grumble, complain’ is analysed as a geminate verb; (b) Samari-
tan geminate verbs are routinely realised as I-n forms with assim-
ilated nun; (c) Samaritan I-n forms with assimilated nun (and sim-

ilarly realised geminate forms) are ineligible for nif‘al analysis;'?

-7

preservation of qal internal passive op’ (Exod. 21.21), both ‘he must be



Tiberian ketiv-qere and the Samaritan Tradition 135

and (d) the Samaritan gal vowel pattern is that of the dominant
yiqtdl template rather than that expected of II-w/y forms. Thus, a
speculative, though not implausible hypothesis is that an original
gal underwent nifalisation in Tiberian Hebrew but was preserved,
albeit with secondary gemination and vocalism, in Samaritan He-
brew (see Hornkohl 2021, 9-10).

6.0. Qere *¥p || ketiv *8Mp (Num. 1.16); gere *8™p
|| ketiv *8vip (Num. 26.9)

The cases of ketiv-gere dissonance in (11) and (12) are mirror im-

ages.'?

(11) g% Wi opiay nivn iy 7ipn (Q) WP (K) "X™p n

100 SR

‘These were the ones chosen from the congregation, the

chiefs of their ancestral tribes, the heads of the clans of Is-
rael.” (Num. 1.16)

(12) (Q "N (K) "N17P 0Pan inT 80 D31 T 98103 28098 30

:MA5Y 0NkNA NP TR PIaROY MW RN WK NTv0

‘The sons of Eliab: Nemuel, Dathan, and Abiram. These are

the Dathan and Abiram, chosen from the congregation,

who contended against Moses and Aaron in the company

of Korah, when they contended against the LORD’ (Num.

26.9)

avenged’. Ineligible for nif‘al analysis and realisation, the latter retained
its gal passive vocalism, though it may also have been identified as
hof‘al.

13 In L, a masoretic note at the bottom of the page that includes (11) (fol.
74r) lists ketiv-qgere instances involving interchanges of waw and yod.
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Both involve substantives related to the verb x7p ‘call, read’, in
the gdtil and qdtil nominal patterns. The former is common, but
not systematically productive in ancient Hebrew “for stative or
passive actant nouns, mostly adjectives, but also with secondary
substantive meaning, especially for the passive ones” (Fox 2003,
192; Huehnergard 2007). For its part, qdtil in ancient Hebrew “is
a completely productive patiens participle, serving for the object
of transitive verbs” (Fox 2003, 201). While no historical phase of
Hebrew lacks gdtil or related gatil forms, specific lexemes are lim-
ited to, or especially characteristic of, late Hebrew chronolects.
This is possibly due in part to contact with Aramaic, in which the
related gatil template is fully productive as the G-stem passive
participle (Fox 2003, 195). Examples include: pn; ‘temple serv-
ant’ (LBH; QH; RH; Samaritan Hebrew), 7w ‘messenger’ (RH; cf.
BA; QA; TA), ron ‘strong’ (1x in BH; various Aramaic dialects),
and Tpa ‘official’ (CBH [rare]; LBH; QH; Samaritan Hebrew; cf.
Egyptian Aramaic).

In (11) and (12) above, the two terms have the general
sense of ‘leaders’. Some have sought a semantic distinction be-
tween n7v7 8P and TYN *R™Mp, but Cohen (2007, 197-98) ad-
duces arguments and references against such an approach. Sig-
nificantly, the ketiv in one place confirms the validity of the gere
in the other and vice versa. Additionally, each form is also found
in a similar context elsewhere in biblical literature, where the
written and reading components of the tradition apparently co-
incide: cf. Tpin *87p NIY *R'W1 ‘chiefs of the congregation, chosen
from the assembly’ (Num. 16.2) and 0% £2307 nina TR0 N2

D& DWHY ‘desirable young men, governors and commanders
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all of them, officers and men of renown’ (Ezek. 23.23). Each of
the components of the combined Tiberian tradition seems to bear
witness to a situation of genuine lexical diversity, differing only
with respect to the proper context for the respective forms.'*

In the SP, the forms in examples (11) and (12) are both
written and read *®™Mp qary@i (< *qarydy < *qariyydy <
*qari’dy, from the qatil template + Aramaic gentilic -ay; Ben-
Hayyim 2000, 284, §4.3.8). This is consistent with the form in SP
Num. 16.2, where the MT has *&7p. That the Samaritan tradition
should unify forms, and do so in favour of what constitutes the
majority form (in Samaritan as well as Tiberian), is not surpris-
ing. But there may be more to the story, with the choice of forms
being part of a broader preference for late forms characteristic of
Aramaic and RH. Ben-Hayyim (2000, 199-200, §82.13.2-4) lists
qdtol, getal, and qdtal as templates for the Samaritan qal passive
participle, all of which bear marks of post-classical development.
The shift from PS qatiil to gdtol can be explained in line with reg-
ular Samaritan vowel changes, but based on gdtol’s use for the
qal active participle, one may infer the influence of the gdtol no-
men agentis pattern so common in late Aramaic, especially Syriac,
and RH (Hornkohl 2013, 148-52). For their part, the Samaritan
gétol and gdtal templates may both have developed from PS gatil,

4 Consider the interchange between the approximately synonymous
English venerable and venerated in “The specimens of the venerated
Bede, as given by Colonel Dow before his History of Hindustan, exhibit
rhyme” (Morgangw 1858, 354) and the more customary appellation,
reflecting Catholic soteriology, “the Venerable Bede.”
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but alternatively reflect Aramaic gatil and Hebrew gdtil, respec-

tively.!®

7.0. Qere v1in || ketiv wa™m (Num. 21.32)

In Tiberian BH there is a general distinction between gal w7’ and
hifil win, in that the gal typically takes an inanimate object and
means ‘inherit, take possession of’, whereas the hiftl tends to take
an animate object and to denote the sense of ‘dispossess, disinherit,
drive out; cause to inherit’. Not infrequently, however, there is se-

mantic and grammatical reversal (see the standard lexicons).

15 Whatever the case, the incidence in the SP of gdtol and gétl for the
G-stem passive participle is comparatively greater than in the Tiberian
Torah, including: n%y2 bildt ‘married (to a husband)’ || MT n%pa (Gen.
20.3; Deut. 22.22), o~un égirom ‘girded’ || MT o=un (Exod. 12.11),
ownm wémiSom ‘and equipped’ || MT ownm (Exod. 13.18), omwn
md'sim ‘smeared (with oil), anointed’ || MT onwn (Lev. 2.4; 7.12; Num.
3.3; 6.15; 7.10), 731 négaf ‘struck (by plague), defeated’ || MT 733 ‘plague’
(Num. 8.19; Deut. 28.7, 25), w17 anniisok ‘who is bitten’ || MT W3
(Num. 21.8; on the u-vowel in Samaritan Hebrew, see Ben-Hayyim
2000, 200, §2.3.14 Note), o"in1 nétinam ‘given, dedicated’ || MT o%in:
(Num. 8.16, 16, 19; 18.6; Deut. 28.31, 32), o"1pan afféeqidam ‘those put
in charge, the officers’ || MT *1ipa (Num. 31.14, 48), "awn asebi ‘that
was captured’ || MT »awn ‘the captivity’ (Num. 31.26), naTw1 wsddifot
‘blighted (by the east wind)’ || MT natws (Gen. 41.6, 23, 27). This com-
paratively high gatil/qdtil incidence may well be due to the influence of
Samaritan Aramaic and of contemporaneous Hebrew dialects, e.g., RH,
in which gatil and qdtil served as passives with more regularity than in
Tiberian BH. The SP appearance of getal passive forms of 7pa and jni is
certainly a striking point of commonality with post-exilic Hebrew.
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With this morphosemantic background in mind, it is possi-

ble to turn to the instance of ketiv-gere in (13).

(13) -ng (Q WM (K) W™ epia 11aon afvrng 53 nwh v

DYTIWR AR

‘And Moses sent to spy out Jazer, and they captured its vil-

lages, so he dispossessed the Amorites who were there.’
(Num. 21.32)

There are opposing tendencies at work in the broader context of
this passage. On the one hand, excluding the verse under discus-
sion, throughout the book of Numbers, the seven cases of gal v
(Num. 13.30; 21.24, 35; 27.11; 33.53; 36.8, 8) and the seven
cases of hifil wmin (Num. 14.12, 24; 32.21, 39; 33.52, 53, 55)
occur with their expected semantic and grammatical characteris-
tics, as described above, with the exception of the hif il form at
Num. 14.24. These include the nearly parallel usage to Num.
14.24 in the hifl with animate object A2-WR "ARA-NKR W7in ‘and
he dispossessed the Amorite who dwelt therein’ (Num. 32.29).
On the other hand, in the immediate context of the ketiv-
gere dissonance of Num. 21.32—where, with an animate object,
one expects a hifil—come two cases of gal v with inanimate
objects: i¥x-nx WM ‘and (Israel) took possession of his land’
(Num. 21.24) and igx-n& 1w ‘and they took possession of his
land’ (Num. 21.35). It would seem that the Tiberian ketiv reflects
a tradition in which the form of w"* at Num. 21.32 was read as
qal in harmony with verbs in close proximity—resulting in a less
standard, but acceptable use of the gal with an animate object—

whereas the gere preserves a tradition more strictly observant of
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the standard semantic and grammatical distinction between qal
w7 and hifil wAin.

Turning to the Samaritan tradition, one finds nearly the
same distribution of forms as in the Tiberian Torah, the chief dif-
ference being a greater number of gal forms due mainly to Samar-
itan textual pluses. Additionally, there are two individual cases of
what might be considered typical Samaritan harmonisation. First,
the lone Tiberian pi‘‘el form in ‘All your trees and the fruit of your
land the 5¥%xn (‘locust, cricket’?) will possess (W)’ (Deut. 28.42)
is paralleled in the SP by hifil wnv jiras. The ostensible hifil re-
placement of pi“el is certainly in line with the SP’s penchant for
levelling irregular forms, though hiffil is unexpected in the case of
an inanimate object (though, to be sure, the non-human subject is
also exceptional).16 Second, the irregular Tiberian hif¢l with inan-
imate object suffix n3wnP ‘(his seed) will inherit it (i.e., the land)’
(Num. 14.24) finds as its Samaritan parallel the more predictable
qgal with inanimate object suffix naw» yirdsinnd.

With the broader Samaritan picture and these individual ex-
amples in mind, it is no surprise that in the case of the Tiberian
ketiv-gere at Num. 21.32, the SP agrees with the tradition pre-

served in the Tiberian gere w7, albeit with slight adjustment for

6 Ben-Hayyim (1977, 130) analyses the form as a hif<il prefix conjuga-
tion, but it is equally analysable as a qgal active participle, which would
preserve more conventional semantics and grammar. Incidentally, the
Tiberian pi‘‘el may also be queried. As a hapax, one wonders if pi‘el w7
developed secondarily in place of gal w7 due to the unique usage. Al-
ternatively, the agricultural devastation wrought by an insect plague (if
that is what is envisioned) suits the ‘intensive’ semantics often associ-
ated with the pi‘el stem.
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purposes of number agreement with the closest subject referent,
i.e., wm wydrisu ‘and they dispossessed’; cf. the text and transla-
tion in example (13), above. The Samaritan imposition of order

and harmoniousness is thus conspicuous in several relevant facets.

8.0. Qere -n3Y% || ketiv 79 (Num. 23.13)

In the span of a few years, Steven Fassberg (1994, 13-35; 1999)
and Ahouva Shulman (1996, 65-84, see especially 84, n. 22) in-
dependently arrived at similar explanations for BH’s so-called
‘lengthened imperative’: that it denotes action in the direction of
the speaker or for the benefit thereof. Its use with such impera-
tives is not obligatory (see below), but is limited to such, at least
in most forms of ancient Hebrew, up to and including Second
Temple traditions, though there are sporadic signs of misuse and
definite signs of disuse (especially RH)."”

With specific regard to imperatival forms of gal 757, Shul-
man (1996, 75-81) argues convincingly that the short and long
forms normally denote, respectively, ‘go (away)’ and ‘come
(here)’, with the speaker as reference point. Shulman notes that
speaker-orientation is inferable from a following preposition with
first-person suffix and/or verb form, e.g., inclusive first-person plu-
ral cohortatives, first-person singular cohortatives denoting action
that can be performed only after the approach of the addressee,
and imperatives inviting action on behalf of the speaker. It must

be emphasised, though, that while long imperatives consistently

17 Arguable examples of archaising pseudo-classical misuse may be de-
tected in non-biblical material from Qumran, e.g., 4Q88 10.7, 8, 8;
4Q200 5.9 (= Tobit 4.9); 4Q416 4.3; 4Q418 {222.2.
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denote speaker-orientation, the morphological marking is not ob-
ligatory for this speaker-orientation, e.g., the short form 7% is
sometimes followed by prepositions with first-person morphology
(e.g., Jdg. 18.19; 1 Kgs 13.15) or by first-person verbs implying
speaker-orientation (e.g., Jdg. 4.22; 2 Chron. 25.17 ketiv).

We are now positioned to examine the ketiv-gere instance

in example (14).

(14) 13570 WK 0 Dipn-HK ik 83 (Q) 7127 (K) 77 53 v owh
:oWn "7riaap) RN &7 1501 IR0 YR OoR DYn
‘And Balak said to him, “Please come with me to another
place, from which you may see them. You shall see only a
fraction of them and shall not see them all. Then curse them

for me from there.”” (Num. 23.13)

That the imperative 7 invites movement in the direction of the
speaker is indicated by the following *n& ‘with me’ and 91127
own ‘and curse him for me from there’. Given the examples of
speaker-oriented short-imperative 75, above, the ketiv must be
seen as an acceptable, if rare, use of the short imperative for ex-
pressing movement toward the speaker. The gere, conversely, re-
flects the more common lengthened morphology of the impera-
tive, -3, in the sense of ‘come’ (cf. the ketiv-gere in 2 Chron.
25.17). The gere is also in line with parallel commands in the
context (Num. 10.29; 22.6, 11, 17; 23.7, 27; 24.14; cf. the short
imperative in cases of ablative movement: Num. 22.20, 35).

The Samaritan situation is complex. On the one hand,
where it appears in the SP, use of the lengthened imperative re-

sembles that in the MT. This is to say that the lengthened imper-
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ative appears in Samaritan Hebrew in the same grammatical con-
texts and with the same meaning as in Tiberian Hebrew, i.e., for
actions involving motion toward the speaker or for the benefit
thereof. Even so, the lengthened imperative is less common in the
SP than in the MT Torah. This tallies with the aforementioned
disuse of the form in some forms of late antique Hebrew, most
notably RH. Indeed, against just four cases in which the SP has a
lengthened imperative and the MT does not (Gen. 19.9; Exod.
17.2; Num. 21.6; Num. 23.18), there are twenty or more arguable
cases in which the SP has a short form against an MT lengthened
one (Gen. 15.9; 19.32; 21.23; 25.33; 27.3, 4, 7; 29.19, 21;!8
37.13; 43.8; 47.31; Exod. 3.10; 32.10;'° Num. 10.29; 23.13, 27;
24.14; 27.4; Deut. 26.15; 33.23). Significantly, seven of these lat-
ter involve Samaritan 75 lik || MT n2%. Though the combined Sa-
maritan written-reading tradition preserves lengthened impera-
tives, in general, and the lengthened n2% lika, more specifically
(Gen. 31.44; Num. 22.6, 11, 17; 23.7, 7), the SP seems to evince
a situation in which the perceived distinction between short and
lengthened imperatives has undergone a degree of erosion, so
that retention of the final n- -a was not deemed vital for the sake

of semantic disambiguation.?

'8 Here nan is read ibi = Tiberian 827 ‘bring’.

19 The SP reads *> nn»an anniy'yé-lli (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 74, §1.4.10), but
it is not clear that the -é suffix is that of the lengthened imperative.

% This contrasts markedly with Samaritan use of the lengthened first-
person wayyiqtol, i.e., the pseudo-cohortative, which, in line with other
Second Temple Hebrew chronolects, is far more common in both the
written and reading components of the SP than in the Tiberian Penta-
teuch (see Hornkohl, f.c.).
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Parallel to the Tiberian ketiv-gere in Num. 23.13, the SP has
unlengthened 75 lik, in agreement with the Tiberian ketiv. This
concords with the same form at SP Num. 23.27 and 24.14 (both
of which have lengthened imperatives in the MT), but clashes
with lengthened n2% lika at SP Num. 22.6, 11, 17; 23.7, 7 (which
are all lengthened in the MT). Such diversity, especially in a sin-

gle pericope, is uncharacteristic for the SP.

9.0. Qere p&un || ketiv prun (Num. 32.7)

(15) - p28a™on 1m0 HN 727 33 37ms (Q) 1IN (K) TN mii

i B 1

‘Why will you discourage the heart of the people of Israel

from going over into the land that the LORD has given
them?’ (Num. 32.7)

Since all other forms of the verb in question in the Tiberian tra-
dition are hifil (Num. 30.6, 6, 9, 12; 32.9; Ps. 33.10; 141.5)—
including consonantally unambiguous gatal forms (Num. 30.6, 6,
12; Ps. 33.9) and a form in the immediate vicinity in the same
idiom 58717 32 25 N ax*in ‘and they discouraged the hearts of the
children of Israel’ (Num. 32.9)—it is difficult to view the ketiv in
example (15) as anything other than a result of conflation of waw
and yod, presumably arising from their graphic similarity.

The verb in the SP is consistently hif‘il, with no divergences

between the written and reading components of the tradition
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(Num. 30.6,2* 6, 6, 12; 32.7, 9). Thus, in Num. 32.7, SP nxun
tanniyyon || MT gere pRun.

10.0. Qere 3cPL qatal 3- || ketiv 3FpPL qatal n1- (Deut.
21.7; Num. 34.4?)

In the lower margin of L on the page that includes Deut. 21.7 (fol.
111v), the masora parva reads:

15V KRN0 WA 713w 2 10aw KO ANAp Amp 8D 1A A o T
7RRN 128w ARRY T T KDY IR AN 0awn RS anx:
mow Ny

Fourteen® times the ketiv is heh and the gere is waw: &%
nnp My ‘they shall not make bald patches’ (Lev. 21.5);
m2aw &Y ‘(our hands) did not spill’ (Deut. 21.7); miawi3
‘for (the ships) were wrecked’ (1 Kgs 22.49); n%p &0 npa
‘at that time (the servants of Nebuchadnezzar king of Bab-
ylon) came up’ (2 Kgs 24.10); nne1 v ‘his cities fell to
ruin’ (Jer. 2.15); nawn x5 ‘(cities that are) not settled’ (Jer.
22.6); mr npw ‘now they will prostitute’® (Ezek. 23.43);
Tiy-mi-® ‘and they will no longer be’ (Ezek. 37.22);
nnnw ‘they have been laid desolate’ (Ezek. 35.12); naaw
‘(my feet) slipped’ (Ps. 73.2); nanann ‘(my face) reddened’
(Job. 16.16); na 1w ‘(our eyes) still’ (Lam. 4.17); 75w ‘blas-
phemy’ (Dan. 3.29)

1 SP Num.30.6 includes an infinitive absolute &7 anni with no parallel
in the MT.

22 The note gives the figure 7% ‘fourteen’, but lists just thirteen cases,
omitting all five occurrences of mxvin ' (see below) as well as jxy
"Av 7'n hiTak ‘lost sheep have been my people’ (Jer. 50.6).

* The ketiv in this verse is actually mr ny, the gere 11" npp.
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While the forms listed in the masoretic note represent various
categories with diverse explanations for the interchange, several
involve an apparent 3Fs gatal form and a FPL or FDL subject. There
is consensus that the Proto-Semitic suffix conjugation paradigm
distinguished between 3mMpL and 3FPL endings, the former -ii and
the latter -a (Huehnergard and Pat-El 2019, 8). A distinction is
observed in Akkadian (- vs. -a; Hasselbach-Andee 2019, 105),
Arabic (-i1 vs. -na; Birnstiel 2019, 384), Aramaic (-u vs. -u/a/in;
Kaufman 1998, 126), Syriac ([-w] vs. [-y]; Pat-El 2019, 663), and
Ge‘ez (-u vs. -a; Butts 2019, 132). By contrast, in Hebrew, for the
most part, dedicated 3FPL gatal morphology fell out of use in fa-
vour of epicene 3-. There are some 25 cases in which it has been
argued that biblical suffix conjugation forms ending in n::- or
ketiv n- with plural subjects represent a form with dedicated 3FpL
morphology (see Hornkohl 2013, 142-45 for summary and ref-
erences). This seems a plausible explanation for the ketiv form in

example (16) and may also have relevance for (17).

(16) =1 89 wpp) nin 0T0-NR (Q) 19BY (K) FToBDW &Y 1 1nw) 13w
‘and they shall testify, ‘Our hands did not shed this blood,
nor did our eyes see it shed.” (Deut. 21.7)

In L, intercolumnal notes on 17 at Deut. 21.7 and 17 at Jer.
6.24 read %n i ‘six times plene’.?* This shows, among other things,

that the Masoretic Tradition was primarily concerned with the

24 According to L, there are actually seven such instances: Gen. 5.29;
Deut. 21.7; 32.27; Jer. 6.24; Hos. 14.4; Ps. 90.17, 17. However, the
masoretic note is confirmed by similar notes in A at Hos. 14.4 and Ps.
90.17 and, most crucially, by A’s defective 117 at Deut. 32.27, which
shows that L deviates slightly from its own masora.
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word’s correct orthography, whatever its meaning. In this case,
the ketiv n2ow can be argued to preserve an archaic 3FPL in agree-
ment with FDL ‘our hands’, while the gere unambiguously repre-
sents the more standard 3cpL, effecting harmony with the 3CPL in
17 XY 1w ‘and our eyes did not see’ later in the verse.

The SP not surprisingly adopts the more standard CDL &5 17
1aw yedinu 14 $fdku ‘our hands did not shed’. This is in keeping
with the tradition’s quest for consistency. Yet, the Samaritan pro-
pensity for levelling unconventional forms does not preclude the
possibility of preserved archaisms. Indeed, MT 1722 587" »w1 ‘and
Israel’s eyes grew heavy (= dim)’ (Gen. 48.10) || SP 1723 58w 0
wini yisr@’sl kdbdda, where the SP verb is evidently a suffix conjuga-
tion (qatal) form preserving dedicated 3FP morphology.

The above considerations may also apply to example (17).

(17) (Q ™ (K) 7T izt ~awn brapy nagn? 23in »iayn b apn
TIRYY T2W1 TIRTIRN RN 0173 WP 2340 rHRYIR

‘And your border shall turn south of the ascent of Akrab-

bim, and cross to Zin, and its limit shall be south of
Kadesh-barnea. Then it shall go on to Hazar-addar, and pass

along to Azmon.” (Num. 34.4)

In BH, the lexeme nixryin ‘limits, farthest reaches’ (25x) is always
plural. In (17) it is tempting to attribute the apparent mismatch
between ketiv "M and plural subject rnkyin ‘its limits’ to an al-
ternative syntactic interpretation, according to which n*m func-
tions as a ‘discourse marker’ rather than a verb proper (see van
der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze 2017, 427-28). In that case, a
corresponding English translation would have a discourse mark-

ing ‘and it will be’ followed by the rendering of a verbless clause
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‘its limits will be south of....” Yet, it is important to consider this
case from a broader perspective. A form of nixryin follows a form
of M1 nineteen times in BH. In eleven of these 7 is plural (Num.
34.5, 8,9, 12; Josh. 15.7, 11; 16.3, 8; 19.14, 22, 29), in three mn
is singular (Josh. 17.9, 18; 19.33), and in five the verb is singular
in the ketiv and a plural in the gere (Num. 34.4; Josh. 15.4; 18.12,
14, 19). This means that according to the written component of
Tiberian BH, the form nixyin is the subject of an apparent singu-
lar form of 7’71 nearly as often (8x) as it is the subject of a plural
form of the verb (11x). In six of the eight cases of apparently
singular mn, the verb is a suffix conjugation form; in the other
two, the verb is "1 (Josh. 17.9; 19.33). It is worth mentioning at
this point that though the Tiberian tradition regularly construes
nKk¥in as a plural via verbal agreement and/or a plural possessive
suffix v- (cf. ketiv \nxxn Josh. 16.3), only in a minority of cases is
the form explicitly spelled as a plural in m-. It may be that, along-
side the plural form, a singular along the lines of n&¥n* or nxxn*
was also known (see below), but was secondarily levelled in con-
formity with the plural at a date sufficiently early that the plu-
rality was sporadically recorded in the spelling tradition.
Whatever the exact explanation for the ketiv-gere disso-
nance in (17) and the other four relevant ketiv-qere instances in-
volving m'n and m&en, it is clear that the written component of
the Tiberian tradition preserves a situation of singular and plural
diversity more extensive than that preserved in the correspond-
ing reading tradition, where plural agreement is greatly, albeit

not exclusively, favoured.
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Intriguingly, the SP agrees with the Tiberian ketiv: n'm
weyya. This is in line with the Samaritan convention according to
which the noun 1&win tis@itu is treated as singular and consist-
ently paired with 3mMs nm. This may be considered evidence for
an originally singular option for consistently plural Tiberian

niren (see above).

11.0. Qere 22V || ketiv 93w (Deut. 28.30)

The euphemistic employment of 20¥ ‘lie (down)’ in reference to
sexual relations is common throughout BH (and is matched by
euphemistic renderings in the ancient versions). This usage was
also secondarily extended to instances of ketiv 5"»w ‘rape, ravage’,
one such case obtaining in example (18) (see also Isa. 13.16; Jer.
3.2; Zech. 14.2).

.....

.....

“You shall betroth a wife, but another man shall ravish
her. You shall build a house, but you shall not dwell in it.
You shall plant a vineyard, but you shall not enjoy its fruit.’
(Deut. 28.30)

Cohen (2007, 264) proffers a compelling motivation for such eu-
phemistic ketiv-gere cases. Words that were deemed problematic
to utter in public, due to perceived impropriety or taboo, were
replaced in oral recitation by more appropriate substitutes, but
continued to be copied faithfully in the written tradition.

In the case of (18) and similar, the euphemistic substitution

could not be effected without certain grammatical modifications.
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First, the verb 10w normally takes one of the comitative preposi-
tions, oy or n& both ‘with’ (Orlinsky 1944). On seven occasions
one encounters -nNk 12V, i.e., the definite accusative/direct object
marker, but in six of the seven only the vocalisation calls for such
an analysis.?® The earlier syntax was more likely with the prepo-
sition n& ‘with’, its reinterpretation as the direct object marker
secondary. In this way, secondary disambiguation was created
between originally intransitive 20w with comitative op or nx ‘lie
with’, on the one hand, and the innovative transitive 10w with
accusative n& in the more aggressive sense of ‘forcibly engage in
sex’, on the other (cf. the Targumic distinction between o'y 210w
and n 210v). Relatedly, the verb 10w nowhere in BH bears an ob-
ject suffix except where it is read as the gere for ketiv 53w, as in
(18) above. Finally, BH lacks a nif‘al 20w1 except where it is read
instead of apparently nif‘al 93w1*, as in Isa. 13.16 and Zech. 14.2.
Significantly, unambiguous consonantal nif‘al 21ow1* is first at-
tested in material in the non-biblical material from Qumran
(4Q270 £5.19; 4Q271 £3.12) and persists in RH. Relatedly, no
passive qal or pu“al cognate of 212¥ is known from ancient He-
brew beyond that in the gere of Jer. 3.2 (and no pi‘el is attested
at all). All of the above point to the likely secondary development
of transitive -nk 10w, perhaps in the early Second Temple period
(cf. -nix 20¥ with mater waw in Ezekiel) (Beuken 2004, 663). In
other words, -nk 20V is itself an unmarked case of ketiv-qgere mis-
match in line with the replacement of transitive 5"sw with origi-

nally intransitive 2"3w for purposes of (public) oral recitation.

% _nRk: Gen. 34.2; Lev. 15.18, 24; Num. 5.13, 19; 2 Sam. 13.14; -nix:
Ezek. 23.8.
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The gere form in (18) involves two of the three aforementioned
secondary developments: 210¥ with transitive semantics and 12w
with an object suffix—both traits that it seems to have inherited
due to its substitution for transitive (presumably G-stem) 5"»w.

While gere 2">w is almost certainly secondary, the evidence
seems indicative of rather early replacement. Greek &t avmjv
‘will have her’ and Syriac ouacs ‘will take her’ are ambiguous as
evidence of their Hebrew Vorlage. Though certainly euphemistic,
they do not obviously correspond to either the Tiberian ketiv or
gere. But other ancient versions arguably confirm the antiquity of
the gere tradition: Vulgate dormiat cum ea ‘will sleep with her’;
Targum Onkelos nraow ‘will lie with her’; 1QIsa?® 11.24 maa3wn
|| MT Isa. 13.16. Depending on the antiquity of its plene spelling,
the Tiberian orthographic -m& 15w in Ezek. 23.8 may also testify
to the antiquity of the substitution.

For its part, the combined Samaritan written-reading tradi-
tion at Deut. 28.30 has nny 15w yiskdb imma ‘will lie with her’.
Assuming the primary status of ni%w», as in the Tiberian ketiv,
the Samaritan euphemistic solution goes farther than that of the
Tiberian gere. It avoids not only an inappropriate word, but tor-
tured grammar, too, resorting to conventional rection for the
verb 15w with a transparently comitative preposition. Indeed, Sa-
maritan Hebrew does not know the formulation of transitive 23w
with direction object nx; Tiberian -nk 22V is consistently paral-
leled by Samaritan -n& 13w $dkdb itt- (Gen. 34.2; Lev. 15.18, 24;
Num. 5.13, 19), i.e., intransitive verb with comitative preposi-
tion. In this case the Samaritan penchant for harmonisation has

led to mixed results of development and conservation: on the one
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hand, modification of the original ni%iw» to more acceptable and
grammatical 71y 20v* not only in the recitation tradition, but at
the level of the orthography; on the other hand, preservation of
20w with a comitative preposition, in contrast to the innovative
Tiberian distinction between neutral 20w with comitative -n ‘lie
with’ and the more explicitly non-consensual 210 with accusa-

tive/direct object -nk ‘rape, ravish’.

12.0. Conclusion

In the introduction to this study, the diachronic relationship be-
tween the various relevant linguistic traditions of the Torah were
sketched as follows: an ancient Tiberian orthographic compo-
nent; a largely harmonious, but somewhat later Tiberian reading
component; an ancient Samaritan written component with clear
and widespread evidence of Second Temple reworking; and a Sa-
maritan reading component replete with Second Temple and
later features. While this broad characterisation may be generally
accurate, it finds only partial support in the cases examined
above; see Table 3. This fact should inform understanding of the
relationship between the Tiberian ketiv and gere traditions.

A few of the cases discussed in the body of this study ex-
hibit the diachronic progression expected based on the charac-
terisation sketched in the introduction, e.g., archaic Tiberian
ketiv, standard Tiberian gere, and late Samaritan combined tradi-
tion: §810.0 (though the SP elsewhere also preserves such an ar-
chaism) and 11.0. Similar is the situation of archaic ketiv, late
gere, and later SP in §2.0 as well as those of the unexplained ketiv,

standard gere, and late SP form in 83.0 and the SP’s levelling in
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favour of a late form in §6.0. The relatively late character of the

SP is the most conspicuous diachronic trait, though its preserva-

tion of gal morphology against Tiberian gere nif‘al in the case of

85.0 might be an exception, as may more than one Samaritan

feature associated with §10.0.

Table 3: Ketiv, gere, and Samaritan findings with summary discussions

1.0.

Q: 8y K: ¢ SP: xown st
gere: non-standard I-y (error? euphony?), ketiv: standard I-w; SP = ketiv

2.0.

Q: o™ K: owm SP: owm wyuwwdsdm
gere: late, ketiv: archaic; SP: late Aramaic/post-biblical stem

3.0.

Q: nnpwn K: mnwm SP: wnnw yistdbbu
gere: standard plural, ketiv: unexplained (?); SP = gere, with later phonology

4.0.

Q:TaRra K: 72 SP: 131 afgdd
gere/ketiv: plausible; SP = ketiv, ST = gere

5.0.

Q: 139; ar%m; ' Kz arbm; 1in; wiom SP: o wyyilldnu wbn tillénu; swom wyillanu
gere/ketiv: complex stem arrangement; SP = gere/ketiv; less differenti-
ated arrangement; shared gemination and qal vestiges possibly ancient

6.0.

Q:81p; R Kiwmp; wRip SPrRMp qaryad@’i
gere and ketiv agree on variation, but not location; SP alternately =
ketiv/qere, unifying according to a late pattern typical of Aramaic/RH

7.0.

Q: vin K: v SP: W™ wyirisu
gere: global morphosemantic consistency; ketiv local harmony; SP =
gere, with broad morphosemantic consistency

8.0.

Q: -ndb K: 15 SP: 15 lik
gere: standard marked usage, ketiv: acceptable unmarked variant; SP =
ketiv, along with less use of the marked option and local inconsistency

9.0.

Q: pRan K: nxun SP: pRun tanniyyon
gere: standard, ketiv: graphic error (?); SP = gere

10.0.

Q:iaow; m K:naow; v SP:oaw $Gfdku; o wéyya
gere: standard 3cpL ending, ketiv: archaic 3rpL ending (frequent with
nmxwin); SP = gere/ketiv; SP knows the archaic 3rpL

11.0.

Q: na2aw» K: nihaw SP: nny 23w yiskdb imma
gere: late euphemistic replacement, with syntax of ketiv, creating distinct
sense of 10W; SP = gere, with syntax of substitute lexeme

Beyond this, it is worth remarking that the SP agrees with

the Tiberian ketiv nearly as often—five occasions: §§1.0, 4.0

(against the ST), 8.0, 10.0—as it agrees with the Tiberian gere—
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six occasions: §83.0, 6.0, 7.0 (with slight modification), 9.0, 10.0,
11.0. This seems due mainly to the Samaritan penchant for con-
sistency and harmony, which often leads to levelling in line with
the majority form, which is the ketiv in §81.0 and 10.0 (7*/m), but
the gere in 883.0, 7.0, 9.0, 10.0 (2aw), and 11.0. Be that as it
may, the SP occasionally exhibits inconsistency and/or a minor-
ity form: §8.0. Moreover, the non-uniform character of the Sa-
maritan exegetical tradition is evidenced by the divergent inter-
pretations of the SP and the ST in §4.0.

Turning to the combined Tiberian tradition, while inexpli-
cable forms are occasionally presented by both the ketiv and the
gere, it seems that in the majority of cases the preserved form in
each tradition can be justified. More rarely—especially in in-
stances where graphic similarity between waw and yod may have
been at play—it seems likely that the ketiv form represents a cor-
ruption avoided in the gere (883.0, 9.0)—though, it has been sug-
gested that an otherwise unexplained gere form may have arisen
from waw-yod conflation: §1.0.

It has been remarked that in most cases the Tiberian ketiv
and gere both represent plausible readings. While this arguably
sheds important light on the ketiv-qere phenomenon, there is ev-
idence that the traditions differ with respect to more than just
natural historical linguistic development. Consider, in particular,
the cases discussed in 8§87.0 and 11.0. In both cases, the gere
seems to reflect a linguistic tradition characterised by deliberate
care. In §7.0, this manifests in the global morphosemantic con-

sistency of the distinction between nearly synonymous hif il and
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qal forms. In §11.0, it is seen in secondary disambiguation be-
tween intransitive (comitative) 210w and transitive 10w. Both de-
velopments reflect what in another connection Khan (2021a,
330-31) has described as “a general Second Temple development
in the proto-Masoretic reading tradition involving the introduc-

tion of strategies to increase... clarity of interpretation.”?
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A FURTHER ANALYSIS OF THE
‘BYZANTINE (ITALIAN-LEVANTINE)
TRIAD’ OF FEATURES IN COMMON

TORAH CODICES'

Estara J Arrant

In my recent studies on the variation of Tiberian vowel and dia-
critic signs in medieval Hebrew Bible codices from the Cairo Ge-
nizah, I have highlighted, analysed, and contextualised a specific
pattern involving the Tiberian signs shewa and dagesh (Arrant
2020; 2021). This pattern of features, which in this article is

called the ‘Byzantine Triad’ of features,? includes the following:

e the placement of a sign resembling dagesh in consonantal
’alef, often with a corresponding rafe placed over mater lec-

tionis °alef;?

! Many thanks to the editors and peer reviewers of this volume for their
helpful comments. I thank the Syndics of the Cambridge University Li-
brary for permission to use the images of the manuscripts which appear
here.

% In previous studies (Arrant 2020; 2021), I called this phenomenon the
‘Byzantine Trio’.

® Typically, this is accompanied by a pattern of rafe usage extended to
non-begedkefet letters, but this is not further discussed here, as variation

© 2022 Estara J Arrant, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.05
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¢ the placement of shewa under otherwise unvocalised word-
final ‘ayin and het;

e a pattern of ‘extended’ use of dagesh forte in letters which
do not, according to the standard rules of the Tiberian sys-

tem, require a dagesh forte.

These variations have been discussed previously in the context of
‘Palestino-Tiberian’ vocalisation and ‘extended Tiberian’ vocali-
sation and have been identified in famous codices (such as Codex
Reuchlinianus) (Diez Macho 1956; 1963; Morag 1959; Yeivin
1983; Fassberg 1990; Khan 1991; 2017; 2020; Heijmans 2013;
Blapp 2017). However, the discussions are somewhat limited in
focus to the developmental chronology of these particular sys-
tems of sign usage within the Tiberian Masoretic tradition, treat-
ing these features individually, rather than in conjunction with
each other.

Prior to Arrant (2020; 2021), the significance of the specific
pattern of co-occurrence of these three signs had gone unnoticed
in scholarship. In these two studies, I took a contextualising ap-
proach to the vocalisation of Geniza Torah codices and, through
the use of machine learning algorithms, analysed a large swath
of around 1,800 Torah codices with many different kinds of non-
standard Tiberian vocalisation. In a sub-group of the corpus, I
identified the three features listed above, which co-occur in a dis-
tinct pattern (identified on the basis of strong statistical evidence,
and further supported by linguistic and codicological findings).

In addition to bearing the pattern in their use of the signs, I found

in the use of rafe in Bible MSS is a complex issue which deserves sepa-
rate treatment.
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that such MSS often exhibit trends in vowel sign interchange that
are reminiscent of, or may even reflect, forms of ‘Palestino-Tibe-
rian’ vocalisation. As this specific grouping of features appeared
to occur in MSS with palaeographies ranging between Italian,
Byzantine, and Levantine Oriental, this triad of features was des-
ignated ‘Byzantine’ (to describe the span of regions) (Arrant
2020, 515). The principal contribution of these studies was,
therefore, to conceive of manuscripts characterised by the Byz-
antine Triad of features as a distinctive ‘type’ of medieval Tibe-
rian Hebrew Bible.

However, a study devoted to the Byzantine Triad of fea-
tures alone, detailing its exact features within the corpus of He-
brew Bible manuscripts and exploring the impact this grouping
of features has upon the reading of the text as a coherent pattern,
has not been undertaken. Similarly, no attempt has yet been
made to engage with the codicological context(s) in which the
Triad appears and to consider its role in the reality of biblical
study and ritual use. Finally, Arrant (2021) identified three more
fragments that display the Byzantine Triad of features (two of
which appear to come from the same codex), which need to be
further contextualised with those published in Arrant (2020).

In the present article I seek to study the Byzantine Triad of
features on the basis of the broadest array of up-to-date evidence
available. I will describe the entire phenomenon in greater depth,
paying special attention to its linguistic function and impact upon
the text, contextualising the pattern of co-occurrence within its
codicological surroundings and suggesting ways in which it may

have functioned in practical use. I also discuss the terminology I
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have used to describe it, including a brief justification for the
term ‘Byzantine Triad’. All of the MSS studied separately in my
previous publication (Arrant 2020, especially 516-19; 2021) will
be considered together in context, with the rest of the data being
sourced from my PhD thesis (Arrant 2021). The MS fragments are
from Cambridge’s Taylor-Schechter and Lewis Gibson collections

and consist of Torah Bible codices on parchment.*

1.0. The ‘Byzantine Triad’ of Features and Their

Purpose

It seems that, when the three aforementioned features co-occur
in a MS, they work in unison in an orthoepic manner to preserve
and reinforce the Tiberian Masoretic syllable structure of Biblical
Hebrew.® In this section I will describe the form and presentation
of each feature separately, and then analyse how they cooperate

to achieve such an effect.

1.1. Individual Feature Analysis

First, I will examine each element of the Byzantine Triad of fea-

tures alone and seek to understand its independent function.

* The eleven MSS currently identified as characterised by the full com-
plement of Byzantine Triad features are: T-S NS 21.6, T-S NS 248.5, T-
S NS 248.11, T-S NS 248.12, T-S NS 248.16, T-S NS 248.17, T-S Misc.
2.75, Or.1080 A.4.18, Or.1080 A.4.20, Or.1080 A.4.3, and T-S AS
64.238. The final three were identified as having the Byzantine Triad
in Arrant (2021). Or.1080 A.4.20 and T-S AS 64.238 seem to come from
the same codex.

® On the notion of orthoepy and its relevance to Hebrew Bible reading
traditions, see Khan (2018; 2020, I: 73-85, 99-105).
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Since there is slight variation in the presentation of these signs
from codex to codex, I will also give details of such variations
and their significance for our understanding of the element’s
overall function. Note that throughout this article, all counts of
features are approximate: due to damage, an exact number for a
given feature cannot be relied upon. The counts do, however,
represent the majority of the MS texts and so are reliable as broad

indicators of the nature of the texts and their major trends.

1.1.1. ‘Dagesh’ in °alef

In all manuscripts that show the Byzantine Triad of features, a
dot appears in “alef, placed higher than the level of the vowels
(so as not to be mistaken for a hireq), between the midstroke and

left ‘foot’ of the “alef. For example, 1871 ‘and sees’ (Num. 21.8) in

e g

Jj5== * s

LN

This sign occurs only in consonantal “alef (i.e., ’alef with a vowel)

in the following manuscripts:
e T-S NS 21.6 (~39 identified occurrences), e.g., 781" ‘Is-
rael’ (Num. 20.28), i ‘Arnon’ (twice), 5%9n3 ‘Nahali’el’
(twice);
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T-S NS 248.5 (~14 identified occurrences), e.g., n§ direct
object marker (12 times); nn& ‘one’ (twice);

T-S NS 248.11 (~26 identified occurrences), e.g., NRNYA
‘from impurity’ (Lev. 16.19), n§ direct object marker (15
times), "nK) ‘and after’ (Lev. 16.26);

T-S NS 248.12 (~95 identified occurrences), e.g., n§1 ‘and’
+ direct object marker (41 times); {908 ‘Aaron’ (three
times); by ‘and carried them’ (Lev. 10.5);

T-S NS 248.16 (~42 identified occurrences), e.g., "®™p ‘rep-
resentatives of (Num. 26.9), nign ‘hundreds’ (5 times),
2RWY ‘to Saul’ (twice);

T-S NS 248.17 (~19 identified occurrences), e.g.,qz'img,j ‘the
female donkey’ (3 times), 7278 ‘I speak’ (Num. 22.35), a8&in
‘Mo’ab’ (Num. 22.36);

T-S Misc.2.75 (~66 identified occurrences), e.g., wm'?
‘to/for a man’ (7 times), D"WiR ‘men’ (twice), n’lj_lzg‘? ‘to his
brother’ (three times);

Or.1080 A.4.18 (~48 occurrences), e.g., ™87 ‘the Amo-
rite’ (6 times); ny direct object marker (15 times), axin
‘Mo’ab’ (5 times);

Or.1080 A.4.20 (~82 identified occurrences), e.g., TRA
‘very’ (twice), oy ‘if (6 times), i®xn ‘you (MPL) see’ (3
times), and its join T-S AS64.238 (~38 identified occur-
rences), e.g., W7 ‘the men’ (twice), oigm ‘and they (M)
showed them’ (Num. 13.26), 187 ‘we saw’ (3 times);
Or.1080 A.4.3 (~28 identified occurrences), e.g., "Wy ‘that’

T

times).
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In general, this marking is consistent and regular; each time
a consonantal "alef appears in the text, it is marked with the sign.®
Therefore, it apparently does not serve to mark the occasional
’alef that readers might be prone to forget to pronounce.” Fur-
thermore, as is evident from the examples above, the occurrence
of the sign is not conditioned by any specific positioning within
the word; it occurs in open syllables, closed syllables, and when
a vocalic alef is the first consonant in the word. Nor is the phe-
nomenon grammatically restricted; it does not occur only in
proper nouns, in prepositions, or with particular verbs, etc. It
seems, then, that this sign functions to mark, specifically, the con-
sonantal quality of vocalic ’alef and does so as a typical feature
of the diacritic system within these manuscripts. The apparent
function of this dagesh-like sign was to ensure that consonantal
’alef was not elided when the text was read aloud. The intention
was to preserve the sound (and, thus, the syllabification).

Further support for this position may be seen in the ten-
dency in these manuscripts to place a rafe on quiescent °alef,
thereby explicitly marking that in such cases ’alef is not pro-

nounced as a consonant (Arrant 2020, 516-19).

® The exception in the present corpus is T-S NS 248.5, in which the sign
in question appears in only two words.

7 Such ‘utilitarian’ forms of non-standard vocalisation and diacritic use
do indeed appear in Geniza Bible manuscripts. They seem to function
almost like an aide memoire to help the reader pronounce only specific,
perhaps troublesome, words correctly; for a discussion of Bible MSS
with such utilitarian features, see chs 4 and 5 of Arrant (2021). This
phenomenon of a dagesh-like sign in consonantal “alef is too regular for
such a function to be the case here.
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At this point one may question whether the sign should be
considered a dagesh or mappiq. On the basis of its consistent occur-
rence within the manuscripts on every consonantal ’alef, together
with the frequent simultaneous placement of rafe on quiescent
’alef, in a pattern that is not grammatically or semantically condi-
tioned, the sign is more akin to dagesh than mappiq. A comprehen-
sive discussion of this issue, which compiles relevant external evi-
dence, is found in Khan (2020, I:135-50), who convincingly shows
that grammarians of the time considered such a dot a dagesh forte,

doubling the “alef to ensure its pronunciation when consonantal.®

1.1.2. Shewa on a Word-Final Guttural (‘ayin or het)

The second feature of the Byzantine Triad of features that appears
in all manuscripts,® is the placing of a shewa on word-final, oth-
erwise unvocalised ‘ayin or het, e.g., n9¥n ‘and sent’ (Num. 21.32)
in Or.1080 A.4.18:

8 One should also note, however, that MSS like these (and various re-
lated MSS) also extend the use of the mappiq: “Mappiq is typically also
extended from word-final heh to word-initial and word-medial heh and
has the same function of marking the heh as consonantal” (Arrant 2020,
516).

? Since words ending with an unvocalised ‘ayin or het are comparatively
infrequent and because Geniza Bibles passages are often fragmentary,
it may be that there are more Bibles with the Triad than are analysed
in this article.
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And on ‘ayin, e.g., vaviwx ‘which swore’ (Num. 14.16) in
Or.1080 A.4.3:

r
"'

g - -

Examples of this vocalisation in manuscripts exhibiting the Triad:*°

e T-SNS 21.6 (~3 identified occurrences), e.g., vaw" ‘and he
listened’ (Num. 21.3), Ij’;'?x_v'jl ‘and he sent’ (twice);

e T-S NS 248.11 (~7 identified occurrences), e.g., mp? ‘and
he will take’ (4 times), n9w% ‘to send’ (twice), vay ‘seven’
(Lev. 16.19);

1% Note that T-S NS 248.5 is an outlier regarding this feature: it was
identified as a Byzantine Triad manuscript in Arrant (2020), but its
word-final shewa does not occur with a guttural. Instead, it occurs three
times in words ending in -, for example, 7 ‘upon it’ (Exod. 30.9). I
include it in this study because it was analysed in Arrant (2020). I view
the shewa here as having essentially the same function as shewa with a
word-final guttural: to signal to the reader that the final letter is conso-
nantal and that the syllable is closed. T-S NS 248.12 also has this feature
alongside shewa on word-final ‘ayin and het.
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e T-S NS 248.12 (~26 times, including on word final »-, see
fn. 10), e.g., mp1 ‘and he took’ (Lev. 8.27), vxn ‘who
touches (M)’ (4 times);

e T-S NS 248.16 (~9 identified occurrences), e.g., mp
‘Koraly’ (twice), momwy ‘to Shuthelah’ (twice), %3 ‘to
Bela” (Num. 26.38);

e T-S NS 248.17 (~2 identified occurrences), e.g., nam ‘and
he offered’ (Num. 22.40), ljf?t_v'jl ‘and he sent’ (Num. 22.40);

e T-S Misc.2.75 (~ 2 identified occurrences), e.g., 1313 ‘in
giving rest’ (Deut. 25.19, with patah under the yod and a
shewa under the het) and nawn ‘you (Ms) will forget’ (Deut.
25.19);

e 0r.1080 A.4.18 (~5 identified occurrences), e.g., hpn ‘and
he took’ (twice), n™? ‘as an aroma’ (Num. 28.24), n5¥n ‘and
he sent’ (Num. 21.32; the dagesh in the lamed is non-stand-
ard as well);

e Or.1080 A.4.20 (once): rinyo ‘forgive please’ (Num.
14.19);

e T-S AS 64.238 (~2 identified occurrences), e.g., m7w ‘he
sent’ (Num. 13.16), »2v ‘seven’ (Num. 13.21);

e Or.1080 A.4.3 (~3 identified occurrences), e.g., vaw: ‘he
swore’ (Num. 14.16), vwa1 ‘and transgression’ (Num.
14:18), xi-nho ‘forgive please’ (Num. 14.19).

Occasionally, a nagdan confused furtive patah and a shewa meant
to close a syllable. For example, Or.1080 A.4.18 has an instance
where the nagdan placed a shewa where a furtive patah would be
expected: N3 (Num. 28.24). The manuscript does not show free

interchange of vocalic shewa and patah except in two places, both
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instances where the nagdan substituted a patah or hatef patah for
shewa, e.g., 71v° for m ‘Jazer’ (Num. 21.32); Ay for nym ‘to
Jahaz’ (Num. 21.23). In the light of these cases, it appears that
the interchange between furtive patah and shewa here is, strictly
speaking, a case not of vowel interchange, but of shewa mistak-
enly placed under a guttural as if it closed a syllable. This inter-
pretation is strengthened by the placement of word-final shewa
below all other word-final gutturals that close the syllable within
this fragment.

This sign is used in an orthoepic manner, serving to pre-
serve the pronunciation of the gutturals and/or the proper syl-
labification of the text. When unvocalised ‘ayin or het appear at
the end of a word, they should invariably close the syllable. In
this phonetic environment, especially without a vowel such as
furtive patah, the guttural is vulnerable to elision from pronunci-
ation, due, it seems, to the weakening of gutturals in the reading
tradition of the scribe. This results in the loss of the sound of the
final consonant and creates an open syllable. Wherever there is a
word-final unvocalised guttural letter, by placing a shewa be-
neath that letter, the nagdan cues the reader to stop and close the

syllable, and, if possible, to try to pronounce the guttural.

1.1.3. Extended Use of dagesh forte

The third member of the Byzantine Triad of features is the place-
ment of dagesh forte in letters which are not otherwise geminated
according to the standard Tiberian Masoretic tradition. This sign

can occur in a range of letters, with the pattern appearing to be
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idiosyncratic, its extent determined by the judgement of the in-
dividual scribe. It occurs with high frequency in each manuscript
and has been studied in its own right in multiple pieces of schol-
arship (Morag 1959; Eldar 1978; Yeivin 1983; Khan 1991; 2017;
Blapp 2017).

In this section, I am interested in determining whether there
are meaningful details or patterns in the small variations of each
scribe’s use of extended dagesh. The aim is to identify conditioning
factors and to assess the degree of variation in usage between
MSS.M The factors in question are the letters that take extended
dagesh and their phonological context, i.e., where they appear in
the syllable, what sounds precede the geminated consonant, and
patterns of accentuation. In this section, I will first present and
describe the data, and thereafter engage with the scholarly discus-
sion surrounding the interpretation of this feature.

In the present corpus of eleven MSS, the majority of occur-
rences of extended dagesh occur at word-initial syllable onset.
Out of hundreds of cases of extended dagesh, only around 25 were
found to occur in the middle of a word. Of these word-medial

occurrences, the majority were located at syllable onset, after

! In some cases, the examination involved a closer look than was pre-
viously possible; for damaged MSS I used microscopy at ~50x magnifi-
cation to help confirm or deny the possibility of the placement of dagesh.
This proved helpful, in that it allowed for the discovery of more features
than I originally found in my PhD research, and it also clarified points
where, to the naked eye, a dagesh may seem to be present, but in fact
the dot was a blemish on the writing surface and not ink. Due to this
and to manuscript damage, any counts of the occurrence of this ex-
tended dagesh are approximations and should not be taken as exact.
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both silent and vocalic shewa, for example, nwpwp ‘scales’ (T-S
NS 248.12, twice in the MS), uzglj'?w' ‘you (MS) sent us’ (T-S AS
64.238, Num. 13.27). A small minority of these word-medial oc-
currences of extended dagesh were placed at the end of a syllable,
for example, in the samekh that closes the middle syllable in
mop1: ‘and like its drink offering’ (Exod. 29.41, T-S NS 248.5)
and in wo ‘and go out’ (Num. 14.25, Or.1080 A.4.20). These
dagesh signs within a word appear to be strategically placed where
consonants cluster at a syllable juncture so as to avoid the elision
of sounds at syllable onset or, rarely, syllable coda. They occur
mostly in the consonants tet, lamed, nun, and mem, and once in

Far more commonly, extended dagesh is placed in the first
consonant of a word, typically when that consonant is lamed,
mem, or nun, i.e., sonorant, especially nasal or labial, consonants.
Infrequently, the dagesh is placed in word-initial samekh, qof,
sade, and zayin. Extended dagesh at the beginning of a word ap-
pears to be more common when the final consonant of the pre-
ceding word is a sonorant (nasal or labial). It appears that the
dagesh serves to force the reader to stop and pronounce what is
effectively a doubled consonant, and to thereby distinguish be-
tween two similar (or identical) sounds.

Each manuscript, however, tends to have its own idiosyn-
cratic usage of this sign, which I will now explore. Generally, the
MSS discussed here tend to fall into two categories: those that use
extended dagesh at every opportunity (nearly every word-initial
lamed, mem, or nun), and those that are more selective (using ex-

tended dagesh at particular ‘problem points’ within the text). In
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Table 1 below, I summarise the main consonants in which word-
initial dagesh occurs, whether there is a trend for it to occur after
a disjunctive or conjunctive accent, and whether it occurs after a
word that ends in an open or closed syllable. Where a ‘slight pref-
erence’ is present, this indicates that the counts between options
are too close (nearly equal), and so a definite preference or cannot
be confidently stated given the condition of the MSS. See Table 1.

Table 1’s data reveal the following general trends. First, la-
med, mem, and nun are universally represented as taking extended
dagesh in every manuscript. Less regularly it appears in sibilants,
e.g., sade, samekh, and zayin. Second, with the exception of two
MSS (with nearly equal representation), extended dagesh is more
commonly written in word-initial consonants that follow a disjunc-
tive accent. This being the case, the number of times in which
word-initial extended dagesh is present following a conjunctive ac-
cent is sufficiently regular to argue that the type of accentuation
in the preceding word is not a major conditioning factor that trig-
gers the presence of extended dagesh in these MSS. The same mixed
picture holds for word-initial extended dagesh following open or
closed syllables. While there is a preference for closed syllables in
all but one manuscript, this preference is not strong enough for us
to definitively say that extended dagesh occurs characteristically
after a closed syllable and not after open syllables. Therefore, the
data appear to show that accentuation and syllable structure are

not determinative factors for the placement of the sign.!?

12 Arrant (2020, 516ff.; 2021, 489) states that this dagesh occurs after a
vowelless consonant, summarising the current scholarly consensus on ex-
tended dagesh. The data here clarify the picture: the relevant dagesh tends
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Table 1: Use of extended dagesh in word-initial consonants

Preference for occurring after

Classmark disiuncti
. Consonants IS_]l.lnCtl\./e/ open/closed
(description of conjunctive svllable
application) accent Y
T-S A21.
(cjnsiste?ltl but not ex mainly: 5, 0, 3; oc-  disjunctive  closed (definite:
tensively) Y casionally: o (slight) ~21 to ~12)
T-S NS 248.11
(cjnsissteifl but not ex mainly: 5, n; occa-  disjunctive  closed (definite:
tensively) Ys sionally: o (slight) ~15 to ~4)
T-S NS 248.12 . .. .
: mainly: 5, n, ¥; oc-  disjunctive .
(extensively, to a lot of . closed (definite:
. . casionally: v, 3, p, (strong: ~51

letters, in a wide array ; to ~17) ~48 to ~22)
of contexts)
T-S NS 248.1 isj i

S NS . 48.16 .. mainly: 5, »; once: disjunctive closed (definite:
(extensively to word-ini- ¢ 5 (strong: ~71 ~50 to ~32)
tial  and n) ! to 13)
T-S NS 248.17 mainly: Y, n; once:  disjunctive
(selectively; see discus- , (slight) closed (slight)

sion below)

T-S NS 248.5

disjunctive: 1x

. . . . . closed: 1x
(selectively; see discus- twice: 5 conjunctive:
. open: 1x
sion below) 1x
T-S AS 64.238 + Or.1080 mainly: 5, n, 3; oc- .. ) closed
. . disjunctive .
A.4.20 (consistently, but  casionally: 1, v, o, . (definite: ~19 to
. (slight)
not extensively) ¥, P ~3)
Or.1080 A.4.3 . . .
. . disjunctive
(consistently, but not ex- mainly: %, n, 3; oc- o closed
tensively) casionally: o, » (definite: ~22 (slight)
y Y0, i to ~1 3) g
Or.1080 A.4.18 . nearly equal
) mainly: 5, n; occa- . .
(extensively) . (disjunctive
sionally: 1 (1x), 3, . equal
5, v (1%) ~25, conjunc-
s tive ~22)
e ey dimcve s e
b VBB (slight) ~28 to ~11)

tensively)

X

to occur after a vowelless consonant, but a significant number occur after

an open syllable, i.e., one that ends in a vowel.
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T-S Misc.2.75 disjunctive

(extensively) mam?y: %D, 3 oc- (definite: ~25
casionally: 1, ¥
to ~12)

open (definite:
~25to ~14)

Given the data above, I would argue that extended dagesh
is primarily conditioned by consonant clusters involving lamed,
mem, and nun, when these letters are the second consonant in a
two-consonant cluster. Some manuscripts apply this feature ex-
tensively, so that nearly every word-initial lamed, mem, or nun
has a dagesh. Some apply it consistently, but not universally. But
most telling are those that apply the feature selectively. This is
enlightening, as we can see scribal choice at play in the use of
the sign. To demonstrate this, I will briefly discuss the two MSS
which apply extended dagesh only in certain phonological con-
texts: T-S NS 248.5 and T-S NS 248.17.

T-S NS 248.5

This manuscript has the smallest degree of usage of extended
dagesh. It occurs word-initially only twice and word-internally
once. The word-internal occurrence is 729323 for ap1M ‘and like
its drink offering’ (Exod. 29.41). The dagesh here appears to dis-
tinguish the samekh from the kaf and prevent the merging of the
sounds or the eliding of the samekh. The other two uses of ex-
tended dagesh in this manuscript are in the lameds in the phrase
" 112% wIpx ‘I will consecrate [them] to minister to me’ (Exod.
29.44). Again, the placement in consonant clusters reinforces the
distinction between sounds, but it is more noticeable in the sec-
ond occurrence, where the dagesh is placed in a lamed that occurs

after another sonorant (nun). It seems that the dagesh was placed
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in locations that may have been tricky for a reader to pronounce

accurately when reading quickly.

T-S NS 248.17

While this manuscript includes this feature to a far greater degree
than T-S NS 248.5 (see above), its usage is still comparatively
infrequent relative to the other MSS studied in this article. I was
able to count only 19 instances of extended dagesh in this manu-
script, whereas in the other manuscripts the occurrences typically
trend up past 50 times. The instances where extended dagesh oc-
curs are either where there is vowel harmony (in the case of an
open syllable before the extended dagesh), or where there are
consonants between the two words which have points of articu-
lation that are close to each other (such as a dental following a

bilabial). The data can be broken down as follows:

e dagesh in word-initial alveolar lamed—occurs after mem (bi-
labial): p%a% opya ‘Bil‘am to Balak’ (Num. 23.3) and bya
jingy ‘Bil‘am to the donkey’ (Num. 22.29); after taw and
resh:'® 79 niypY ‘to do to you’ (Num. 22.30), & n87, ‘and
he said “No.”” (Num. 22.30); occurs after long vowels in an
open syllable (~6 times), e.g., 89 172 ‘and all of them [you
will] not [see]” (Num. 23.13), 8177 %% ‘[I sent] to you to

invite [you]’ (Num. 22.37); occurs after a guttural rein-

13 We do not know, of course, if this resh was realised as an alveolar or
uvular. In the example cited, it would have been pronounced as a uvular
rhotic in the standard Tiberian pronunciation tradition (Khan 2020,
1:223-34).
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forced with a shewa (once): opy31 nywm,‘and he sent to
Bil‘am’ (Num. 22.40);

dagesh in word-initial mem (bilabial)—occurs after resh and
lamed (three times): nn 7271 ‘and whatever [is revealed’
(Num. 23.3), 755 ‘why’ (Num. 22.32), a&in 7 ‘the city of
Moab’ (Num. 22.36); occurs after a labial (twice): axin
1 ‘...Moab from the hills of...” (Num. 23.7), nn byva%
‘...to Bil‘am “what...”” (Num. 22.28); occurs after a dorsal
consonant (twice): 77m pha ‘...Balak king [of Moab]’ (Num.
23.7), ':Lt;z'ira'?[‘_?@ ‘king of Moab’ (Num. 23.7); occurs after a
diphthong (once): FTivn *%v ‘upon me, your whole life’
(Num. 22.30);

dagesh in word-initial nun: occurs after a diphthong (once):

ay3 M ‘[the angel of] the LORD standing’ (Num. 22.31).

For the most part, these occurrences make sense if conceived in

terms of proximity in points of articulation: where there is a clus-

ter of coronal and labial consonants, a dagesh is placed to distin-

guish one consonant from the other.

The absence of this feature in other locations may serve to

explain such selectivity—that it is primarily difficult consonant

clusters which trigger the placement of extended dagesh in select

manuscripts. In MSS that use this feature comprehensively, it ap-

pears that the usage has become systematic in its application

throughout the whole of the text, particularly for lamed, mem,

and nun. I would argue that for such comprehensive occurrences,
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the original intention is still the same, but the feature spread to
all occurrences as a normalising function of the diacritic.'*

These data offer some modifications to the scholarly discus-
sion on extended dagesh. Yeivin (1983, 297) and Khan (2017, 267)
discuss extended dagesh at word-initial syllable onset as typically
occurring after a closed syllable, and at word-medial syllable onset
as typically following silent shewa (Khan 2017, 267) and/or dif-
ferentiating between two similar letters (Yeivin 1983, 297). Khan
(2017, 267-69) describes cases of extended dagesh also occurring
in a dehiq structure, i.e., a dagesh placed word-initially following a
word with a conjunctive accent ending in an unstressed open syl-
lable. Moreover, scholars debate the phonetic function of the sign,
with Morag arguing that these signs break syllable boundaries, and
Eldar (1978, 125-43) terming the sign T™Man w7 ‘separative
dagesh’, and Khan concluding that the sign is a dagesh forte func-
tioning orthoepically to distinguish syllable and consonant divi-
sions.

These astute observations are not contradicted by the Byz-
antine Triad MSS presented here. I would argue, however, that
the data show some additional trends that may (depending on
further research) prove unique to MSS characterised by the Byz-
antine Triad of features. First, in these latter MSS, extended
dagesh does not show a strong preference for occurring after a
closed syllable, but rather, often occurs after open syllables.

Moreover, this goes beyond a classic dehiq structure, in that after

4 Khan (2017, 267-68) gives an excellent analysis of the phonological
impact of this sign to distinguish the syllables and to reinforce the pro-
nunciation of the second element in a syllable division.
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an open syllable, the sign can occur regardless of whether the
preceding accent is conjunctive or disjunctive and regardless of
whether the preceding syllable is stressed or unstressed. There-
fore, while MSS seem to show a slight preference for the sign
after disjunctive accents and closed syllables, this is by no means
the typical presentation of the feature. Indeed, it appears that the
majority of these MSS take extended dagesh according to the con-
ditioning factors discussed in scholarship, but further extend it,
placing it in any word-initial lamed, mem, or nun by default. In
the case of those MSS where the feature is selectively placed, the
primary conditioning factor is the desire to ensure careful read-
ing at difficult consonant clusters across words, whatever the pre-
ceding syllable’s status or accentuation. My claim, therefore, is
that these MSS represent one type of extended dagesh within the
overall phenomenon.*

A further observation that has come to light in one of the
MSS supports this claim. T-S NS 21.6 adds a paseq between the last
two words of 773 Y%7 7 ‘and Israel made a vow’ (Num. 21.2):

s W N

Ny T

This sign is not attested in BHS/L at this location, but it is clearly
a paseq, since the sign is identical to other instances of paseq

within the MS. Here its function appears to be to enhance further

> It is to be noted that Yeivin (1983) and Khan (2017) both
acknowledge that within the patterns they describe, there are many
forms of variation and exceptions. The case of these MSS appears to be
such an instance.
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the distinction between the lamed and the nun, forcing the reader
to stop and pronounce the words separately. This instance of non-
standard accentuation clearly correlates with other orthoepic

functions of the dagesh in the oral reading of the text.

1.2. The Features in Tandem

We have seen in the above sections the individual presentation
of each component of the Byzantine Triad of features. As these
features co-occur in the manuscripts, however, they should be
seen as complementing one another. In this sense, the Triad ap-
pears to be an attempt to preserve accuracy in the reading, par-
ticularly by reinforcing correct syllabification. The insertion of a
dagesh preserves the pronunciation of vocalic “alef by making the
reader pause, and thereby ensures that the syllable remains in-
tact. By marking word-final unvocalised gutturals, the shewa re-
minds the reader that the syllable is closed (and also helps to
preserve the pronunciation, however weak, of the guttural). Fi-
nally, by placing a dagesh in consonant clusters that are particu-
larly vulnerable, the syllabification both within words and be-
tween words is preserved by signalling to the reader to pro-
nounce with added force consonants at risk of being slurred over
during reading.

It is noteworthy that the vocalisers of these texts made cre-
ative use of the Tiberian system of signs to encourage correct syl-
labification through extending the rules of their placement. None
of the signs are technically used incorrectly with regards to its
essential function: the dagesh forte sign is used here, as it is in

masoretic codices, to geminate the consonant. Likewise, silent
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shewa here closes syllables according to its standard function. In-
deed, even dagesh in °alef is attested in masoretic codices, some-
thing Khan discusses extensively (2020, 1:135-50). What appears
to have happened in Bibles with the Byzantine Triad of features
is that the function of the signs is used creatively, with non-stand-

ard placement, to promote a more careful, masoretic reading.'®

1.3. Vowel Sign Interchange Patterns Associated with

the Byzantine Triad of Features

Manuscripts with the Byzantine Triad of features described above
were found in Arrant (2020; 2021) to have important distinctions
when compared with a large number of Bibles from the same
corpus. A characteristic phenomenon in many ‘near-model’ and
‘common’ Bibles from the Cairo Geniza is the presence of a diz-
zying array of vowel sign interchanges in seemingly idiosyncratic
ways from manuscript to manuscript. Especially in Arrant
(2021), it was established that such interchanges are neither ran-

dom nor meaningless. Different patterns of vowel sign inter-

!¢ There are a few other non-standard features that characterise these
manuscripts, but not at the consistent level of a pattern: there are occa-
sional irregularities in begedkefet notation; many of these Byzantine
Triad MSS (along with other MSS with close palaeographies) place the
shin dot within the shin (or even double the dot, with a dot inside the
shin and a dot atop the shin); at times the dagesh in the zayin of m ‘this’
is dropped. These features deserve further exploration outside of the
current study.
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change correlate statistically with codicological features, re-
gional distinctions in palaeography, and each other in distinct
patterns that are linguistically meaningful.'”

Arrant (2020) gives an overview of the Triad features and
vowel sign interchanges of eight MSS discussed in the present
study: T-S NS 21.6, T-S NS 248.5, T-S NS 248.11, T-S NS 248.12,
T-S NS 248.16, T-S NS 248.17, T-S Misc.2.75, and Or.1080
A.4.18. As the present study examines an additional three MSS—
T-S AS 64.238, Or.1080 A.4.20, and Or.1080 A.4.3—it provides
an updated picture of the vowel sign interchange data available
for Bibles with the Byzantine Triad of features.

Arrant (2020, 514) notes that the MSS analysed in that
study presented interchange patterns fitting Schema Patterns X,

Y, 1, and 1a. To review:

e Pattern X: MSS with this pattern have regular interchange
of shewa (usually vocalic) with patah, indicating that the
MSS belong to a tradition which pronounced shewa as [a].

e Pattern Y: MSS with this pattern feature a three-way inter-
change of shewa, hireq, and sere, probably reflecting raising
of the quality of vocalic shewa.

e Pattern 1: in MSS with this pattern, patah and qgames freely
interchange, on the one hand, and sere and segol freely in-

terchange, on the other. There is no exchange between a-

7 The statistical backing for this correlation is strong; approximately
409 codices (out of around 1400 codices comprising 1851 leaves) in the
corpus of Arrant (2020; 2021) had such ‘non-standard’ Tiberian vocali-
sation and, so, can be considered sufficient for a representative sample.
Cf. Arrant (2021, 29-63) for the statistical methodology.
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and e-class vowels. This effectively reduces the vowel in-
ventory to five, with single /a/ and /e/ vowels.

e Pattern la: related to, but unlike Pattern 1, in this pattern
games and patah remain distinct (so that there are two re-
alisations a-class vowels), but sere and segol have merged
into a single e-class vowel (as indicated by their free inter-

change throughout the manuscript in question).

In Arrant (2020; 2021), patterns X and Y were described as ‘no-
tational’ interchanges, where vocalic shewa was simply replaced
with the vowel sign of the equivalent vocalic quality, i.e., patah,
sere, or hireq, depending on the pattern.'® Patterns 1 and 1a con-
sist of true phonological interchanges of vowels, reflecting a
vowel system in the Hebrew pronunciation of the MSS that dif-
fered from that of the standard Tiberian pronunciation. Such an
inventory has been identified as ‘Palestinian’ in quality
(Heijmans 2013). Thus, it appears that the vocalisers of these
MSS sought to preserve syllable structure according to the rules
of the Tiberian Masoretic system, though their individual phono-
logical profile differed along the trend of realising vocalic shewa
as a raised vowel, and in some MSS, of reducing the vocalic in-
ventory to that of a five-vowel system of pronunciation, which is

characteristic of the Palestinian pronunciation tradition.

18 1t is important to distinguish the two: the interchange between sere and
segol is a true vowel interchange, where the two /e/ vowels have merged
into one pronunciation. The interchange of high vowels with shewa—
which in these Bibles had an /e/ realisation (rather than the /a/ realisa-
tion of Pattern X)—is a notational, rather than a phonetic, distinction.
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The MSS analysed in Arrant (2020) were of professional
codicological quality. Their diacritic differences show striving to-
wards the preservation of the syllabification and pronunciation
of the consonants, while their vowel sign interchanges may re-
flect the realities of Hebrew pronunciation in the region(s) in
which they were copied and used. As mentioned above, they
range in palaeography from Italian to Levantine Oriental, and
their vowel sign interchange (with its Palestinian Hebrew associ-
ations) appears to go in hand with such regional designations. In
this study we have added three additional fragments (two of
which are related) which appear to be codicologically and palae-
ographically similar to the MSS studied in Arrant (2020), with
the exception of one (discussed below). However, they are less
formal than the MSS studied in Arrant (2020); for example, they
lack masora, and one is smaller and has only one column. The
three fragments here (T-S AS 64.238, Or.1080 A.4.20, and
Or.1080 A.4.3), therefore, represent a slight expansion in terms
of codicological features from the originally identified Byzantine
Triad group. Here, therefore, we explore whether there is a
slightly wider profile of vocalic interchange present alongside a

slightly wider codicological and palaeographic range.'?

' One may notice here my reticence to mention palaeographic dating.
I am hesitant to ascribe dates to manuscript fragments, mainly because
both script styles and linguistic features can become fossilised and per-
sist for quite some time. While I do give tentative dating estimates be-
low, it is more meaningful here, in my opinion, to show relationships
between objectively verifiable features (such as similarity of script or
vowel sign interchange), than to make an argument for trends based on
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Table 2 summarises the vowel interchanges in the 2020
case study contrasted with those of the three additional manu-
scripts included in this study.

Table 2: Comparative summary of vowel interchanges in MSS studied
in Arrant (2020; 2021); NI= notational interchange; VSI= vowel sign

interchange reflecting deviation from Tiberian pronunciation; numbers
in parentheses indicate count of occurrences

2020 Case Study ‘Near-Model’ Torahs

Or.1080 A.4.18: Patterns X, Y, 1

NI: patah/hatef patah and (silent) shewa (1)

VSI: patah for games (2); games for patah (9); segol for sere (2); sere for segol (1);
sere for hireq (1); sere for patah* (1)

*Note minimal interchange between sere and patah, violating Pattern 1.

T-S NS 248.11: Patterns X, 1

NI: patah for hatef patah (5)

VSI: segol for hatef patah* (1); shewa for patah (1); segol for sere (1); sere for segol
(1); patah for games (1)

*wra for 7wy (Lev. 16.15) appears to be a unique case of vowel harmony;
every other instance of "wWx in the MS is vocalised with patah instead of hatef
patah (and no patah-segol interchange).

T-S NS 248.17: Pattern 1?*

VSL: hireq for patah (1): 7891 for 7851 (Num. 22.35); games for patah (1) nam
for nam (Num. 22.40)

*This manuscript is an outlier; unlike most of the other manuscripts, it does not
have any notational interchange, and its vowel interchanges are very minimal.
T-S NS 21.6: Patterns 1, Y*

VSI: patah for games (1); shewa for hireq (5); sere for segol (2)

*Like T-S NS 248.17, this manuscript has no notational interchange.

T-S Misc.2.75: Patterns X, 1a%

VSI: shewa for games (1); sere for segol (1)

palaeographic dating (though this does not reduce my estimation of the
usefulness of palaeographic dating in other scientific contexts).

%0 Contrary to my 2020 article that identified it erroneously as Pattern
Y, the MS does not interchange shewa, hireq, and segol.
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T-S NS 248.5: Patterns X, 2a

NI: hatef patah for patah (1); hatef games for games (1)

VSI: games for patah (1); games for segol (1); segol for sere (1); shewa for patah
(4); shewa for segol (1)

T-S NS 248.12: Pattern Y?

VSI: shewa for segol (2)

T-S NS 248.16: Patterns Y

NI hatef patah for shewa (1); hatef games for games (1)

VSI: hireq for shewa (1); hireq for shureq (1), patah for games* (1)

*Some minimal indication of Pattern 1, but incomplete.

2021 PhD Torahs (with basic codicological information)

T-S AS64.238 (+ join with OR.1080 A.4.20; two-column parchment codex,
portrait format,?! no Masoretic notes): Pattern X

NI patah for hatef patah (6); patah for shewa (1); shewa for furtive patah (1);
shewa for hatef patah (4)

VSI: games for patah* (1)

**Some minimal indication of Pattern 1, but incomplete.

Or.1080 A.4.20 (two-column parchment codex, portrait format, no Masoretic
notes): Patterns X, 2a

NI: hatef patah for patah (1); patah for hatef patah (9); shewa for patah (2); segol
for hatef segol (1); shureq for qubbus (2); shureq for shewa* (1)

VSI: patah for segol (1); games for patah (1)

*The shureq for shewa occurs once, on w7 for w71 (Num. 14.24).

Or.1080 A.4.3 (1 column parchment codex, landscape format, no Masoretic notes)
Patterns X, 2b

NI: hatef patah for patah (6); shewa for furtive patah (2); shewa for hatef patah (3)
VSI: patah for segol (1); segol for sere (1); sere for segol (2)

The table above indicates a trend of interchange consistent with
Patterns X, Y, 1, and 1a. A minority of MSS in the 2020 case study
have vowel sign interchange patterns that are typically seen in
Bibles where the vowel inventory is reduced under (presumably)
Arabic phonological influence (specifically, patterns 2a and 2b)
(see Arrant 2021, 157ff.). Two of the additional three MSS in-
cluded in the present study also have 2a/2b.

2! Portrait format = length (of a page) > width; landscape format:
width > length.
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The defining feature of these MSS as a whole seems to be
the rarity of interchange phenomena; when vowel sign inter-
changes occur, they are not pervasive, but usually occur only
once or twice. Notational interchanges tend to happen with
greater frequency than vowel sign interchanges. There seems to
be no meaningful difference between the MSS in the 2020 case
study and the additional three MSS in terms of vowel sign or no-
tational interchanges.

Therefore, the profile of Byzantine Triad Bibles seems to be

a tendency for:

e frequent notational interchange between hatef vowels,
patah, and shewa;

¢ relative infrequency of vowel sign interchanges indicative
of ‘Palestinian’ Hebrew phonology (Patterns Y, 1, 1a);

e outliers with very minimal interchanges indicative of a re-

duced vowel inventory (in Patterns 2a and 2b).

This picture is consistent, then, with a general ‘Palestino-Tiberi-

an’ association of linguistic phenomena regarding vocalisation.

2.0. The ‘Book-Type’ of the Byzantine Triad of

Features

As Arrant (2020; 2021) has demonstrated that vocalisation and
codicological features are mutually informative and that patterns
between vocalisation and codicology often correlate, only a few
cursory observations about the codicology of Byzantine Triad Bi-
bles are necessary. Arrant (2020) contextualised the ‘near-model’
Byzantine Triad MSS (two-three columns, on parchment, with

partial masoretic notes) among other ‘near-model’ Bibles lacking



A Further Analysis of the ‘Byzantine Triad’ of Features 191

the Byzantine Triad. Arrant (2021) dealt with the three addi-
tional, ‘non-model’ Byzantine Triad MSS within the context of
other Bibles without the Triad, but with a similar codicology.??
Because Bible codices with the Byzantine Triad of features share
codicological styles with Bibles that lack these features, they are
not completely codicologically distinct from Bibles with standard
and non-standard Tiberian vocalisation. However, their codicil-
ogy is still informative as to the contexts in which they were used.
In this section I will discuss the codicological relationship be-
tween ‘near-model’ and ‘non-model’ Bibles with the Triad fea-
tures, give observations on their palaeographic range, and make

inferences about their practical function(s).

2.1. Near-Model Byzantine Triad Codices

The codices examined in Arrant (2020) were ‘near-model’: all are
written on parchment and have partial masoretic notes. The first
observation of note is that all but one of these Byzantine Triad
codices (T-S NS 248.12) has two columns rather than three and,
so, are by default smaller and less grandiose than full, exemplary,
three-column Masoretic Bibles. They are ruled, tend to be pricked
on the outside margin (T-S Misc.2.75 is pricked on both margins,
while Or.1080 A.4.20 and T-S AS 64.238 are not pricked at all).
They are plain, with no illumination or ornate decoration. Their
script is smaller than that seen in the grandiose Oriental exem-
plary codices (though this is expected, as smaller script is typical

of Italian, Byzantine, and Southwestern Oriental script types). All

22 See Arrant (2021, chs. 3-4) for a contextualised discussion of Byzan-
tine ‘Trio’ Bibles within the larger corpus.
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of them have masora parva, but not masora magna. They range in
size from 18.4-31.7 cm long x 15.65-25.3 cm wide, i.e., on the
smaller side of Bible codices.?® They all have a portrait format
(length greater than width). They have a range of 19-27 lines per
page. Indeed, the combination of their general minimalist ap-
pearance, skilled writing, careful vocalisation, and small size
seems to indicate that these codices were carefully written, yet
intended for practical use.

They have the following palaeographic and codicological

ranges:

e T-S Misc.2.75: two columns, 26.6 x 22.7 cm, 26 lines, Ital-
ian, 12th or 13th c.

e T-S NS 21.6: two columns, 21 x 19.8 cm, 20 lines, Italian-
Byzantine, probably 12th c.

e Or.1080 A.4.18: two columns, 18.4 x 15.6 cm, 19 lines,
Italian, 12th c.

e T-S NS 248.5: two columns, 22.2 x 9.2 cm, 21 lines, Levan-
tine Oriental-Byzantine (from the Levant; Syria-Palestine,
but not an earlier calligraphic hand such as seen in the
Aleppo Codex; appears to have some scattered ‘Byzantine’
features).

e T-SNS 248.11: two columns, 21.4 x 19 cm, 23 lines, Levan-

tine Oriental-Byzantine.

% For example, Arrant (2020) discusses a type of Bible there termed
‘Large Monumental Levantine Codex’, which ranges in size from 35-
38.2 cm long and 32-35 cm wide, and had 25-30 lines. Multiple groups
are discussed in Arrant (2020; 2021), all of which are significantly
larger than the eleven MSS studied here.
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Figure 1: Near-Model Byzantine Triad Codices: T-S Misc.2.75r (top left),
T-S NS 248.11r (top right), Or.1080 A.4.18v (bottom)
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e T-S NS 248.17: two columns, 24.3 x 19.3 cm, 23 lines, Le-
vantine Oriental-Byzantine.

e T-S NS 248.12: two columns, 31.7 x 25.3 cm, 27 lines, Le-
vantine Oriental-Byzantine.

e T-S NS 248.16: two columns, 21.7 x 23.1 cm, 20 lines, Ital-

ian-Byzantine.

2.2. ‘Non-Model’ Byzantine Triad Codices

The three additional codices studied here were analysed in Arrant
(2021). As the thesis did not study any ‘near-model’ codices,
these are slightly distinct from the group above. Two of the frag-
ments are similar to the above ‘near-model’ group in terms of

size, column number, and number of lines:

e 0Or.1080 A.4.20: two columns. 22.2 x 19.3 c¢m, 23 lines, Le-
vantine Oriental to Byzantine
e T-S AS 64.238: two columns. 20.7 x 18.9 cm, 23 lines, Le-

vantine Oriental to Byzantine

Further analysis of the handwriting and the fact that they have
consecutive passages (T-S AS 64.238 has Num. 13.7-14.6,
Or.1080 A.4.20 Num. 14.7-35) indicates that they are in fact two
leaves from the same Bible codex. Visually, they are nearly iden-
tical to the MSS of the above group, except that they lack maso-
retic notation.

Our final Bible, Or.1080 A.4.3, is unique. It is a single-col-
umn parchment codex in landscape format (12.5 cm long x 16.1
cm wide). It appears to have Italian (circa 12th c.) palaeography.

Unlike the other two Bibles here or those in the near-model
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Figure 2: ‘Non-Model’ Byzantine Triad Codices: Or.1080 A.4.20r (top
left), T-S AS 64.238r (top right), and Or.1080 A.4.3v (bottom)
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group, it has only 15 lines per page. Its compact size, small writ-
ing, wide margins, and format make it appear informal, but the
quality of the script is exquisite.

It appears that, with the exception of Or.1080 A.4.3 (be-
cause of its landscape format), the Bibles with the Byzantine
Triad of features are very similar in appearance and come from a
restricted range of palaeographic regions.

Given their features, what can we infer about their pur-
pose? We must remember the careful vocalisation which seeks to
ensure correct syllabification and pronunciation of gutturals.
Such usage of the signs appears to indicate that these manuscripts
were read aloud, as the signs themselves have no independent
grammatical meaning except to ensure the prescribed syllable
pronunciation. One could read the text silently without these
signs and still grasp the correct grammar and understand the con-
tent. When read aloud these signs fulfil their purpose.

The small size of these Bibles indicates that they were not
grandiose endeavours and were not meant to be perfect speci-
mens of an elaborate, beautiful, masoretic work. They are care-
fully made and vocalised, yet still have an informal character.
While we can only guess as to whether they were read at home,
or in the synagogue, or both, we can clearly see that they were
to be studied and read aloud. The rewriting on T-S AS 64.238,
indicates that it was used for quite some time and may have
needed repair. I propose that they may have been made for the
purpose of study and preparation for reading the Torah aloud in
a didactic setting (whether a synagogue service or at home) and,

therefore, are ‘personal’, yet ritualistic. They are small enough to
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be easily carried and held, yet written with sufficient care to be

professional, skilful, aesthetically pleasing, and textually reliable.

3.0. Conclusions

This article has assessed eleven Bible codices from the Geniza
which are strongly similar on linguistic and codicological
grounds. In conclusion, I will briefly discuss their diacritic, codi-
cological, and palaeographic connections to other kinds of Bibles,
and finally, the terminology we may choose to use to describe
them.

3.1. Vocalisation: Connections to ‘Extended Tiberian’

These Bibles have many of the features that scholars have come
to associate with ‘Extended Tiberian’ vocalisation, to the degree
that they may be considered an integral part of that phenomenon.
However, they are a distinctive subgroup of the extended Tiberi-
an tradition in their manifestation of particular features. These
include their regular application of shewa to word-final gutturals,
the further extension of what we typically consider ‘extended
dagesh’ to cover nearly all instances where a sonorant, especially
nasal or labial, consonant begins a word (regardless of the sylla-
ble or accentuation status of the preceding word), and their
placement of dagesh in consonantal °alef. This subtype of Ex-
tended Tiberian is closely related to Palestino-Tiberian, with its
close association with Palestinian pronunciation. Further re-
search may be necessary to distinguish any other patterns within
such MSS.
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3.2. Codicology and Palaeography: Connections from

the Levant to Italy

The Bibles in this study have been assessed codicologically in
terms of functional implications. We have also noted that they
seem to represent a palaeographic range from the Levant up to
Italy. The book type represented has connections to other Bibles
studied in Arrant (2020, esp. 536; 2021, esp. 220) from Italy, and
the handwriting and extended vocalisation is very similar to that
of Codex Reuchlinianus, for example. Though they are few, I
would argue that such coherence is potentially evidence of
scribal connections through regions, from the Levant, through

Syria and Greece, into Italy, and then up into Ashkenaz.*

3.3. A ‘Byzantine’ Triad of Features?

The final aspect of these Bibles that I will address here is the ad-
jective which I have used to describe them: ‘Byzantine’. It is sim-
ultaneously accurate, and in some ways also misleading. It is true
that the script type of these Bibles ranges from Italian, to Italian-
Byzantine, to Levantine Oriental-Byzantine. The original motiva-
tion for calling them Byzantine was because this range of repre-
sentation covers the region of Western Asia Minor and slightly

beyond, up to Italy and down to Palestine. Therefore, ‘Italian-

% Note that Khan and other scholars also trace the features of Extended
Tiberian from Italy up into Ashkenaz (cf. Khan, 2017, 270). The im-
portance of this observation for our understanding of the history of the
transmission of the Hebrew Bible in the medieval period will be ex-
plored further in the future expanded and updated publication of my
PhD thesis.
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Levantine’ is also an accurate descriptor. However, this is only a
palaeographic factor. Their unique pattern of vocalisation also
can be described in ways other than three chosen features; for
example, these three features do not cover the extensive place-
ment of rafe, or the vowel sign interchanges involved.* Classifi-
cation on the bases of these three features also does not indicate
the inherent connections these Bibles have to the Extended Tiber-
ian tradition. Yet the Byzantine Triad of features was specifically
chosen, because Bibles with all three features appear very simi-
lar; there are many other kinds of Bibles which have one or two
features of the Triad, but differ from these both codicologically
and textually. In short, there is no single term perfectly apt for
describing these Bibles in all their nuances. I submit that for the
time being, Byzantine Triad, or even Italian-Levantine Triad,
must suffice. However, it is possible that with further research,
additional manuscript fragments with these features will surface,
and further analysis on other aspects may turn up more suitable
descriptors. This conclusion, therefore, is certainly not the final

word on these fascinating Bible manuscripts.
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HEBREW VOCALISATION SIGNS IN
KARAITE TRANSCRIPTIONS OF
THE HEBREW BIBLE INTO
ARABIC SCRIPT

Geoffrey Khan

1.0. The Karaite Transcriptions

In the 10th and 11th centuries CE many Karaite scribes in the
Middle East used Arabic script to write not only the Arabic lan-
guage, but also the Hebrew language. Such Hebrew texts in Ara-
bic transcription were predominantly Hebrew Bible texts. These
were sometimes written as separate manuscripts containing con-
tinuous Bible texts. Some manuscripts in Arabic script contain
collections of biblical verses for liturgical purposes. Arabic tran-
scriptions of verses from the Hebrew Biblical or individual Bibli-
cal 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 Hebrew
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 their transcription of the Hebrew Bible represents

© 2022 Geoffrey Khan, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.06
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the gere (the orally transmitted reading tradition of the text) ra-
ther than the ketiv (the written tradition). Other types of Hebrew
text that were written by Karaites during the Middle Ages with-
out an oral tradition, e.g., documents, commentaries, law books,
were always written in Hebrew script (Khan 1992).

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 1993), and in the
Cairo Geniza collections (Khan 1990). These manuscripts ema-
nate from Palestinian circles of Karaites or Karaites in Egypt who
had migrated to Egypt from Palestine after the capture of Jerusa-
lem by the Crusaders in 1099. The majority of them were written
in the 10th and 11th centuries.

Most of the transcriptions of Biblical Hebrew reflect the Ti-
berian reading tradition or an attempt to reflect this tradition.

The Tiberian pronunciation tradition of Biblical Hebrew
was regarded as prestigious and authoritative in the medieval
Middle East. It is likely that the authoritativeness of the Tiberian
tradition had its roots primarily in its association with the Pales-
tinian Yeshiva ‘Academy’, the central body of Jewish communal
authority in Palestine, which was based in Tiberias from late an-
tiquity until the Middle Ages. The Masoretes were closely associ-
ated with the Palestinian Yeshiva (Khan 2020b, 1:86). Due to its
authority and prestige, the Tiberian pronunciation was the ideal
target in the oral reading of the Bible in communities. In such
situations, outside the inner circles of the masoretic masters of
Tiberias, there was always a risk that the ideal target would have
been missed, resulting in an imperfect performance of the Tibe-
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rian tradition. In a previous paper (Khan 2020a), I discussed var-
ious aspects of the imperfect performance of the Tiberian tradi-
tion that are reflected by some of the manuscripts of Karaite tran-
scriptions form the British Library. This imperfect performance
was attributed to the impact of the phonological system of the
vernacular language of the scribes. In the current paper I shall
expand on the previous study by examining reflections of imper-
fect performance in a wider range of manuscripts from the British
Library. I shall discuss aspects of imperfect performance discern-
ible in the distribution of the vocalisation signs that are used in
the manuscripts. Many of the Karaite transcriptions have Tibe-
rian vocalisation signs. In several manuscripts these correspond
to the distribution of signs in the standard tradition of Tiberian
vocalisation, as it appears in the model Tiberian masoretic codi-
ces. In many manuscripts, however, some of the signs deviate
from this standard distribution. The paper will focus in particular
on (i) deviations in the distribution of vowel signs that reflect
imperfect performance of Tiberian vowel qualities and (ii) devi-
ations in the distribution of shewa and hatef signs that reflect im-
perfect performance of Tiberian syllable structure. In such man-
uscripts these types of deviation in the use of signs do not take
place in every case and a certain proportion of the marking of
signs corresponds to the standard Tiberian usage.

The corpus that has been used for this study includes the
following manuscripts (BL = British Library):

BL Or 2539 MS A, fols 56-114
BL Or 2549 MS A, fols 1-140
BL Or 2549 MS B, fols 141-308
BL Or 2551 MS A, fols 1-30

BL Or 2551 MS B fols 31-101
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BL Or 2552 MS A, fols 1-89
BL Or 2556
BL Or 2559

2.0. Vowel Quality

The Tiberian vowel signs reflect in principle distinctions in qual-
ity (Khan 2020b, 1:244-45). Deviations from the standard distri-
bution of the signs could, in principle, reflect either the applica-
tion of the Tiberian signs to represent a different pronunciation
tradition or an inability to distinguish correctly the qualities of
the Tiberian vowels. It is the latter explanation that is the most
satisfactory for the majority of the cases of deviation in distribu-
tion of the vocalisation signs in the corpus of manuscripts studied
in this paper.

The deviations that are found in the manuscripts have been
classified into the following categories:

(1) patah for segol (but not vice versa)

(2) patah-segol interchange

(3) patah-segol interchange, marginal patah-games inter-
change

(4) patah-segol interchange, patah-games interchange

2.1. Patah for segol (but not vice versa)
BL Or 2559 fols 1-53

u.;.é\} (BL Or 2559, fol. 5v, 4) || L' waj ‘corpse’ lit. ‘soul’ (Lev. 22.4)

'L = Codex Leningradensis, which is the basis of BHS (Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia). Biblical citations are from BHS unless otherwise indicated.
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(G\ 9 (BL Or 2559, fol. 6v, 8) || L on ‘and you (MPL)’ (Gen. 9.7)

BL Or 2549 MS A fols 140-41
Eolealdy (BL Or 2549, fol. 581, 6) || L nppab ‘and for the
beast .of’ (Jer. 7.33)

In this manuscript hatef patah occurs in place of hatef segol:
35! (BL Or 2549, fol. 2v, 2) || L viapy (ketiv: Tapx) ‘T will
tran;gress’ (Jer. 2.20)

Lse! (BL Or 2549, fol. 22r, 8) || L :nivpy ‘I will (not) make’
(J.er'. 4.27)

QAY\ (BL Or 2549, fol. 72r, 14) || L &1 ‘the gods’ (Jer. 10.11)

T T

BL Or 2551 MS A, fols 1-30
C\’ C}m\ (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 21r, 12) || L :72-mvay ‘T will

trust in you’ (Ps. 55.24)

2.2. Patah-segol Interchange

BL Or 2552 MS A, fols 1-89

2.2.1. Patah for segol
;)\.é.a.fj (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 12r, 11) || L :37ann ‘and they
were .ashamed’ (Job 6.20)

ylxxy (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 52r, 8) || L= ‘he prays’ (Job 33.26)
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- adla (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 84v, 11) || L ia-privnn
‘will you play with him?’ (Job 40.29)

In this manuscript hatef patah occurs in place of hatef segol:

Lus | (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 36v, 6) || L nivpx ‘[What] shall
I ;10;’ (Job 31.14)
P, (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 41r, 5) || L pipy ‘T tremble’
(Job 3.1..34)
2>\; (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 85r, 3) || L smgry ‘will they
divid.e .him?’ (Job 40.30)

2.2.2. Segol for patah

rL@isL.M (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 56r, 9) || L op*7avn ‘their

works’ (Job 34.25)

2.3. Patah-segol, patah-games (Marginal) Interchange
2.3.1. Patah for segol
BL Or 2549 MS B fols 141-308

‘v.s.i!\.;\:—\.g 3 (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 306r, 8) || L owna ‘and

. o= -

in the new moons’ (Ezek. 45.17)
BL Or 2551 MS B fols 31-101
L~ & (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 41r, 4) || L 782mn

‘make wide your mouth!’ (Ps. 81.11)
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sl (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 62r, 14) || L 3ing; ‘they are trust-
worthy’ (Ps. 93.5)
BL Or 2556

z\)i\.g (BL Or 2556, fol. 4r, 9) || L y7183 ‘by force’ (Ezra 4.23)

O jxﬂ\.u; (sic with two lams) (BL Or 2556, fol. 16r, 13) || L
1i2178W" ‘requires of you’ (Ezra 7.21)

In this manuscript hatef patah occurs in place of hatef segol:

Cu\!\ (BL Or 2556, fol. 15v, 12) || L7m9% ‘your God’ (Ezra 7.19)

$3leslag (BL Or 2556, fol. 69v, 12) || L uTnpm ‘and we
plr;lced; (.l\ieh. 10.33)

sla>a (BL Or 2556, fol. 84r, 12) || L wonn ‘made sin (PLY
(Neh. .1 3..26)

Jusl>-Le! (BL Or 2556, fol. 112r, 1) || L Ton-nivpy ‘1 will

.....

wooa

deal loyally’ (1 Chron. 19.2)
2.3.2. Segol for patah

BL Or 2549 MS B fols 141-308

T - -

‘gleaming metal’ (Ezek. 8.2)

In this manuscript hatef segol occurs in place of hatef patah:
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Y 44! (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 234v, 3) || L Homy ‘sick’ (Ezek. 16.30)

BL Or 2551 MS B fols 31-101
|)sewsl g (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 57v, 4) || L nynwx) ‘and a
Watc}.l’”(Ps. 90.4)
&, 54 (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 68v, 1) || L nwb “for the help
of’ '(;:;).mmentary on Ps. 102.14)
§3kces (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 76r, 11) || L inywnn ‘his do-
mi-n'io-n" (Ps. 103.22)
U’p‘f"»’ (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 32r, 1) || L -pam ‘he will (not)
shar.pe'n;’ (Exod. 11.7)

BL Or 2556
& j:»fs.'u\ (BL Or 2556, fol. 83r, 7) || L nitmwn (ketiv:
m"n'rw'x)' ;women of Ashdod’ (Neh. 13.23)

2.3.3. Qames for patah (Marginal)

BL Or 2549 MS B fols 141-308
& & (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 224v, 16) || L mma- ‘it was [not]
cut off’ (Ezek. 16.4)
<L3Y (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 159v, 12) || L nnTay ‘to the

)= T

land of’ (Ezek. 7.2)
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In this manuscript hatef patah occurs very marginally in place of
hatef games:

("3'&\:"}\? (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 306r, 8) || L bwna ‘and
in the new moons’ (Ezek. 45.17)

BL Or 2551 MS B fols 31-101
ks (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 58v, 10) || L :vnnon ‘it will be
hidde;n’ (Isa. 29.14)

BL Or 2556
uﬁ:b\; (BL Or 2556, fol. 6v, 2) || L 1712 ‘they are building’ (Ezra

T T

5.4)

2.4. Patah-segol, patah-qames Interchange

BL Or 2539 MS A, fols 56-114

2.4.1. Patah for segol
&y (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 6) || L -n1 ‘and + object
marker’ (Gen. 21.10)
CL”JJ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 8) || L 79m ‘and she went’
(Gen. 21.14)

WB (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 3) || L nwp ‘abow’ (Gen. 21.16)
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2.4.2. Segol for patah

L (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 2) || L 7w3a ‘the boy’ (Gen.

- -

21.12)
LS5 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 77r, 9) || L n3a%m ‘and they
(FPL) walked’ (Gen. 24.61)
C\T! u’\’ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 95r, 4) || L :791n3 ‘he gave
tJo you (MS)’ (Deut. 8.10)

2.4.3. Patah for games
SE13 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 67v, 9) || L mu ‘Tknow’ (Gen. 22.12)
ru} ﬁ} (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68r, 5) || L op1ax ‘Abraham’
(Gen. 22.14)
Lsils (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 70r, 8) || L m¥xn ‘the woman’
(Gen. 24.5)
L»S\J\.gs (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 84r, 1) || L 127" ‘my words’
(Deut.' 4.10)
2 um (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 85v, 6) || L. :opwi- ‘the heav-

ens’ (Deut. 4.19)

2.4.4. Qames for patah

B>~ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 85v, 4) || L pbn ‘he divided’

T T

(Deut. 4.19)
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ﬁpb, ,) (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 94r, 8) || L opa i ‘forty’ (Deut.

8.4)

2.5. Discussion

The deviations from the standard distribution of the Tiberian vo-
calisation signs indicate that the scribes were not copying the
signs directly from model Tiberian Bible codices. They must ei-
ther have been copied from manuscripts with a non-standard dis-
tribution of signs or marked independently by the Karaite scribes
in an attempt to represent an oral reading tradition of the text.
In effect, the cause in both scenarios amounts to the same pro-
cess. If they were copied from other manuscripts with non-stand-
ard Tiberian vocalisation, the non-standard distribution in such
manuscripts would itself have been the result of an attempt to
represent an oral reading tradition. It can be assumed, therefore,
that the phenomenon is the result of the assigning of signs to
represent an oral tradition. This oral tradition can be assumed to
be the Tiberian pronunciation tradition. The deviation in distri-
bution is most easily explained as the result of imperfect learning
and performance of the standard Tiberian tradition rather than
the reflection of a different pronunciation tradition, such as the
Palestinian or Babylonian pronunciation, or an extended type of
Tiberian pronunciation tradition. This is because the vocalisation
and transcription of the manuscripts do not reflect distinctive fea-
tures of these other traditions of pronunciation. These would in-
clude features such as the lack of distinction between segol and
sere, which is a feature of the Palestinian pronunciation (Revell
1970), distinctive Babylonian syllabic structure (Yeivin 1985,
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283-398), or the extended use of dagesh to all non-guttural con-
sonants as a marker of syllable onset after a preceding closed syl-
lable, which is characteristic of the extended Tiberian tradition
(Morag 1959; Yeivin 1983; Khan 2017).

The various different typologies of deviation in the distri-
bution of the signs from the standard Tiberian vocalisation that
are presented above in §32.1-4 reflect different degrees of imper-
fect learning and performance of the Tiberian pronunciation tra-
dition. The manuscripts in categories §§2.1-2 exhibit deviations
only with regard to the patah and segol signs. The manuscripts in
categories 882.3-4, however, exhibit deviations with regard to
the distribution of patah, segol, and games. It is important to ob-
serve that there is an implicational hierarchy in the typology of
the categories. If there are deviations with regard to games, this
implies that there are also deviations with regard to patah and
segol. If there are deviations with regard to patah and segol, how-
ever, this does not imply that there is necessarily deviation with
regard to games.

This hierarchy corresponds to different degrees of imper-
fection in the learning and performance of the Tiberian tradition.
Manuscripts with deviation only in the distribution of patah and
segol reflect a lesser degree than those with deviations also with
regard to games.

It can be safely assumed that the vernacular language of
the scribes was Arabic. The fact that some manuscripts reflect
deviations only with regards to patah and segol, which had the
qualities [a] and [€] in the Tiberian pronunciation, indicates that
the Arabic-speaking scribes had greatest difficulty distinguishing
these qualities. This can be explained by the hypothesis that He-
brew [a] and [¢] and their respective long counterparts [a:] and
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[e:] were matched by the scribes with the similar sounding Arabic
phonemes /a/ and /a:/. This is a recognised process when two
languages are in contact. It involves the convergence of phono-
logical systems of the languages, whereby phonetic tokens in one
language are matched with a phoneme in a contact language.>
The Arabic phonemes /a/ and /a:/ would have had a range of
allophones, as in the modern Arabic dialects, that included not
only the quality of [a] and [a:], but also the higher quality of [¢]
and [e:], by the process of raising (’imala), and the back quality
[a] by the process of suprasegmental pharyngealisation (tafkhim)
(Barkat-Defradas 2011b; 2011a; Levin 2011). This would have
facilitated the interchange of the qualities of Tiberian patah [a]
and [a:] and Tiberian segol [€] and [¢&:]. Due to both of these qual-
ities being matched by the Arabic-speaking scribes with the Ara-
bic prototypes [a] and [a:], the speakers had difficulty distin-
guishing their quality in the reading tradition and so imperfectly
applied the standard Tiberian distribution of the signs.

The fact that the scribes were able to maintain the standard
Tiberian distribution of the games and make the correct morpho-
lexical contrasts with patah could be explained by the assumption
that the games phonetic token [2:] that was heard in the Tiberian
reading was not matched with the /a:/ phoneme of Arabic. This
is likely to have been due to its being sufficiently distinct in qual-
ity from the phonetic tokens of Arabic /a:/ for it to be kept apart.
It is a recognised phenomenon in the research of second language
acquisition that learners can more easily acquire a phoneme that
is not similar to one in the native language than a phoneme that
has phonetic tokens that are similar to those of a phoneme in the

2 For more details of the process see Blevins (2017).
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native language. When there is a high degree of resemblance be-
tween distinct sounds in the target and native languages, they are
more liable to be wrongly matched.? The scribes of manuscripts
in categories 8§82.1-2, therefore, correctly learnt the distribution
of Tiberian games and kept it separate from the vowel system of
their Arabic vernacular.

The scribes of manuscripts in categories §82.3-4, however,
not only failed correctly to learn the Tiberian distribution of
patah and segol, but also imperfectly learnt the distribution of
games. The vast majority of cases of Tiberian games that are in-
correctly vocalised in the manuscripts are long games, but there
are a few sporadic examples of short games. This imperfect learn-
ing and performance would have come about since the scribes
matched also the games with prototypes in the vowel system of
their vernacular speech. These, again, would have been Arabic
/a/ and /a:/. As remarked, Arabic /a/ and /a:/ were realised with
a range of qualities, including [€] and [e:], by the raising process
of ’imala, and [a] and [a:], by the backing process of tafkhim. The
backed allophones [a] and [a:] occurred in the environment of
the Arabic emphatic, i.e., pharyngealised, consonants, such as /s/
and /t/. The matching of the Hebrew games vowel, which had
the quality [o], [o:], with Arabic /a/, /a:/, would have been fa-
cilitated by the existence of the similar sounding, though not
identical, backed allophones [a] and [a:] of Arabic /a/ and /a:/.

In order to explain fully the distribution of vowel signs ex-
hibited in the data presented in §82.1-4, it must be assumed that

3 See, for example, Eckman and Iverson (2003) and the literature cited
there.
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the scribes had learnt the correct phonetic realisation of the Ti-
berian vowel signs (i.e., patah [a], [a:], segol [€], [e:], games [7],
[0:]). In fact, it is likely that Tiberian patah had a back realisation
[a] in the environment of emphatic consonants such as tet and
tsade (Khan 2020b, 1:248), so the scribes would have learnt that
the patah sign had the range of qualities [a, a:, a, a:]. The scribes
did not, however, identify perfectly the sounds of the signs with
what they heard in the reading tradition.

This assumption is necessary to explain why the segol and
patah signs interchange and the patah and games signs inter-
change, but segol and games do not interchange, although all
three vowels have been matched with the Arabic prototypes /a/,
/ay/.

The realisation of the qualities of the vowel signs in ques-
tion have the following relative position in the buccal vowel
space:

Figure 1: Segol [e]—patah [a, a]—qames [5] in the buccal vowel space

ae

The quality of segol [e] was articulated adjacent to the
range of patah [a, a]. The quality range of patah [a, a] was adja-
cent to both [¢] on one side and [5] on the other. The quality of
[e], however, was not adjacent to [3]. The qualities of the Tibe-
rian vowel signs that the scribe had learnt were confused with
qualities adjacent to them in the reading tradition heard by the
scribe. This can be represented as follows:
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Table 1: Vowel adjacency and association

associated sounds in the

vowel sign oral reading tradition
1 patah [a, a] [e], [a, al
2 segol [£] [e], [a, al
3 patah [a, a] [e], [a, al, [5]
4 games [] [a, al, [2]

In manuscripts in category §2.1 only process 1 is attested.
In category 82.2 processes 1 and 2 are attested. In categories
882.3—4 all four processes are attested.

The fact that manuscripts in category §2.1 exhibit only the
marking of patah for segol and not vice versa, i.e., process 1, may
possibly be linked to the relative frequency of patah and segol in
the Tiberian Masoretic Text. Patah occurs considerably more fre-
quently than segol. A count of the tokens of patah and segol in the
whole Tiberian Masoretic Text using BibleWorks reveals the fol-
lowing statistics:

patah sign 65,067
segol sign 21,874

This statistical dominance of patah may have made it easier
to confuse segol for patah than patah for segol. Process 1, there-
fore, would be the most liable to occur. The other processes
would be increasingly liable to occur as the degree of imperfect
learning of the reading tradition increased.

It should be remarked that deviation in vocalisation relat-

ing to games is only marginal in manuscripts of category §2.3.
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This would reflect, therefore, a lower degree of imperfect learn-
ing than is reflected by manuscripts of category 82.4, in which
patah and games are frequently confused.

3.0. Shewa and hatef Signs

The deviations in the corpus from the standard Tiberian marking
of shewa and hatef signs are presented in various categories be-

low.

3.1. Shewa for hatef
3.1.1. Shewa for hatef patah on Guttural Consonants
BL Or 2539 MS A

|,ius (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 71r, 2) || L vy ‘ten’ (Gen. 24.10)

T T

Vﬁ‘ ,ab (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 71r, 4) || L o ‘Naharaim’
(Gen. 24.10)

ﬁ)})&}\; (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74r, 8) || L :omim ‘and don-
keys’ (Gen. 24.35)

BL Or 2540

ol s (BL Or 2540, fol. 7r, 7) || L jnaw ‘you (FPL) have left
(E);(')d.. 2.20)

- > (BL Or 2540, fol. 13r, 2) || L -y ‘bridegroom of’ (Exod.

4.25)
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BL Or 2547
r\.? ff‘ 5 (BL Or 2547 fol. 4v, 13) || L op7ng ‘and you (MPL) will
sa;’ (.Josh. 4.7)
(..};\.Ts\.? (BL Or 2547 fol. 5r, 1) || L jarn ‘the stones’ (Josh. 4.7)
(vr‘” jg.‘_b g (BL Or 2547 fol. 2r, 2) || L oindm ‘and the priests’
(Josh. 3.14)
A Lew 9 (BL Or 2547 fol. 6r, 6) || L 1)1 ‘and they (MpL) has-
ten.ed’-(Josh. 4.10)

BL Or 2549

L”gbji?—w\..s (BL Or 2549, fol. 2r, 1) || L y78"DK1 ‘utterance of
the Lord’ (Jer. 2.19)

C)L»J:U) (BL Or 2549, fol. 58r, 6) || L nppay ‘and for the
beast .of’ (Jer. 7.33)

L»SL,aL.«.S (BL Or 2549, fol. 87r, 6) || L "¢xnY ‘to those who
despis.e .rne’ (Jer. 23.17)

o>\ (BL Or 2549, fol. 95v, 3) || L ann%n ‘you will fight’

T

(Jer. 32.5)

BL Or 2551 MS B

Jbl> (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 31r, 2) || L bmn “frost’ (com-

- T

mentary on Ps. 78.47)
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BL Or 2552 MS A

13! ¢ (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 10r, 12) || L 77081 ‘and I shall
rej.oi(;e’ (Job 6.10)
)ny (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 18r, 12) || L qw&? ‘into whose’
(Jo.b. 12.6)

(ws (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 85v, 4) || L o1 ‘also?’ (Job 41.1)

L>w.a (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 23v, 6) || L g ‘will he live?’
(Job 14.14)
BL Or 2556

U ,Lel (BL Or 2556, fol. 6v, 1) || L 81108 ‘we said’ (Ezra 5.4)

T: a-:

)3 (BL Or 2556, fol. 19, 5) || L »1 ‘and I’ (Ezra 7.28)

e

&) gl g (BL Or 2556, fol. 4v, 2) || L tim ‘and it was’ (Ezra 4.24)

\.:ia\f (BL Or 2556, fol. 12r, 9) || L %172 ‘the priests’ (Ezra 6.16)

T=: T

3.1.2. Shewa for hatef patah on Non-guttural Consonants in L
BL Or 2549 MS B
$)s 35 (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 148r, 14) || L :1528n ‘you (MS)

will eat it’ (Ezek. 4.9)
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,Léd 9 (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 177v, 8) || L ~xwxy ‘(I) was
lef‘;’ (ﬁzek. 9.8)

BL Or 2551 MS A
& 4 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 19r, 12) || L *y"17pn ‘and
from wa;" against me’ (Ps. 55.20)
3+ks 39 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 20r, 10) || L i2%-11p) ‘and war
was i.n his heart’ (Ps. 55.22)

BL Or 2551 MS B
3, (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 63v, 11) || L 3773 ‘bless! (MPL)
(Ps.. 100.4)

BL Or 2552 MS A
S5 (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 37v, 13) || L '11972 ‘they (did
not) biess us’ (Job 31.20)

$5L,18) (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 42r, 12) || L :37p% ‘T will go

near to him’ (Job 31.37)

lib s, (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 52r, 4) || L wapy ‘it will be
fresh’.(Job 33.25)

3o (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 83v, 4) || L i55¢ ‘his shadow’

(Job 40.22)
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BL Or 2556
(\J@.{J; (BL Or 2556, fol. 1r, 6) || L o715 ‘and to teach them’
(Darll. .1.4)
m\ |9 (BL Or 2556, fol. 22r, 7) || L n7pwa) ‘and I weighed
ou.t’ (Ez.ra 8.26)
5,9 (BL Or 2556, fol. 75v, 10) || L 137371 ‘And they (M)
bles.sed’ (Neh. 11.2)
;.\.Lp (BL Or 2556, fol. 81r, 8) || L% ‘began to be dark (MPLY’

(Neh. 13.9)

3.1.3. Shewa for hatef segol on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2539
= jj\.a: (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 66v, 6) || L :0787 ‘God’ (Gen.
22.3)

BL Or 2547
L"S‘)jﬁu (BL Or 2547 fol. 15r, 2) || L :mhgn ‘the Amorites’
(:Josh..13.4)
s3=,a (BL Or 2547 fol. 18v, 15) || L 1m0 ‘they outlived’
(Judg.. ‘2.7)

253 (BL Or 2547 fol. 29v, 16) || L |nt1y ‘Edom’ (Judg. 11.17)
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BL Or 2552 MS A

54! (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 43v, 5) || L vy ‘Elihu’ (Job 32.2)

*#1Y (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 52r, 9) || L wiisy ‘to man’ (Job
33.26)
Sussla (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 52v, 7) || L *miyn ‘I have

perverted’ (Job 33.27)

BL Or 2556

ng,zf}[ (BL Or 2556, fol. 3r, 3) || L 8177 ‘will be’ (Dan. 2.28)

s (BL Or 2556, fol. 4v, 2) || L 8758 ‘the God’ (Ezra 4.24)

T T:

21319 (BL Or 2556, fol. 6v, 13) || L 17181 ‘and then’ (Ezra 5.5)

3.1.4. Shewa for hatef segol on Non-guttural Consonants in L

S # (BL Or 2556, fol. 4r, 7) || L 7p ‘was read’ (Ezra 4.23)

3.1.5. Shewa for hatef games on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2552 MS A

s (BLOr 2552 MS A, fol. 40r, 4) || L% ‘my tent’ (Job 31.31)

AT
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3.1.6. Shewa for hatef games on Non-guttural Consonants in L

BL Or 2556

M\fﬁ.ff (BL Or 2556, fol. 122v, 1) || L owTpn ‘the dedicated
gifts’ (1 Chron. 28.12)

E )—rJé (BL Or 2556, fol. 4r, 7) || L o7 o1p ‘before Re-
hum’ (Ezra 4.23)

J.,.E‘}[ (BL Or 2556, fol. 11r, 12) || L 537 ‘according to’ (Ezra
6.15)

J.,}-Jf (BL Or 2556, fol. 151, 11) || L 5ap2 ‘in accordance
Witl'l’ (Ezra 7.17)

f\.b (BL Or 2556, fol. 14r, 13) || L o¥p ‘before’ (Ezra 7.14)

BL Or 2559

M\m (BL Or 2559, fol. 3v, 5) || L bwTpn ‘the sacred do-
nations’ (Lev. 22.3)
V.:..Ia\.)..é.a (BL Or 2559, fol. 5r, 12) || L bwTpa ‘of the sacred

donations’ (Lev. 22.4)

3.2. Shewa for Vowel in Unstressed Closed Syllables

Shewa occurs for patah in closed unstressed syllables in L:
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BL Or 2539 MS A
Cu 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 73v, 8) || L npan ‘and he
opened’ (Gen. 24.32)
lises™Y 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74v, 4) || L nnp% ‘and you will
take.’ (éen. 24.38)
A= (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74v, 6) || L 7p32 ‘in the morning’
(éel.l. 24.54)

BL Or 2540

\\f:.a (BL Or 2540, fol. 8r, 4) || L nxmn ‘the sight’ (Exod. 3.3)
C’)/Le (BL Or 2540, fol. 8r, 2) || L &5 ‘the angel of’ (Exod. 3.2)

BL Or 2551 MS B
CL:’ 9 (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 32r, 6) || L g1 ‘and he smote’ (Ps.
7:8.51)
15=Slee 9 (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 39r, 13) || L nabnnm ‘and
the ki.n.gdc.)m’ (Isa. 60.12)
~ Le )mb (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 80v, 4) || L :on-17my: ‘the
waters stood’ (Ps. 104.6)

BL Or 2556
ﬁw (BL Or 2556, fol. 116v, 8) || L o*inon? ‘for nails’ (1

Chron. 22.3)
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3.3. Hatef for shewa in L

Hatef patah occurs for shewa on non-guttural consonants in L:

BL Or 2539 MS A

\J,‘c\.u::j (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 71v, 9) || L “wsm ‘and the girl’

T ===

(Gen. 24.16)

N id& (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 93r, 2) || L 7573 ‘great’ (Deut. 7.23)
J 71381

BL Or 2549 MS B
Yl S (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 174v, 10) || L 189~ ‘be-
cal'lse they filled’ (Ezek. 8.17)
¢\>Lf- 4% (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 1571, 1) || L op7ina ‘in the

midst of you’ (Ezek. 6.7)

3.4. Hatef for Vowel in Unstressed Closed Syllables
3.4.1. Hatef patah for patah in Unstressed Closed Syllable
BL Or 2539 MS A

JS 42 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74v, 6) || L 932 ‘in the morning’

(éer.l. 24.54)

>3 o (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74v, 8) || L nnph ‘you (ms)
will .tal.<e’ (Gen. 24.40)

V’“‘“"J“‘M (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 78v, 5) || L bws»an ‘the

concubines’ (Gen. 25.6)
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rby.f«\.fj (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 81r, 5) || L o2wn“ ‘because
of you (MPL)’ (Deut. 3.26)

BL Or 2551 MS B
& #4~e s (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 83v, 1) || L 3pwp ‘let them
[not] opbress me’ (Ps. 119.122)
35,@5y (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 34r, 12) || L ipxam ‘and his

glory’ (Ps. 78.61)

&o‘y (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 38v, 10) || L s ‘mocking’ (Ps. 79.4)

5eselS” (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 46r, 1) || L Jova ‘your anger’
(PS.'8$.5)

3.4.2. Hatef segol for segol in Unstressed Closed Syllable

BL Or 2551 MS B

B )Ql& (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 33r, 13) || L i ‘high’ (Ps. 78.56)

o JV (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 47r, 2) || L inu-Sx ‘to his peo-

ple’ (Ps. 85.9)
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3.5. Hatef for Vowel in Stressed Closed Syllables

3.5.1. Hatef patah for patah in Stressed Closed Syllables

BL Or 2551 MS B
52l (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 82v, 4) || L *nanx ‘I love’ (Ps.
110.119)

3.5.2. Hatef qames for games in Stressed Closed Syllable

BL Or 2551 MS B
_s2\al (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 90r, 2) || L »napx ‘1 love’ (Ps.

o TT

119.163)

3.6. Vowel for shewa

Patah is marked in place of shewa in a number of manuscripts:

BL Or 2539 MS A
5 P9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65v, 3) || L 173 ‘and they
(MPL) cut off’ (Gen. 21.27)
j\L,,p s~ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 66r, 3) || L i®ag1 ‘chief of
his army’ (Gen. 21.32)
V.W.lﬁ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 66r, 4) || L. :o'nwbs ‘Philistines’

(Gen. 21.32)
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BL Or 2540
& jiiw (BL Or 2540, fol. 4r, 7) || L hixaon ‘supplies’ (Exod.
1.11) |
2yl 9 (BL Or 2540, fol. 3v, 7) || L iy ‘and they (MPL)
swarnlled’ (Exod. 1.7)

BL Or 2551 MS B
45 ,45-Y (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 35v, 10) || L 129778 ‘they
will 1.10t tread’ (1 Sam. 5.5)
) j.mj\ (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 55v, 1) || L ownn ‘the
singers’ (commentary on Ps. 87.7)

BL Or 2559
(e 9 (BL Or 2559, fol. 3v, 12) || L n1723 ‘and she shall be

cut off’ (Lev. 22.3)

3.7. Vowel for hatef

3.7.1. Patah for hatef patah on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2539 MS A

\= ULl (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 2) || L 78n8- ‘your hand-

. T

maid’ (Gen. 21.12)

(S 5 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 5) || L qu1 ‘your seed’

T - -

(Gen. 21.13)
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S s> 2eS" (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 3) || L mon3 ‘like the
shots of’ .(Gen. 21.16)

BL Or 2549
< j>-\.:,:«.@.5 (BL Or 2549, fol. 47v, 8) || L ninawn? ‘to wor-
ship’ (Jer. 7..2)

BL Or 2551 MS A

&9 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 9v, 10) || L 1331 ‘but I’ (Ps. 52.10)

- -

oliel ) (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 9v, 10) || Ljun ‘green’ (Ps. 52.10)

J——

43| 9 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 10r, 7) || L mp1 ‘and I will wait’ (Ps.

52.11)

.....

BL Or 2551 MS B
L& (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 37r, 12) || L wpay ‘T will seek’
(Ezek. 34.16)
glelse> (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 58v, 10) || L rhan ‘its wise

T T -

men’ (Isa. 29.14)

(e

S (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 84r, 2) || L nwy ‘act! (MS)’ (Ps.

119.124)
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g (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 39v, 3) || L 12'w1 ‘restore us!
(ms)” (Ps. 80.20)
BL Or 2559

Ll (BL Or 2559, fol. 6v, 2) || L 7wy ‘which’ (Lev. 22.5)

3.7.2. Patah for hatef patah on Non-guttural Consonants in L

BL Or 2539 MS A
5 ,Lia 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68v, 4) || L 137307 ‘and they
will bless themselves (MPL)’ (Gen. 22.18)

BL Or 2551 MS B
3,9 (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 99r, 1) || L 1331 ‘and bless!
(mpL)’ (Ps. 134.2)

3.7.3. Segol for hatef segol on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2539 MS A
51U (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68r, 3) || L my; ‘it was caught’
(GEI.l.. 22.13)

BL Or 2540

2
e 4| (BL Or 2540, fol. 8v, 6) || L v ‘God’ (Exod. 3.14)

.........
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BL Or 2549 MS B
$y3*) (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 238v, 3) || L iy ‘Amorite’
(Ezek.. 16.45)

BL Or 2551 MS A

- 3| (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 9v, 3) || L oAby ‘God’ (Ps. 52.9)

U 3&m (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 12v, 3) || L nnia ‘you put to
shame’ (Ps. 53.6)

% (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 17v,1) || L wijg ‘man’ (Ps. 55.14)

)ja-\.a (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 21v, 5) || L 1fx3 ‘when holding’
(Ps. 56.1)

BL Or 2551 MS B
U s (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 45v, 2) || L niawi ‘you caused
to retul.'n’ (Ps. 85.4)

3.7.4. Qames for hatef gqames on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2540

=& (BL Or 2540, fol. 8v, 6) || L 3y ‘affliction’ (Exod. 3.7)

J T

BL Or 2551 MS A
- | ﬁu 3 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 19r, 8) || L oi1¥1 ‘and noon’

(Ps. 55.18)
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BL Or 2551 MS B
ﬁ\bf.f (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 81v, 7) || L ooy ‘foliage’ (Ps.
104.12)
3.7.5. Qames for hatef games on Non-guttural Consonants in L
BL Or 2556
S jf..o.c (BL Or 2556, fol. 83r, 7) || L niupy (ketiv: mmnny)

‘women of Ammon’ (Neh. 13.23)

3.8. Discussion

In the Tiberian pronunciation tradition, a vocalic shewa in prin-
ciple represents a short vowel in an open syllable (CV).* Its qual-
ity was by default the same as that of the patah vowel sign, i.e.,
the maximally low vowel [a], e.g.,

nean [thayas'se:] ‘you (MS) cover’ (Job 21.26)

o™2a7n [madabba'ri:im] ‘speaking’ (MpL) (Est. 2.14)

When vocalic shewa occurs before a guttural consonant or
the letter yod, it was realised with different qualities through as-
similatory processes. Before a guttural (i.e., &8, 1, n, ) it was re-
alised as a short vowel with the quality of the vowel on the gut-

tural, e.g.,
72703 [beSerkMa'ya:] ‘by your evaluation’ (Lev. 5.15)
mm [voho:'jo:] ‘and it became’ (Gen. 2.10)
a831 [be'?ezer] ‘well’

* For further details concerning shewa and hatef vowels in the Tiberian
pronunciation tradition, see Khan (2020b, 1:305-47).
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Tikn [mo'?0:00] ‘very’

Before yod, it was realised as a short vowel with the quality

of short hireq [i], e.g.,

oia [bijo:om] ‘on the day’ (Gen. 2.17)

ORI, [lijisro:'?ezel] ‘to Israel (Gen. 46.2)

The shewa sign is combined with some of the basic vowel
signs to form the so-called hatef signs. In such signs the vocalic
reading of the shewa as well as its quality are made explicit. The
vocalic shewa and the hatef vowels were quantitatively equiva-
lent. In all cases they form short open syllables (CV).

In the Tiberian pronunciation the CV of a vocalic shewa or
a hatef vowel cannot stand alone, but is prosodically dependent
on the following syllable, which must be bimoraic (CVV or CVC).
The CV syllable is bound with the following syllable in a single
metrical foot. It is a metrically weak syllable and the following
bimoraic syllable is the strong syllable of the foot. 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 realisation of a word such as 1aon [t"isp"a'ru:] would
consist of three syllables parsed into two feet:

[(this.) (p"a.'rui)]

) (")

This dependent prosodic status of vocalic shewa and hatef
vowels is associated with the fact that they have the status of
epenthetic vowels that break up consonant clusters at syllable
onset. On an underlying phonological level, a word such as 11200

[t"isp"a'ru:] would have the form /tispru:/, with the shewa [a] as
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an epenthetic that breaks the onset cluster /pr/ on the phonetic
level. The fact that vocalic shewa is zero on the phonological level
appears to be the reason why the Masoretes marked it with the
same sign as they used to mark silent shewa. The hatef signs ap-
pear to be later developments of the notation system that made
the reading of shewa as vocalic explicit in certain contexts.

Some of the deviations from the standard Tiberian vocali-
sation with regard to shewa and hatef vowels that are presented
above from the Karaite manuscripts may be regarded as reflect-
ing a more primitive stage of the development of the Tiberian
vocalisation system. This may apply to the marking of shewa in-
stead of a hatef sign on guttural consonants (83.1), 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.
This phenomenon is found in many Hebrew manuscripts in He-
brew script with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalisation (Khan
2020b, 1:340). This may also apply to the marking of shewa where
L has a hatef sign on a non-guttural consonant (88§3.1.2, 3.1.4,
§3.1.6). The model masoretic codices are not consistent in the
marking of hatef in this context and some have shewa where L has
a hatef (Khan 2020b, 1:343-46).

The majority of the deviations, however, can be explained
as being the result of a reanalysis of the syllable structure in the
Tiberian pronunciation. This reanalysis resulted in shewa and
hatef being interpreted as short vowels on the phonological level
rather than phonetic epenthetic vowels. They were, therefore,
equivalent to short vowels in closed CVC syllables. This arose

since the monomoraic syllable CV with shewa or hatef vowels
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came to be analysed as a legitimate syllable on the phonological
level. As is the case with the phonological reanalysis of the qual-
ity of vowels, the reanalysis of CV as a legitimate phonological
syllable is likely to have been induced by convergence with the
phonological system of Arabic, which was the vernacular of the
scribes. In Classical Arabic and also in the modern eastern Arabic
dialects, such as those of Egypt and the Levant, CV is a legitimate
syllable at the phonological level, whether stressed or unstressed,
e.g. Modern Cairene Arabic: kd.tab ‘he wrote’, ka.tdbt ‘I/you (ms)
wrote’ (Mitchell 1962, 26; Watson 2007, 56-58). A word such as
maon [t"asapp"a'ru:] in the Tiberian pronunciation would have
the phonological syllable structure /tsappru:/. If, however,
[t"asapp"a'ru:] were parsed according to Arabic syllabic princi-
ples, the CV syllables would be analysed as phonological syllables
rather than the result of phonetic epenthesis, thus /tasapparu:/.
As a result, the /a/ in the open CV syllables /ta/ and /pa/ would
be interpreted as having the same phonological status as the /a/
in the closed syllable /sap/. It would follow from this reanalysis
that a shewa sign and a patah sign in a closed syllable represented
vowels that were equivalent and this facilitated the interchange
of the signs. The same would apply to hatef signs, which, after
this syllabic reanalysis according to Arabic principles, would
come to be interpreted as representing vowels that were equiva-
lent to the vowel represented by a vowel sign of the same quality
that is used to represent a short vowel in unstressed closed sylla-
bles, e.g., in a word such as opanR ‘you (MPL) spoke’ (Gen. 43.27).
According to this Arabic type of parsing of syllable structure, the

notational distinction between shewa, hatef, and full vowel signs
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lost its original function of distinguishing between phonological
vowels and phonetic epenthetics, and so the signs were freely in-
terchanged in open CV and closed CVC syllables.

All cases of shewa marked in closed syllables in the corpus
are in unstressed closed syllables, in which the vowel would have
been short. The vast majority of cases of hatef signs in closed syl-
lables are likewise in unstressed syllables. There are only two

cases in stressed syllables, viz.,

BL Or 2551 MS B
s2\al (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 82v, 4) || L *nans I loved’
(Ps-. i19.119)

BL Or 2551 MS B

2! (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 90r, 2) || L »nans ‘I loved’

(Ps. 119.163)

The practice of marking shewa and hatef signs in closed un-
stressed syllables is sporadically found even in some of the Stand-
ard Tiberian Masoretic codices,’ e.g.

onRvINa ‘on the magicians’ (L Exod. 9.11)

o'a7wn ‘the evening’ (L Exod. 30.8)

1P ‘they are strong’ (L 2 Sam. 10.11)

7721 ‘he brings trouble on you’ (L Josh. 7.25)

1ma37m ‘and we will kill him’ (L Judg. 16.2)

7915 (BL Or. 4445) || L 753 ‘to Molech’ (Lev. 20.3)

5 Yeivin (1968, 18), Dotan (1985).
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This practice in the vocalisation of the model codices may
also have been facilitated by contact with Arabic syllable struc-

ture, as described above.

4.0. Concluding Remarks

In this paper I have presented various examples of the use of Ti-
berian vocalisation signs in the Karaite transcriptions of the He-
brew Bible into Arabic script. The focus in the paper has been on
cases of vocalisation signs in the manuscripts that deviate from
the distribution of the signs that are found in the Standard Tibe-
rian Masoretic tradition. These deviations relate to the distribu-
tion of signs representing different vowel qualities and to the dis-
tribution of shewa and hatef signs. In both sets of cases, it was
argued that the deviations can be explained by the hypothesis
that the Hebrew of the scribes had undergone a convergence with
the phonological structure of their Arabic vernacular. In the case
of vowel qualities, this convergence would have resulted in diffi-
culties in distinguishing between some of the Tiberian vowel
qualities. In the case of shewa and hatef vowels, the convergence
resulted in a reanalysis of epenthetic CV syllables of shewa and
hatef as phonological syllables. It followed that the distinction
between shewa and hatef signs in open CV syllables and vowel
signs in CVC syllables became redundant and the signs, therefore,

were interchanged.
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DISSONANCE BETWEEN MASORETIC
VOCALISATION AND CANTILLATION IN
BIBLICAL VERSE DIVISION

Yochanan Breuer

1.0. Introduction

The Masora of the Hebrew Bible rests on three pillars: consonants
or written form (ketiv), vocalisation (niqgqud), and cantillation
(te‘amim) which combine to produce the Masoretic Text.

These three facets are not separate, but inextricably inter-
connected. It is impossible to vocalise a biblical verse without
first clarifying its written form, and it is impossible to cantillate
a verse before its vocalisation has been set.

The cantillation depends on the vocalisation, by way of ex-
ample, in the rules for exchanging of disjunctives and in deter-
mining some of the conjunctive cantillations. These all depend
on word length —and the precise length of a word can be deter-
mined only in accordance with its precise vocalisation. Equally,
vocalisation depends on cantillation: for example, in the rules for
the pronunciation of the begadkefat consonants at the beginning
of a word after an open syllable, for which purpose it is important
to know whether the preceding word has a disjunctive or a con-
junctive cantillation. Similarly, pausal forms depend on the main

disjunctive accents.

© 2022 Yochanan Breuer, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.07
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When the Masoretes embarked on the task of determining
the precise format of the biblical text, they were, accordingly,
required to establish this format not in a single aspect, but in all
these three aspects together. In each verse, their task was not
only to fix the spelling, vocalisation, and cantillation, but also to
ask themselves whether these three foundations were consistent.
Although the agreement between the three foundations is indeed
firm in most cases, there are instances when each of these foun-
dations heads in a different direction.

The most prominent example of dissonance between the
different foundations is the phenomenon of the distinction be-
tween the written form (ketiv) and the form that is read out (gere).
Dissonance can also be found between the ketiv and the cantilla-
tion, albeit only in rare instances (M. Breuer 1981). In this article
I intend to show this same phenomenon, but this time regarding
the connection between the vocalisation and the cantillation. A
careful observer of the meaning of the biblical text as indicated
by the vocalisation will find that this is not always consistent
with the meaning dictated by the cantillation.

For each verse I have attempted to present the disagree-
ments among the biblical commentators regarding its interpreta-
tion. This will add to the objectivity of my examination: the two
interpretations I propose in each case have not been invented
merely to resolve the dissonance between the cantillation and the
vocalisation. These differences were present in the exegetical lit-
erature. This means that such cases of dissonance are not to be

seen as results of artificial masoretic interpretation. Instead, it is
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an expression of a genuine problem in the interpretation of the
verse.!

What follows is not an exhaustive list of verses in the He-
brew Bible that display dissonance between vocalisation and can-
tillation. Instead, the verses below exemplify four different areas
in which dissonance occurs:

Absolute versus construct: word groupings that were re-
garded by the cantillators as construct phrases, but whose words
were separated by the vocalisers, or vice versa;

Definiteness: words that were considered definite by the vo-
calisers, but indefinite by the cantillators;

Pausal versus non-pausal: words that are vocalised as pausal
forms, but cantillated with weak disjunctive (or conjunctive) ac-
cents, and words vocalised as non-pausal, but cantillated with
strong disjunctives;

One word versus two words: words perceived as a single word

by the vocalisers, but as two by the cantillators.
2.0. Absolute versus Construct

2.1. Construct in the Vocalisation, Absolute in the

Cantillation

(1) O% 0733 nhw5p oiana pw-ng hnon onh mesiag 90 npwn
:DNR YR 371 Niyawn naon
‘With the work of an engraver in stone, like the engravings

of a signet, shalt thou engrave the two stones, according to

! The version of the biblical text is according to M. Breuer (1989). The
Aramaic Targum versions quoted are according to Sperber 1959-1973.
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the names of the children of Israel; thou shalt make them
to be enclosed in settings of gold.” (Exod. 28.11)?

The vocalisation of wn shows that we have here a construct:
1aR-wIn, i.e. “an engraver in stone” or a “stone-engraver.” In
other words, the onyx stones should be made by a stone-en-
graver. The division of the vocalised text is therefore:

1AR wAan owyn
Rashi interpreted the verse as follows:

1205 NI PIAT AT WON L0NAR S RN Awpn - AR wAn nwpn
W WIN P 103 DRY WAN {31,19102 NN TIP3 RIA 72091 7nROY
D'MINDY O'PIAT 1OR 52 ,TRYN H1a wAn i .oy

The work of a master of stones. This wan is affixed to the
following word, and accordingly its final vowel is a patah.
Similarly, we have p nv1 oy wan (Isa 44:13), “an en-
graver of wood”; and T¥yn 52 wAn “an engraver of iron”
(Isa. 44.12); all these are in the construct and vocalised
with a patah.

Rabbi Shmuel Ben Meir offered the same commentary.

Yet the cantillation divides the verse differently:
TaR Yan nwyn

The meaning here is that the onyx stones should be fashioned by
an engraver, and that they should be made of stone. Here, then,
jax ‘stone’ is a complement of nwpn ‘work’. This same meaning is
conveyed by the Aramaic translations: 8n»5x7n ;i 8 721 ‘the

work of an artisan the pearls will be’ (Ps.-Jonathan); ~a=.

2 The English translations are taken from the online edition of Mechon
Mamre (https://www.mechon-mamre.org/p/pt/pt0.htm).
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~had\ ~eara .amars ‘the work of an artisan, engraved stones’
(Pesh.).

Luzzatto sensed the contradiction between the vocalisation
and the cantillation in this verse, commenting that the zarqa
should be on nwyn rather than on wan (he quotes Rashi on the
verse). Since he interpreted the verse according to the vocalisa-
tion, he failed to recognise that the cantillation reflects a different
interpretation and should not be corrected.

Which interpretation embodies the plain meaning of the
verse? It is difficult to determine. Rashi cites ogp wnn ‘carpenter’
and 513 wan ‘blacksmith’ in support of the construct form wn
128, as indicated by the vocalisation. We should add that it is
possible to find constructs that are extremely similar to 128 wn
in:

TN WM PO WM DR R0 TR TRD 18779 YR nown

FTITY AN R

‘and Hiram king of Tyre sent messengers to David, and ce-

dar-trees, and carpenters, and masons—and they built a
house for David.” (2 Sam. 5.11)

In the account of the making of the Tabernacle itself, we find:

PR NWINa1 NN’ a8 nwna
‘and in cutting of stones for setting, and in carving of
wood...” (Exod. 31.5; 35.33)

Accordingly, it is possible that here, too, we have a construct
form jar-wan.

However, there is another subject that must be examined
regarding this verse. The verse includes the root nwp (do, make)

and the noun jar (stone). We must ask what the connection is
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between the verb nwyp, which appears frequently in the descrip-
tion of the building of the Tabernacle, and the material from
which the tools of the Tabernacle are made. Is the material con-
nected to the verb nwy, as implied here by the cantillation: -nwyn
]aR — wan, or is it not connected to nwy, in which case the ap-
proach is parallel to that of the vocalisation, which does not con-
nect jar and nwyn. We find divergent practices in this regard.

In some instances, the material is connected to nwy:

30T D302 D23W D

‘And thou shalt make two cherubim with gold...” (Exod.
25.18)

- DVOW RY NAMTTNR W

‘And thou shalt make the altar with acacia-wood...” (Exod.
27.1)

- D7PW 8D DT20TNR DY)

‘And thou shalt make the staves with acacia-wood...” (Exod.
30.5)

- D7OW RD NMI0RD NAMTNR WIN

‘And he made the altar of incense with acacia-wood...’
(Exod. 37.25)

..DOW 8D FZP N2MTNR BN

‘And he made the altar of burnt-offering with acacia-
wood...” (Exod. 38.1)

In these verses, each material is clearly connected with nwy.

Elsewhere, however, we find that although the verb nwy
and the material appear in the same verse, they are not connected
to each other. In these instances, the material is bound to the
name of the item being made in a construct phrase:
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301 DR Twnn by
‘And thou shalt make fifty clasps of gold...” (Exod. 26.6)
~3W NRZin 03781 N0 B PAwOY )
‘And upon the skirts of it thou shalt make pomegranates of
blue, and of purple, and of scarlet...” (Exod. 28.33)
~T370190 By N
‘And thou shalt make them linen breeches...” (Exod. 28.42)
-0 20T 230Y0 W
‘And they made bells of pure gold...” (Exod. 39.25)
In one verse, the text even repeats a noun in order to force the
words into a triple construct form:
D9V 8D 773 N b1 )
‘And thou shalt make staves for the altar, staves of acacia-
wood...” (Exod. 27.6)

In this case, the second 72 is not necessary; it appears here
merely in order to present the material as a complement and not
as governed by nwyn.

In the instances presented thus far, the syntactic status of the
material is clear from the text itself. Sometimes, however, it is not
possible to determine the status on the basis of the text. For example:

-V 30T NP2

‘And thou shalt make an ark-cover of/with pure gold...’
(Exod. 25.17)

-0 207 PR WD)

‘And thou shalt make a plate of/with pure gold...” (Exod.
28.36)

In some cases, the matter was determined by the vocalisers and
the cantillators in harmony with one another:
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.37 Y30 Ry by

‘And thou shalt make two rings of gold...” (Exod. 28.26, 27)
230 31 117

‘And thou shalt make unto it a crown of gold round
about...” (Exod. 30.3)

RN NWN3 2] NWis 2 b

‘Thou shalt also make a laver of brass and its brass base, ...’
(Exod. 30.18)

271 Nbav v by

‘And they made two rings of gold...” (Exod. 39.19, 20)

In other instances, the verses appear to unambiguously fa-

vour one interpretation, yet despite this both the vocalisers and

the cantillators adopted an alternative interpretation:

- IIR WD WY NIN20TNR W)

‘And they made the tunics of fine linen with woven work...’
(Exod. 28.39)

...NWNI 32 NRY NWHI 990 N8 Wh

‘And he made the laver of brass and its brass base,...” (Exod.
38.8)

.WW NbaIna MIRe-NR YW najenn hx)

‘And the mitre of/with fine linen, and the goodly head-tires
with fine linen...” (Exod. 39.28)

In these instances, the product is in the definite state while the

material is in the indefinite; nevertheless, both the vocalisers and

the cantillators perceived the forms as construct forms, contrary

to conventional grammar.

In some cases, verses that are virtually identical are treated

differently. The differences take the form of alternate readings of
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the biblical text itself or of the vocalisation or cantillation. Com-

pare the following verses:

.10 2 7aRaTnR Wi

‘And he made the candlestick with pure gold...” (Exod.
37.17)

-9 20T NN YY)

‘And thou shalt make a candlestick of pure gold’ (Exod.
25.31)

- DWW R O] DY)

‘And thou shalt make bars with acacia-wood’ (Exod. 26.26)
..D"OW RY T3 N

‘And he made bars of acacia-wood...” (Exod. 36.31)

In the above sets of verses, the alternatives in each pair are ex-
plicit in the form of the text itself. Elsewhere, the differences are
manifest only in the cantillation:

2771 NAWn nY 1w

‘And they made two settings of gold...” (Exod. 39.16)
.21 NIV YY)

‘And thou shalt make settings with gold...” (Exod. 28.13)

In other instances, the alternatives are only in the vocalisation:

DY "RL MHWDTNR DIN

‘And he made the table with acacia-wood...” (Exod. 37.10)
DRV 8D 7Y

‘And thou shalt make a table with acacia-wood...” (Exod.
25.23)

D79V %D 1IN OXova bn

‘And Bezalel made the ark with acacia-wood...” (Exod.
37.1)
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DR RY TR D!
‘And they shall make an ark of acacia-wood...” (Exod.
25.10)

The word nYw ‘table’ appears consistently as an independent
word in Exod 37.10 and 25.23. By contrast, 1178 ‘ark’ is presented
in the construct state in 25.10. Although it is impossible to deter-
mine the matter by cantillation, the vocalisers decided that the
form is a construct state. The net result is that this verse differs
both from the analogous verse about the ark and the similar
verses about the table.

In summary: the verb nwyp is very common in verses de-
scribing the construction of the Tabernacle, and it appears along-
side the material from which the relevant item in the Tabernacle
is made: wood, copper, gold, or marble. We find two customs
regarding the relationship between nwy and the material: some-
times they appear as complements and in other cases not. The
distinctions between these two approaches are sometimes re-
flected in the biblical text itself, while elsewhere they are implied
by the vocalisation or cantillation. The custom of attaching the
material to nwyp as a complement follows the approach of the can-
tillators in our case: jag WAn-nvun ‘an engraver’s work in stone’.
The alternative custom mirrors the approach of the vocalisers
here: jar-wan nwyn ‘the work of a stone-engraver’. The only dif-
ference between this verse and others is that in this instance, the
Masora presents both approaches in a single verse, through the

vocalisation, on the one hand, and the cantillation, on the other.
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(2) DRy MEm TR AN DRIRG TR 1]
‘Behold, I have given him for a witness to the peoples, a
prince and commander to the peoples.” (Isa. 55.4)

The cantillation here establishes the following division:
DR R T

According to this division, ong? ‘peoples’ is not part of a con-
struct, but complements the verb rnny ‘I have given him’. The
word must then be analysed as the preposition -5 before the noun
R ‘peoples’, reflecting the plural not of oky, but of nnR. Ac-
cordingly, neither 7233 nor ni¥n are construct forms.

However, the vocalisers pointed nin1 with a sere, reflecting

the construct state. According to this approach, the division is:
DRK7 MEm TH

In this case, o'nR" does not represent -9 + o'y, but is the plural
form of ok%.

The Aramaic translations appear to analyse the verse in the
same way as the cantillators: 53 5y ©5w1 751 ,nvn RHNYY 27’1
xn1a%n ‘Behold, a leader for peoples I appointed him, a king and
ruler over all the kingdoms’ (TJ); A,lx. . doon ops) 1w <o
.~hon\ iswa ‘Behold, a witness to peoples I made him, a ruler
and leader to peoples’ (Pesh.). The change here in the second
word (8mabn or hewre, rather than X'NNY/~=%ns) implies that
they read -7 + onR, as does the cantillation.

Qimbhi also follows the cantillation, and accordingly ques-
tions the vocalisation: 3mina 85w "ea mem ‘mem with a sere,

contrary to custom’. Luzzatto is more ambivalent:
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PONI MRAY T ,0AR WNWA WA LLDIRD WNWN Y AR PWRIN
DMIW PR 10 OX ;910% MR LA Tnha mem nhn,onyh
DAR WMWN DRIWA IR DRY wIwn

The first instance appears to me to be from the root oxb...
and the second from the root ony, i.e., I have given him a
prince and commander to the peoples; the word mxm is
not in the construct state and should properly have a segol;
but it is also possible that both of them come from the root
oxb or that both come from the root onx.

Neither of these commentators mentions the fact that both these
possibilities are present before us in the masoretic form: one in
the vocalisation and the other in the cantillation.?

It is difficult to decide which reading represents the correct
interpretation of this verse. It only remains to add that according
to the division reflected by the cantillation, the two legs of the
parallelism contain two different words pronounced identically
(oaxy and o'ax+Y), and this may be regarded as poetic refine-
ment and elevation. This consideration is not decisive, but it adds
credence to the division of the cantillators.

(3) 1m3 231 @R D9l MM ST Yip napn TAN 337Nk ' TIY
07ip 1IN

‘For the LORD spoileth Babylon, and destroyeth out of her

the great voice; and their waves roar like many waters, the

noise of their voice is uttered.” (Jer. 51.55)

JiRW ‘noise’ is vocalised here as a construct form, and the vocali-
sation presupposes the following division:

P 1iRY n3

3See also M. Breuer (1982, 386); Hakham (1984, 590, n. 23).
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The subject is ‘the noise of their voice’, and as Rashi interprets
onpy 51p ynwa ‘the sound of their shouting was heard’.

However, the cantillation presents a different division:
P NRW N3

The division in the cantillation guides us to the reading jixw*, in
the absolute state. Accordingly, the subject is 0%ip ‘their voice’
alone, while jixw* is not part of the subject, but an adverb com-
plementing jm1 ‘is uttered’. According to the cantillation, the
meaning of the phrase is ‘their voice is uttered noisily’, that is
‘their voice rose in volume’, or, as Qimhi explained: p&w 13 7'M
o9 ‘And their voice was like a noise’. The Targum follows a sim-
ilar approach: 1n5p xwunxa pam ‘and they raise with noise
their voice’. nnp is the object, while 8winnRa translates pRw.
Again, therefore, NXW serves as an adverb, as implied by the di-
vision in the cantillation.*

The difference between the two interpretations of this verse
centres on the question as to whether 51p and nxw have identical
meanings. If they do, their combination may be regarded as an
instance of hendiadys—"p-18w; the inverse version of this com-
bination—pxw-Hp—appears elsewhere in the Bible (Isa. 13.4;
66.6). The vocalisers (and those who follow their approach) in-
terpret our verse in this manner. If the meanings of the two words
are not identical, however, then we do not have a single phrase
here. Since they are not identical, the sound (5p) can be under-

stood to be made in a manner similar to a pxw. In this reading,

* Wickes (1887, 68) rearranges the cantillation marks to suit the con-
struct form; see also Ginsburg (1926a, 207).
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PR carries its own distinct semantic weight that is capable of
both describing »p and adding to it something it does not carry

on its own.

2.2. Absolute in the Vocalisation, Construct in the

Cantillation

(4)  oppriois 722 Apiw S 0w 2 NIRRT
AYWHYUR 01737001 bR Teop
‘For thus saith the LORD: Behold, I will extend peace to her
like a river, and the glory of the nations like an overflowing
stream, and ye shall suck thereof: Ye shall be borne upon
the side, and shall be dandled upon the knees.’ (Isa. 66.12)

The prevailing interpretation among the commentators is ‘be-
hold, I will extend to her like a river—peace; and like an over-
flowing stream—the glory of the nations’. According to this ap-
proach, ‘like a river’ is a description parallel to ‘like an overflow-
ing stream’, while ‘peace’ is an object parallel to ‘the glory of the
nations’. Accordingly, this interpretation adopts the following di-
vision:
DU T —qow Hmaar 0w —nan

This division is followed, for example, in the Peshitta: ~i <o
.Nim wer =le culs e ‘Behold T cast upon her peace like a
river’. The Sages appear to have shared this understanding:
701 230 1R 12 700,05 DR MO TR IRY MK — nnhwn
ohw 910 1OR ‘i — refers to the nation to which I shall ex-
tend peace, as it is written: ‘thus saith the LORD: “Behold, I will

extend peace to her like a river”” (Genesis Rabbah 66.2).
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However, Luzzatto already noted that the cantillation does
not lead to this interpretation. According to the above reading,
obw should have carried an accent of the third degree (tevir),
which in this position would have been stronger than the tevir on
now. The geresh over oW shows that the cantillation actually

adopts the following division:
DB I [uW SN oW A

According to this division, there is only one object in this verse:
o"3 a2, DYV is not an object, but describes 7M1, and the two
images we have here are ‘as a peaceful river’ and ‘as an overflow-
ing stream’.

This is certainly the meaning intended by the cantillators;
it remains for us to ask only what the vocalisers intended. In
other words, which of the two above-mentioned meanings is im-
plied by the vocalised text before us: o1Hw 7n32?

Since 015w is a noun, and not an adjective, whenever it de-
scribes the preceding noun it must form part of a construct. For
example: 0i9W ™27 ‘words of peace’ (Deut. 2.26); oW 2891 ‘mes-
sengers of peace’ (Isa. 33.7); 0i%w nyw ‘and the counsel of peace’
(Zech. 6.13). And to quote examples when the construct state is
dependent on the vocalisation: oi%w n133 ‘in a peaceable habita-
tion’ (Isa. 32.18); biYw niawnn ‘thoughts of peace’ (Jer. 29.11);
o 1itn ‘vision of peace’ (Ezek. 13.16); ni%w vawm ‘and judgment
of peace’ (Zech. 8.16). Accordingly, if o'5w indeed describes =3,
the proper vocalisation here would be 015w 97n13; the vocalised
form ohw 132 is, therefore, not a possible reflection of this in-

terpretation.
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Accordingly, the vocalised text before us—oi»w -n—
clearly indicates that this is not a phrase consisting of a noun and
an adjective, but rather an adverb and an object. In other words,
and in keeping with the opinion of the commentators as we

quoted at the beginning of our discussion:
o M2 - qow i ohw — 17

Thus, we see that the difference between the vocalisers’ ap-
proach and that of the cantillators centres on the interpretation
of oYW, and hence also of 7113. The vocalisers read 5w 7712 and
regard 015w as an object, i.e., ‘I will extend peace to her like a
river’; the cantillators read 05w 7113 and understand ‘peace’ as
describing ‘river’, i.e., ‘I will extend to her as a river of peace’.
(5) np w71 e 2 20y 0T8I

‘A man’s gift maketh room for him, and bringeth him before

great men.” (Prov. 18.16)

According to the cantillation, the division here is:
2207 07X 100

The meaning is that a man’s gift will expand him or make room
for him. This is reflected in the Targum: XnMn Xwi 927 7"NamMN
9, and Ibn Ezra also interpreted these words in the same man-
ner.

However, inn is vocalised with a gamets, indicating the ab-
solute rather than construct state. Accordingly, the vocalisers did

not see a construct here, but rather interpreted inn as focal. Ac-

cordingly, their division is:

YIMYoIR o
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And the meaning can be represented with a cleft sentence: ‘it is

a gift that makes room for a man’ (Eichel 1790, first introduction).

3.0. Definiteness

(6) 03 NiPRa 35T O 12N MR NN
‘He opened the rock, and waters gushed out; they ran, a
river in the dry places.” (Ps. 105.41)

The most probable division is that proposed by the vocalisation:
ahll nivea 1250

The commentators understood the verse according to this divi-
sion. However, this creates a disagreement between the singular
subject 1 ‘river’ and the predicate’s plural verb 1297 ‘ran’. Vari-
ous solutions can be proposed in this respect. Some commenta-
tors suggested that the noun o'n ‘water’ (plural in Hebrew) also
governs the second part of the verse, so that the meaning would
be 171 'n ni'ga 1290 ‘the waters of the river flowed in the dry
places’ (Ibn Ezra). Others argued that the singular ‘river’ here ac-
tually stands for a plural, so that the meaning is ‘the rivers flowed
in the dry places’ (Rashi). Still others opined that the meaning is
‘(the above-mentioned waters) flowed in the dry places like a
river’, e.g., 871 "1 RMIN¥a 1290 (Targum). In any case, this in-
terpretation clearly understands ni¢ as the plural of m'¥ ‘a wil-
derness’ (the only occurrence of a plural form of this word in the
Hebrew Bible).

The cantillation, however, divides the verse in a different

manner:

amnrea 1357
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What meaning is implied by this division? It would seem to be
founded on an interpretation proposed by the Sages, who suggest
that ni¢ is not the plural of 7y, but rather of ¥ ‘ship’. The Tosefta
comments: Se8 m 'R MINRPAD'NRD 1AW 11 .09 ohns Dyl XYM
93 nrea 1050 2w ot ‘And it becomes mighty rivers... they sit in
ships and come to each other, as it is written: 9n1 nrea 1257 (t.
Sukkah 3.12); and more explicitly in Bemidbar Rabba: nwx
1257 'RIw ,Nra0a naYan Ann 535 53T Amnan ber 190 namr nnnw
1172 KD IR W RIW ,MIAD KROR OPR PRI ,I01 0PRa ‘a woman who
needed to go to her friend from a tribe to another tribe would go
by ship, as it is said 913 nv¥a 1357, and nr¥ means ships, as it is
written: 1372 85 978 *¥1 ‘a mighty ship cannot cross it’ (Bemidbar
Rabba 19.26).> According to this interpretation, 971 ¥ is a con-
struct chain, and the meaning of 7n1 nr¥a 12%n is ‘they went in
riverboats’.

However, according to this interpretation, ni*¥ cannot be
definite. In other words, the interpretation implied by the cantil-
lation requires a bet vocalised with shewa, rather than the patah
reflecting the definite article according to the received vocalisa-
tion (Hakham 1981, 277).

(7) =% o2 BTy 3 a1
‘Did not He that made me in the womb make him? And did
not One fashion us in the womb?’ (Job 31.15)

The cantillation establishes the following division:

R onya i

® See also Tanhuma Hugqat 21. And see Ben-Yehuda (1908-1958, 5646a,
n. 1).
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According to this division, the phrase here is 71& or7 ‘one
womb’, whereby ‘one’ describes ‘womb’. Since Tn& is not definite,
orn must also be construed as indefinite, and accordingly the
cantillation requires the reading onn3, with bet vocalised with
shewa. Several commentators interpreted the verse in this man-
ner, including the translator of the Peshitta: ash ~sois asa.

However, the vocalisation gives us the definite form onn3,
thereby establishing that we do not have a single phrase here.

According to the vocalisation, the division is as follows:
NN oMl 1IN

This interpretation makes 7n& the subject of the sentence, rather
than a complement of om, as interpreted by Ibn Ezra, among
others: Tnx 5% on7a 139m ‘One God fashioned us in the womb’
(Norzi 1742-1744, VI:50a; Hakham 1970, 238, n. 91; Qafih
1973, 263).

(8) 33w Sawa omywm o37 oRina Y00 1Rl
‘Folly is set on great heights, and the rich sit in a low place’
(Eccl. 10.6)

The division according to the cantillation is:
1w Hawa oWy 0'27 0"1INa 5200 1M
Here o'an o'amin is a phrase (‘great heights’) whereby o'an de-
scribes o'nmna. This interpretation was followed by Rashi, for
example: 7213 'MIN2 Ywim mvwn inaw ‘For foolishness and evil
was placed at a great height’. Once again, the syntactic difficulty

is glaring: the noun is definite while its adjective is not. However,

the definite character of o'nna is indicated not in the written
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text itself, but in the vocalisation. Therefore, it seems that the
cantillators read o271 ©0'nivnN3, as an indefinite construction.

By establishing the definite vocalisation o'nin3, the vocal-
isers disconnected the two words, resulting in the following divi-

sion:
12w HSawa 0wy 00 DR Haon 1N

According to this interpretation, ©'a7 is not an adjective
complementing 0'mIn3, but rather joins the second half of the
verse, alongside o™wy. Ibn Ezra accordingly comments: wy o
05173 12 0737 ‘And the meaning of 02 is like (that of) o™
“great ones” (Yalon 1971, 331).

Lauha (1978, 183) adopted a similar line: “Nach
masoretischer Akzentuierung Gehort 027 zu V. 6a, aber wegen
seiner Artikellosigkeit kann es nicht als Attrubut zu o'mna
gehoren und muss mit V 6b kominiert werden” (‘According to the
cantillation, 0'a7 belongs to the first part of the verse. However,
since 0"a1 is indefinite, it cannot serve as an adjective of o'mna
and must join the second part of the verse’).

These comments are very pertinent but require a slight cor-
rection. The indefinite character of o'a7 indeed disconnects it
from o'nmna—if that word is definite. But its definite character
is conveyed solely by the vocalisation. It is thus evident that by
joining the two words together, the cantillators read not o'ninna,
but rather o'nin3, and according to this reading there is no dif-
ficulty in connecting the two words. The dissonance here, then,

is not one between the cantillation and the rules of grammar, as
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Lauha’s comments may imply, but merely one between the can-
tillation and the vocalisation (see also Zer-Kavod 1973, 63, n.
15).

4.0. Pausal versus Non-pausal

4.1. Introduction

This section will discuss exceptions to the usual rules concerning
pausal and non-pausal forms in the Bible. As a general rule,
pausal forms appear with strong disjunctives, while non-pausal
forms accompany weaker disjunctives and conjunctives. Clear ex-
ceptions to these rules can sometimes be found, however, and
these can be explained according to the underlying message of
this article: the vocalisation may be exceptional because it is
fixed according to a different division.

In order to do so, we should mention some basic fundamen-
tals regarding pausal and non-pausal forms:

(1) A vowel that stems from an original i vowel does not
change in pause, as 'mp1 ‘I am old’ (Gen. 27.2); R ‘softly’ (1 Kgs
21.27); nao ‘as a daughter’ (2 Sam. 12.3) (Breuer 1980, 244-46;
Blau 1981). Sometimes a vowel does not change when its origin
is not certain, such as 1158 1in ‘all kinds of stuff’ (Ps. 144.13);
a¥nn ‘the steward’ (Dan. 1.11); 52'n ‘Michal’ (1 Sam. 14.49).
Such forms cannot be considered non-pausal forms, as they do
not change in pause.

(2) Pausal forms may appear with accents other than the
chief disjunctives, e.g., iTvina noan-nr Hx1w11 17 ‘let the chil-
dren of Israel keep the Passover in its appointed season’ (Num.

9.2). Consider, for example:
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QY PRM AW TR 9N IR IR R oA

‘Benjamin is a wolf that raveneth; in the morning he de-
voureth the prey, and at even he divideth the spoil.” (Gen.
49.27)

We may be tempted, according to the forms, to propose a

different division:
5w phm 3 Tp Hanapaa v ant pa

While this division may indeed be more plausible, we cannot
reach this conclusion due to the considerations discussed above.
On the one hand, a pausal form of the type found here—qyv—
may appear with a strong disjunctive, such as the first zagef in a
verse. On the other hand, it is doubtful whether 7 is truly a non-
pausal form, since there is no instance of this word vocalised with
a games in a pausal context (pace Schlesinger 1962, 88-89).

(3) There are various types of pausal forms, and each type
behaves differently. Some types readily tend to adopt the pausal
form, while others do so only with the chief disjunctives. Let us
take the following example (the division here follows the cantil-
lation):

TP TIWA T3 IO 7033 INIv3

‘When thou sittest in thy house, and when thou walkest by

the way, and when thou liest down, and when thou risest

up’ (Deut. 6.7)

It is clear that the only reasonable division of this verse is
according to the cantillation. However, we should not compare
the pair of forms 7n°2/9n°2 with the pair 777/777, since the ten-
dency to the pausal form is extremely weak in the latter type.

The situation is further illustrated by the following example:
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IWIN AOVING D723 MTRA D3R KD TEIND RITTIAL)

‘Let us pass, I pray thee, through thy land; we will not
pass through field or through vineyard, neither will we
drink of the water of the wells.” (Num. 20.17)

Based on the forms in this verse, we should ostensibly depart
from the cantillation and divide this verse as follows:

TRI D ANWI RN DDV ATWANAPIRD TYIRI KITAIAY)

Here, too, although this is a more plausible division than that
established by the cantillation, we cannot claim that it is dictated
by the vocalisation. The pair 7¥1%/9¥78 cannot be compared to
the pair 072/073, since the former is far more prone to adopt the
pausal form than the latter (Ben-David 1995, 8-9).

Accordingly, when comparing pausal and non-pausal forms
in the same verse, we must draw conclusions only if the com-

pared forms belong to the same type.

4.2, Pausal Form in Context

(9)  :11A 30 R¥N YR INDOWRY AN D780 231 "7 DY T0N]
‘And I said unto them: “Whosoever hath any gold, let them
break it off; so they gave it me; and I cast it into the fire,
and there came out this calf.” (Exod. 32.24)

In this story, Aaron tells Moses about the sequence of events that
ultimately led to the sin of the Golden Calf. His speech includes
an ambiguous verbal form 3p75ni. This word can be understood
in two ways, both grammatically and contextually: either as an
imperative form or as a third person plural past tense. If it is an
imperative, then it is part of Aaron’s words to the people that are

being quoted here, as he tells them ‘whosoever hath any gold—
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break it off’. Thus Aaron is repeating his comments as reported
earlier in the story itself: 3182 YW 27517 11 P18 90R DIYR NN
HR IR'271 D'N32I 013 02wl ‘And Aaron said unto them: “Break
off the golden rings, which are in the ears of your wives, of your
sons, and of your daughters, and bring them unto me” (Exod.
32.2). If this is a third person past tense form, then 271 ' ‘who-
soever hath any gold’ are the only words here that Aaron actually
spoke at the time of the event, while the following section—
mumm pnann—describes the people’s resulting action: ‘they
broke off and gave it to me’—paralleling the content of the story
itself: ;IO W03 DIPARD WK 00 prTny opn753 ipjamn ‘And
all the people broke off the golden rings which were in their ears,
and brought them unto Aaron’ (Exod. 32.3).

According to the cantillation, the division of the verse is as

follows:
rabisuRrahlishy 2 nb BaY nx

The meaning according to this division is clear: Aaron’s speech is
short, and confined solely to the words 271 'n%, while 3pann is a
past tense form describing the people’s actions, and combined in
the division of the verse with the adjacent *>-31p7. Rashi followed
this interpretation: MAn oM ;73% ,'anr NY' AR 937 - onY N
5 11 ipnanm ‘And I told them — one thing only: “Who has gold?”
And they hurried and broke [it] off and gave [it] to me’.

This interpretation reflects a desire to limit Aaron’s speech
during this affair to the minimum, thereby also mitigating his sin:
he spoke only two words, and did not himself tell the people to
break off their gold. The main sin is that of the people, who broke
off their gold without having been told to do so. The desire to
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limit Aaron’s speech is not confined to the exegesis, however, and
can be seen in Aaron’s words as reported. Even if we extend his
speech to include the word 1p7ann, this is still markedly concise
by comparison to his words as quoted in the story itself: "1 3p72
2HR IR'2T] D'NIT 0213 DI'WI IR MWK 2710 ‘Break off the golden
rings, which are in the ears of your wives, of your sons, and of
your daughters, and bring them unto me’ (Exod. 32.2). Accord-
ingly, even setting aside exegesis, it seems that Aaron was eager
to shorten his speech, for understandable reasons. The commen-
tators followed this trend, truncating Aaron’s quoted speech still
further.

However, the vocalisers pointed 1p7507 as a pausal form. A
pausal form in this context, with a tippeha after a zaqef (which is
the second king in a verse that also includes an °atnah) is an un-
usual occurrence. Accordingly, they appear to have divided the

verse differently:
5 1anm ip1ann a0 onh N

According to this division, 3p78n7 is included in the quote of Aa-
ron’s speech: ‘whosoever hath gold—break it off!” The people’s
actions are now confined to *7-1nn ‘and they gave it me’. This
interpretation also has support among the commentators. Avar-
banel, for example, explains: !'pIanA—2amr MY DTOHR NANR 19N
VW VYN ININN 137 297 ,1t7 WW 1 'HD 2A1AN 1N TNK PaRalsivian!
‘...And so I told them: whoever has gold—take it off! That is to
say: each person will give gold according to how much they have,
those with much will give more and those with less, less’.

As noted, the thrust of Aaron’s comments leaves room for

both these interpretations. The same is true of the comparison to
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the original story in the text, which includes both an imperative
form 75 and the past form jpnanm; the form here may be con-
sidered to mirror either of these. If we turn to the plain meaning
of the verse, however, there seems to be no alternative but to
read p7ann as an imperative form, for a simple reason. A past
tense form would be expected to appear in an inverted tense
form, as is usual in a narrative chunk and in keeping with the
surrounding past forms: 8¥7 ...3725WK1 ...mmn ...bnY% R ‘and 1
said to them... and they gave... and I cast it... and (this calf)
came out...” (Exod. 32.24). The exceptional form here shows that
this is an imperative concluding Aaron’s words.

For our purposes, what is important is not the original in-
terpretation of the form, but the interpretation adopted by the
vocalisers and the cantillators, and in this respect they were di-
vided: the vocalisers interpreted ypaann as an imperative, while

the cantillators saw it as a third person past form.

4.3. Pausal Forms in Non-Pausal Contexts and Vice-

Versa

(10) 5p 1350 vop 1921 172775K DWRY 7203 1¥yIIn 0pR 78 Koanf
+¥7 203 YImNG RN 3TV DAY
‘And he shall bring a ram without blemish out of the flock,
according to thy valuation, for a guilt-offering, unto the
priest; and the priest shall make atonement for him con-
cerning the error which he committed, though he knew

it not, and he shall be forgiven.” (Lev. 5.18)
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This verse describes the sacrifice known by the Sages as "5n owx
‘contingent guilt offering’. The cantillation establishes the follow-
ing division:

1 nbon PTRY RIM BJWTIWR INRIW 5D

The first part of this clause includes two grammatically similar
verb forms: 1w and y7°. As noted above, such a situation is opti-
mal for purposes of comparison, since in such a case the forms
are equally prone to pausal formation and they occur within a
single verse. Yet as we see, the pausal form appears on the weaker
cantillation mark, while the principal mark carries a non-pausal
form. Accordingly, the vocalisation implies a different division:

1 nhon y7 &Y RjIM BV WK INBY Y

Thus the cantillation and the vocalisation disagree as to whether
the intermediate section y7NY 817 is to be attached to the first
part of this clause or to the second (Ben-David 1995, 154, n. 146).
What is the background to this uncertainty?

We should firstly note that the words y1-&% 8171 stand out
here, since they do not appear in the analogous verses concerning

other sacrifices, such as:
12 M2031 inRYTN 1727 o 9.
‘...and the priest shall make atonement for him as concern-
ing his sin, and he shall be forgiven.’ (Lev. 4.26)
117 T7031 RON™IWR INRYNT5Y N30 1Y 19I1...

‘...and the priest shall make atonement for him as touching
his sin that he hath sinned, and he shall be forgiven.” (Lev.
4.35)
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Accordingly, the inclusion of these words here is inherently prob-
lematic. On the one hand, it is possible to assume quite simply
that p &5 8171 is merely a reiteration in different words of 1naw
13w WK, This is surely the understanding implied by the cantilla-
tion in combining these two phrases.

However, the Sages saw in these words a specific reference
to the special law concerning this sacrifice, the contingent guilt
offering. They explain that contingent guilt occurs only when a
person is not certain that he has committed a sin. This offering
cannot atone for a sin unless the sinner is unaware of his sin and
as far as he does not have certainty. Even after making this offer-
ing, if he learns that he indeed sinned, he is obliged to make a
new sacrifice—the sin offering (nxvn)—like a regular sinner: 1n
RT3 PR T 1H M paon Sy Noon RITW 1an—mon oWKR RIPIN
INRLM 2PN "W RVNY ‘And this is what is known as the contin-
gent guilt [offering]—since it atones for doubt and remains pend-
ing until he knows with certainty that he sinned in error and he
makes his sin offering” (Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Shegagot
5.1). Sifra (Finkelstein, 1983, 209) explains: ,"5 nbon y7° 85 &1
197w 8 HY aR ,namY 19 AnT M anh KA, 8000 1R YT IR KA
I AT M0 3Mnn Rens 72 R ““And he knew it not and is for-
given”’—implies that if he did know it, he is not atoned. What
does this resemble? The red heifer, that if the murderer was
found after the heifer’s neck had been broken, he will be exe-
cuted’. In these comments, the expression y7-&5 xim ‘and he
knew it not’ clearly refers to the post factum situation, and if he
later learns that he indeed sinned, his atonement is nullified, as
Rashi explains here: 7y nt owxa 1% 99303 85 01 9nRY p7° OX KA
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nron 82w ‘Yet if he knew later, he is not atoned for this guilt
until he has brought a sin offering’. According to the Sages, then,
forgiveness depends and is conditioned on the sinner not having
been aware of his sin; as soon as he becomes aware of it, the
atonement is nullified. This would seem to explain why the vo-
calisers formed the unit ¥ nYon 785 837, to emphasise that he

is only forgiven for as long as he is unaware.

(11) 'A9AKY "1 owa ani wiw upavs wr oHwh 77 T 1030 R
OZIVTTY U PR W TR P I
‘And Jonathan said to David: “Go in peace, forasmuch as
we have sworn both of us in the name of the Lord, saying:
‘The Lord shall be between me and thee, and between my

seed and thy seed, forever.”” (1 Sam. 20.42)

The cantillation establishes the following division:

oY TV PR Y P T A e '

However, the vocalisation of the forms here challenges this divi-
sion, since 721 is vocalised as a pausal form, while v appears
in a non-pausal form. Here, too, the two words belong to the
same category (shewa in the non-pausal form versus segol in the
pausal form in a second person masculine singular pronominal

suffix), and again they appear in a single verse. According to the

vocalisers, then, the division is:
ooWTY T A YT P2 N

The vocalisers and the cantillators disagreed as to whether
oo T in this verse is attached solely to Tpar 121 *p=1 12 (as the
vocalisation dictates), or also to J3'21 *3'a (as the cantillation im-
plies) (Ben-David 1995, 72, n. 110).



272 Breuer

The question whether 0% Tp properly describes only the
following generations or also the current one arises in numerous
verses. In several places in the Bible, we find the emphatic parti-
cle o used to strengthen p71 ‘seed’. The following is one exam-
ple of such a verse: :0%iy MINR TIOX JVNY NRID PIRD-NR "ANdL...
‘...and I will give this land to thy seed after thee for an everlasting
possession.” (Gen. 48.4)

Conversely, 09 sometimes undoubtedly also refers to the
current generation, as in the verse shortly before the one we are
discussing here: :0%ip-Tv 7321 °2 "7 Man... ...behold, the LORD is
between me and thee forever.” (1 Sam. 20.23)

In several verses, however, the question involves the divi-
sion of the verse, and the commentator or cantillator must decide
what is complemented by the word o>y. This is the case in our
verse, where the cantillation determined that o9 refers to this
generation, as well as future ones. The same is true in the follow-

ing verses:
029 937 DRYTH TINR TN PR APD PI.

‘...between Me and thee and thy seed after thee throughout
their generations for an everlasting covenant...” (Gen. 17.7)

‘PP DPIAR Oy 2P WhY...

‘...that it might be well with them, and with their children
forever.” (Deut. 5.25)

mPWTIY WW MT IwR Tenawh...

‘...and showeth mercy to His anointed, to David and to his
seed, for evermore.’ (2 Sam. 22.51)

[OZIpTTI ARYR ' IR FUT PO em AU e ...
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‘...(they will not depart) out of thy mouth, nor out of the
mouth of thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seed’s seed,
saith the Lord, from henceforth and forever.” (Isa. 59.21)

However, we also find a different pattern of division,
whereby the cantillation establishes that oy refers solely to the
seed:

TDZWTIY TYNZL NRON T2 DR ADNTIVR PINGTOIIR 03

‘for all the land which thou seest, to thee will I give it, and

to thy seed forever.” (Gen. 13.15)

WY YN NEin% niky g1 am

‘and they shall be upon thee for a sign and for a wonder,
and upon thy seed forever.” (Deut. 28.46)

LD T WK R w2 binT 1w

‘so shall their blood return upon the head of Joab, and upon
the head of his seed forever...” (1 Kgs 2.33)

LY IO T3PITH L I

‘the leprosy therefore of Naaman shall cleave unto thee,
and unto thy seed forever...” (2 Kgs 5.27)

It emerges that the cantillation itself follows two ap-
proaches, sometimes establishing that o> relates solely to the
coming generations and sometimes includes this generation. Ac-
cordingly, it is hardly surprising that in our verse, too, the Maso-
retes disagreed regarding the division, though in this instance the
disagreement was between the cantillators, on the one side, and

the vocalisers, on the other.
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5.0. One Word or Two?

5.1. mharn, nanbw

(12) wrin moaRn PIR oY YR 077 73TRN '1TI3T T IR D
TR TV RIAR 2T R 1NN
‘O generation, see ye the word of the LORD: have I been a
wilderness unto Israel? or a land of thick darkness?
Wherefore say My people: “We roam at large; we will come
no more unto Thee”?’ (Jer. 2.31)
(13) Sixwa nwp nang Mk nw=3 7H171-5p bning 7255 oning ww
TMRANZY WK YT IHY NI
‘Set me as a seal upon thy heart, as a seal upon thine arm;
for love is strong as death, jealousy is cruel as the grave;
the flashes thereof are flashes of fire, a very flame of the
Lord.” (Song 8.6)

The two words we shall discuss here, m"5axn and n°'nanbw, are
similar in two respects: (A) They both end with the same -yah
suffix; (B) The first part of the word, before the suffix, is also
found in the Bible as an independent word: axn (Josh 24:7),
nanbw (Ezek 21:3; Job 15:30). Needless to say, the suffix m” is also
well-known as an independent word. Accordingly, the obvious
question regarding each of these two words is whether they con-
stitute a single word, lengthened by the suffix, or two separate
words joined as a construct form.

m"Haxn: this form is usually considered a single word. Opin-
ion is divided as to its precise meaning—‘darkness’ or ‘wilder-
ness’—and regarding its Vocalisation—n"?szgp or Tl’552$p (see, for

example, Ginsburg 1880-1885, 602). However, there appears to
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be a consensus that this is indeed a single word. The cantillation
mark under the pe is not a tippeha and cannot be considered such,
since a disjunctive can never occur in the word of another dis-
junctive. This mark is considered a me’ayla, and so it is recorded
in the Masora Magna at Num. 28.26 (Breuer 1982, 106, n. 39).
The me’ayla has the same appearance as the tippeha, but marks
the place of secondary stress in the word and only ever appears
in words marked with silluq or ’atnah.

1'nanbw: some of the commentators and translators regard
this as a single word, such as the Peshitta: ~».sale. Others read
two words here; the Targum, for example, has: 8nw ST nub pnT
"n e &7 0T ‘they are like coals of the fire of hell which God
created’. Ibn Ezra commented: n5n &' DR 77007 "WIR 12 NPdAN
5K "1 10 DWA 201, NW RNW 2P .0nw IR NNk ‘There is a
dispute between the Masoretes as to whether this is one word or
two. Most probably it is two, and the construct form with the
Divine name is as in 5% ™11, See below for other testimonies
concerning this word (Ginsburg 1926b, 574).

These two words resemble others that raise a similar prob-
lem. We will briefly review what is known about these other
words from the writings of the Sages. The sources for the discus-
sions about these words are of three types: (a) lists prepared by
the various Masoretes; (b) the Masora of the Targum; (c) the Tal-
mudic discussion (b. Pesahim 117a).

The following are the disputed words, with the identifica-
tion of the disagreeing parties:

7'032 ‘throne of the Lord’ (Exod. 17.16 [L]): Western/East-
ern (Ginsburg 1880-1885, 1:592, 709,
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III:191; Yeivin 1968, 80-82); School of Sura/School of
Neharde‘a (Yeivin 1968, 80-82; 1980, 121-22); Amoraim
in the Talmud

717 Jedidiah’ (2 Sam. 12.25 [L]): Western/Eastern
(Ginsburg 1880-1885, 1:593; Yeivin 1968, 80-82); Amo-
raim in the Talmud

550 ‘hallelujah’ (Ps. 104.35 [L]): School of Sura/School
of Neharde‘a (Norzi 1742-1744, 1IV:22b-23a [Ps. 104.35];
Ginsburg 1880-1885, 1:709-10; Yeivin 1968, 80-82)

manana ‘with great enlargement’ (Ps. 118.5 [L]): School of
Sura/School of Neharde‘a (Ginsburg 1880-1885, I11:191;
Yeivin 1968, 80-82)

mnanbw ‘a very flame of the Lord’ (Song 8.6): Ben-

Asher/Ben-Naftali (Ginsburg 1880-1885, III:191; Lip-

schiitz 1965, 53)

Thus we have located five words where there is disagree-
ment as to whether we should read one or two words (Yeivin
1968, 80-82). In addition to the sources quoted above, we must
now consider how these words were presented in the biblical text
(Ginsburg 1966, Introduction, 375ff; Yeivin 1968, 80-82):

o3 / A} 03
mrn
A0

AR

mnanoY

If we look at these words as presented here, we can discern
three different sources of opinion for the manner in which they
are to be perceived: spelling, vocalisation, and cantillation. In re-

gard to the spelling, is the word written as one connected word
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or as two separate ones? In regard to the vocalisation, does the
he have a mappiq (implying that the latter part is perceived as the
Divine name and hence the entire form is two words) or does it
lack a mappiq (in which case the latter part is not perceived as
the Divine name and the form is considered a single word)? In
regard to the cantillation, does the word carry one cantillation
mark or two? The following are the perceptions of these words

according to these three sources:

Tradition One word Two words
Spelling (?) n'oa (?) oo
intad 7 hn
nanbw 7 anna
Vocalisation — mnanhw ™ 03
mTT
A 3590
;AR
Cantillation ' 03
ey
mmohn
" anna
nanow

Thus, we can see that the doubts detailed above were not
settled in a uniform manner in the final form of the biblical text.
The varying approaches led to the emergence of a mixed system,
including not only differences between the words, but also be-
tween the three foundations—spelling, vocalisation, and cantil-
lation. It may be worth adding that the cantillation is the only
one of these three foundations that adopts a consistent approach

to all five forms, interpreting them as two words in each case.
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From the standpoint of our subject here—dissonance be-
tween the vocalisation and the cantillation—only one of the
words is relevant: 'nanbw. As discussed here, the vocalisers fol-
lowed the spelling in reading a single word, and accordingly
there is no mappiq in the he. The cantillators clearly took the po-
sition that this form constitutes two words, and accordingly it
bears two cantillation marks.

We may now turn to the second of the words on our list:
moarn (Jer. 2.31). This form is not mentioned in the various dis-
agreements between the Masoretes, and ostensibly all agree that
it constitutes a single word. This is supported by the above ex-
planation, that this form bears the rare cantillation mark me’ayla,
which only appears in a word accented with a chief disjunctive.
However, we must raise some questions in this regard. Firstly,
even if we have not found disagreement among the Masoretes
regarding this form, is it really impossible to understand it as
constituting two words? After all, and as explained, this form also
visibly comprises two words that exist independently in the Bible.
And more than one commentator has indeed sensed that while
this is one word (according to their perception and as determined
by the spelling), it actually comprises two words:

0 5y a8 ,nAR nYn &0 a0 21— aTa harn PR Han
"M HR 0 T OY L, Harn amda ,mhn 'a nrayw

But 7"ba8n par in Jeremiah 2—in all the books it is a single
word, despite the fact that its meaning is as two words, vis.
m barn, similar to Y& 70 and so forth. (Sefer Shewa® She-
mot, in Ginsburg 1880-1885, I11:191)

TRDY .PNANOW 121 ,mbn nw A NnR YR R0 0o 5o
AR NAnbY TADY 02 L5aRA MR TIan own R Yann
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™71 172 ,0Wn SR IMKR 710 19T AW 93T 52 11 .nanbwn
TR 723 ,0°7OK YN ,0rhR NTInD am L, nORY A9TE Y R
L)

And in all the books this is a single word, though its mean-

ing is as two words, and the same is true of m"nan>w. And

the construct of axrn with the Divine name emphasises the

darkness, just as the construct m'nambw emphasises the

flame. And thus when one wishes to amplify anything it is

placed in construct with the Divine name, such as 5& 17712

‘as mighty mountains’, o'nH&5 n973 9 ‘an exceeding great

city’, om5R nTInY 'AMm ‘so it grew into a great terror’, *51na1

o'nox ‘mighty wrestlings’, 'n *18% ¢ 923 ‘a mighty hunter’.

(Qimhi, in Biesenthal and Lebrecht, 1847, 25, discussing

the root 5"ar)

Secondly, we must note the unusual cantillation here: this
is the only place in the Bible where the me’ayla is preceded by a
tevir and a merekha, accents that are usually subordinate to a
tippeha (Breuer 1982, 106). This abnormality may ostensibly be
resolved by noting that a me’ayla also behaves like a tippeha in
an additional respect: in several instances it is preceded by a
zaqef as the ultimate king before the chief disjunctive, and there
is no tippeha at all. An example of this is 0I2™pna o™12an i
o2 nbawa 'A% hwTn nnn ‘also in the day of the first-fruits, when
ye bring a new meal-offering unto the LORD in your feast of
weeks’ (Num. 28.26). This phenomenon is found solely before a
me’ayla. As has already been observed (Breuer 1982, 106), the
melody was surely similar to that of the tippeha (as the graphic
form also implies), and so it was possible to place a zaqef before
it by way of a final king, despite the fact that the final king is
always a tippeha.
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However, this deviation is not particularly serious. A zagef
serving as a final king is subordinate to the chief disjunctive, as
befits a king. The issue is only that it has not become a tippeha as
is expected with the final king. The quandary may be resolved by
means of the musical cantillation. Since the melody of the me’ayla
already provides a fine preparation for the ’atnah, there is no
longer any need to replace the zagef with a tippeha. In other
words, the zaqgef and the tippeha enjoy equal status, and the dis-
tinction between them is a purely melodic one. Accordingly, ex-
changes between these two marks may be explained on melodic
grounds.

In our current case, however, the quandary is vastly more
serious, since we have here a serious deviation in the basic rules
of the cantillation. The dominion of the °atnah contains only a
single disjunctive, namely a tevir, so the dominion of the first-
degree disjunctive is divided by a third-degree disjunctive. Yet
the basic rule of cantillation, from which all the other rules and
details derive, is that the dominion of the disjunctive is divided
by means of a disjunctive which is one rank lower. To the best of
my knowledge, there is no other example of such a deviation in
the Bible—regarding not only atnah, but all the cantillation
marks.

Above all, however, we must pose the following question:
How can we be sure that this cantillation mark is indeed a me’ayla
and not a tippeha? Let us recall that the sole evidence that this is
indeed a me’ayla and not a tippeha is the fact that it appears on
the word of the chief disjunctive, and we can find no other tippeha

in this slot. However, the assumption that the cantillation mark
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indeed appears here on the chief disjunctive word depends on the
assumption that this is indeed a single word. If we assume that
these are two separate words—n’ Sagn—then this mark does not
appear on the last word, and, accordingly, must be a tippeha and
not a me’ayla, since a me’ayla appears solely on the last word.
Thus, the interpretation of this mark as a me’ayla and the inter-
pretation of this form as a single word are mutually dependent:
those who regard the form as a single word must argue that the
cantillation mark is a me’ayla and vice versa; and those who per-
ceive the form as two words must assert that the mark is a tippeha
and vice versa.

If we recall our comment above that the cantillators con-
sistently regarded all the words discussed here as two separate
words, it is not difficult to hypothesise that here, too, the cantil-
lators were faithful to their method. They perceived this form as
two words and marked it with a tippeha and an ’atnah, which are
preceded by marks customarily subservient to a tippeha.

As the masoretic form took shape, a situation emerged
whereby this word, like others, reflected a blending of contradict-
tory approaches: in this instance, spelling and vocalisation as one
word, on the one hand, and cantillation as two words, on the
other. Later Masoretes who saw this as a single word (under the
influence of the spelling and vocalisation) could now only define
the cantillation mark here as a me’ayla, since a disjunctive never
appears in the same word with another disjunctive.

If we accept this assumption, all that remains is for us to
discuss the meaning of this verse according to the cantillation.

First, we must discuss all the words perceived (by anyone) as two
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words. Even if the word is perceived as two words, the second
component—i—may be in construct with the preceding word,
so that the difference in terms of the reading is not great. This is
the case, for example, with the words 7 7", 7> ©3, and 7 nandw.
However, once the form is perceived as two words, this creates
the possibility of a different verse division, and of regarding n*
not as a suffix, but as filling some other grammatical role. This is

what happened with the word nanan:

17 31 Y 7NN WD
‘Out of my straits I called upon the Lord; He answered me

with great enlargement.” (Ps. 118.5)

Those who perceive n'anan as a single word will, naturally, re-
gard the entire phrase as a descriptive complement. Those who
regard the form as two words may also interpret it as a construct
filling the same role, in which case the division remains the same.
However, since they regarded the form as two words, the cantil-
lators went one step further, understanding yah as the subject of

the sentence, so that the division is:

i anana
rather than

' anana pahyY

What happened in our verse? Here, too, we may regard the
form as comprising two words, but in a construct form, as Qimhi
notes in his commentary: nanbw 121,n"™ n5n% IR TR0 Hara TN
o' IoR NTINY A ,omORS AT Y 58 Mna ,n™ ‘And to magnify
the [concept of] darkness, he attached it to the word i, as in

7 nanbw, SR M, 0nHRY AT Y, ohdR nTnd nnY. However,



Dissonance between Masoretic Accentuation and Cantillation 283

the cantillators placed the tippeha (as we see it) on Harn. Accord-
ingly, their division is:
HRWY i TN
M DORN PR DR
The meaning is thus: ‘Have I been like a wilderness to Israel? Or
is the Lord a dark land?’ In other words, i here is not in construct

with baxn, but is the subject of the sentence, paralleling *n»n in
the first part of the verse.

5.2. Jnraman

(14) 3 o7 T30 1102 T7 TN K390 DR N ORIT M 1iNa
TMIPTINR KQWD1 RI7NY RPN RIN2 D32

‘Then Daniel answered and said before the king: “Let thy

gifts be to thyself, and give thy rewards to another; never-
theless, I will read the writing unto the king, and make

known to him the interpretation.”” (Dan. 5.17)

Ay is vocalised as the plural form of 12113, which appears
once in Biblical Aramaic in a similar context: 87 2p" 12123 3NN
‘gifts and rewards and great honour’ (Dan. 2.6). However, our
word appears with two cantillation marks, a pattern that is not
found in similar circumstances. Accordingly, this cantillation
would seem to be appropriate for those translations that see two
words here, such as the Peshitta: 7n°a 9'&1. However, this read-
ing requires a division into two words and a change in the vocal-
isation: T3 1an.

Thus, the cantillation and the vocalisation disagreed here.
The vocalisation understands a single word—the plural form of

naray; the cantillators see here two words—sgna=1a.
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6.0. Conclusion

The Masoretic Text of the Hebrew Bible was consolidated after
many years of inspection and examination, and the Masoretes la-
boured tirelessly to clarify and shape its form. They were re-
quired to resolve numerous disagreements, some of which re-
mained unresolved even toward the end of the masoretic era.

These disagreements emerge before us in the masoretic lists
or as textual variants. Sometimes, however, these disagreements
can be discerned within the final masoretic text. The gere-ketiv
alternates are the most prominent example of this phenomenon,
generally representing two ancient versions. The written and re-
cited forms were not finalised simultaneously, and we accord-
ingly find two different versions reflected in a single biblical
form.

In this article, I have attempted to show that a similar phe-
nomenon exists between the vocalisation and the cantillation:
two different words or interpretations found their way into the
biblical text before us and survived in their original forms. We
find them before us now in a single version, one in the vocalisa-
tion and the other in the cantillation.

The precise explanation for this phenomenon is not entirely
clear. We may assume that there were from very early on two
different traditions, each with its own vocalisation and cantilla-
tion. The different methods and numerous disagreements led to
the blending of these distinct traditions as reflected in the final
Masoretic Text. However, it may be that the cantillators were ac-
quainted with the vocalised form as we have it, yet nevertheless

cantillated the text differently.
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Even if the precise reasons behind this phenomenon have
not yet been fully clarified, its recognition is nevertheless im-
portant. First, in regard to the interpretation of the verses, com-
mentators who strive to utilise all the tools in their possession
must not only consider the vocalisation and the cantillation to-
gether, but must also examine each separately and determine
whether they are compatible. Second, in regard to the study of
the relations between the vocalisation and the cantillation, any-
one who wishes to examine the history of the crystallisation of
the vocalisation and cantillation systems as we know them must
also address the phenomenon of the dissonance that is sometimes

found between this vocalisation and this cantillation.
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WHY ARE THERE TWO SYSTEMS OF
TIBERIAN TE‘AMIM?

Daniel J. Crowther

Unlike their Palestinian and Babylonian cousins, the Tiberian
te‘amim' are found in two self-contained systems: one system for
Psalms, Proverbs, and most of Job, and another system for the
other books of the Hebrew Bible.? By convention, the te‘amim
unique to Psalms, Proverbs, and Job are referred to as the te‘amim

of the Three and the te‘amim used in the rest of the Hebrew Bible

! In this paper, the Hebrew term o'nypv is used to denote the diacritical
marks that are variously referred to in the literature as ‘cantillation
marks’, ‘biblical accents’, and ‘masoretic punctuation’, alongside many
other variations of these names. The transliterated Hebrew te‘amim is
preferred as it suggestive of all the functions of these marks. The English
terms refer to more specific and limited functions, such as the marking
of stress (accentuation), chant (cantillation), and syntax (punctuation),
all of which can be included in a broad understanding of ‘the sense
(ta‘am) of the text’ (Jacobson 2002, 3-24).

2 There are many different forms of Palestinian and many different
forms of Babylonian te‘amim found in the manuscripts (and fragments
of manuscripts). These texts bear witness not only to two traditions (be-
side the Tiberian) of marks for the te‘amim, but also to a process of
development of the technology of te‘amim (Heijmans 2013; Shoshany
2013).

© 2022 Daniel J. Crowther, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.08
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are referred to as the te‘amim of the Twenty-One.? This paper ad-

dresses three questions:

1. Why are there two kinds of Tiberian te‘amim?

2.  What are the features of the books of Psalms, Proverbs,
and (most of) Job that might best explain why these three
books alone have been selected for a different system of
te‘amim?

3. What is the essential feature of the system of the te‘amim
in the Three that distinguishes it from the system of the

te‘amim in the Twenty-One?

1.0. The Absence of Answers in Masoretic

Treatises

Extant masoretic treatises that refer to the te‘amim are few in
number and limited in the degree to which they can be used to
answer any of the above questions. In so far as they do address
the te‘amim, these works appear to focus on the oral performance
of the biblical text and so the function and workings of the

te‘amim tend to be presumed rather than explained.* In regard to

® Following the tradition of counting the total number of books in the
Hebrew Bible as 24, as exemplified in, for example, b. Bava Batra 14b.

* The world of early masoretic treatises is a unique place of particular
interests. Much of the discussion focuses on the observation of minor
grammatical variations in Hebrew that prove rules also observed in Ar-
abic linguistics. A second significant focus appears to have been the
preservation of the correct pronunciation of the biblical text with its
Tiberian markings, whether or not it seemed to follow these rules (Khan
2000, 5-25; 2013).
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the te‘amim, the two most important masoretic treatises are the
tenth-century Sefer Digduge ha-Te‘amim (‘The Book of the Fine
Details of the Te‘amim’, in Hebrew) by Aaron ben Asher; and the
eleventh-century Hiddyat al-Qari’ (‘Guidance for the Reader’, in

Arabic) by the Karaite grammarian Abi al-Faraj Hartn.

1.1. Sefer Diqduqe ha-Te‘amim

The earliest copy of this work is found in the appendices of the
Leningrad Codex, the opening folio of which dates the comple-
tion of the whole codex to 1008/9 CE.” In the centre of an ornate
and colourful end-folio (479r), the scribe reveals himself to be
Samuel ben Jacob and declares himself to be a student of Aaron
ben Moshe ben Asher (the author of Sefer Digduge ha-Te‘amim).
There is no reason to doubt these declarations—indeed the accu-
racy of the biblical text of the codex rather tends to support it. In
the Leningrad Codex, Samuel ben Jacob’s copy of Sefer Digduge
ha-Te‘amim extends to ten folios (479v-488r).° The material

found in these ten folios can be summarised as follows:

> The text of Sefer Digduge ha-Te‘amim appears to be in the same hand
as the rest of the Codex.

® The text of Sefer Digduge ha-Te‘amim is available in facsimile copies of
Codex L. Many later copies are found in other codices, but there is much
variation in their material, some of which is found in Baer and Strack
1970 (1879). Aron Dotan (1963) produced a critical edition from the
many variants. The resultant text is much more concise than that found
in Codex L and so contains even less information pertinent to our ques-
tion.
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1. An introduction that offers various blessings and relates
scripture to the twenty-two letters of the Hebrew alpha-
bet (479v-480r).

2. Two piyyutim (liturgical poems) in which the nequddot’
and te‘amim are described and praised (480r-481v).

3. The main bulk of the work comprises lists of words that
have the same consonants, but varied pronunciation ac-
cording to variations in their nequddot and te‘amim
(481v-488r).

From this evidence it can be concluded that Sefer Digduge ha-
Te‘amim was not written to explain the workings of the te‘amim.
Information about the form and nature of the te‘amim is, in fact,
limited to that found in its two piyyutim, of which one praises the
beauty and efficacy of the te‘amim of the Twenty-One and the
other praises the beauty and efficacy of the te‘amim of the Three.?
These two devotional poems include word-plays made out of the
names of the te‘amim. These word-plays describe the form and
function of each ta‘am in a way presumably designed to amuse
the reader already familiar with this form and function. For ex-
ample, the ta‘am of the Twenty-One commonly known as geresh
is called in the first piyyut by the alternative name teres (o70),

which is likened in form to a net (072 peres) or a hook (07p geres),

7 This is the way the nagdan of this text (presumably Samuel ben Jacob)
refers to what is often, by convention, referred to as nigqud by many
scholars today.

8 For a translation of these piyyutim and a discussion of their contents
see Crowther (2015, 48-65).
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and these can be connected to one another without any destruc-
tion (077 heres). To enjoy this riddle one must know that geresh
is written as a supra-linear angled line (a hook), that the symbol
has a variant, gershayim, which is written as two lines (a net) and
that two geresh signs, or even a geresh and gershayim, are allowed
by the grammar of the te‘amim to follow one another without
either of them being transformed (that is, without ©77, destruc-
tion). All of this is most helpful and quite entertaining to the ini-
tiated, especially when the piyyut is vocalised by the person read-
ing it, for it is in this way (and perhaps this way alone) that it
connects the oral to the visual in an oral mnemonic. These oral-
visual mnemonics are, however, rather lost on the uninitiated
and of little, if any, use in understanding why it might be that
there are two systems of Tiberian te‘amim.

This summary begs the question as to why this treatise
should be entitled Sefer Digduge ha-Te‘amim when so much of its
contents concern the nequddot. The answer to this question ap-
pears to be that the te‘amim are understood in masoretic writings
to be the determinants of the nequddot (and not vice versa).
Therefore, it is the te‘amim that are understood to be the ultimate

embodiment of the wonders of the oral reading tradition.

1.2. Hidadyat al-Qarv’

Many different parts of this Judaeo-Arabic treatise were trans-

lated into Hebrew in the medieval period in order to be added to



294 Crowther

the appendices of various codices of the Hebrew Bible.’ The focus
of the treatise is the correct (Tiberian) pronunciation of letters
and vowels, for example, in words with ta‘am mille‘el (penulti-
mate stress) and ta‘am millera‘ (ultimate stress). The translation
of the section relating these issues to the te‘amim was variously
copied and came to be known as a treatise in its own right: Sefer
Ta‘ame ha-Miqgra. The paragraphs that directly concern the
te‘amim, however, are limited. These paragraphs simply list the
names of twelve te‘amim of the Twenty-One (here understood in
the sense of disjunctive te‘amim)’® and their eight ‘servants’
(which we would call conjunctive te‘amim).'! The discussion of
the te‘amim concludes with a list of which ‘servant’ (conjunctive
ta‘am) is associated with which (disjunctive) ta‘am.'? Wickes
(1881, 104, n. 11) concludes that the name Sefer Ta‘ame ha-Miqra

° Translations of select parts from Hiddyat al-Qari> have been copied
from various codices and published under a number of names: for ex-
ample, Sefer Ta‘ame ha-Miqra (Mercerus 1565, repr. 1978); Manuel du
lecteur, d’un auteur inconnu publié d’aprés un manuscrit venu du Yémen et
accompagné de notes (Derenbourg 1871). For the first convincing argu-
ment that Hiddyat al-Qari’ is the source of these works, see Eldar (1992,
33-42). Regarding the relevance of this work to the te‘amim, see Eldar
and Ofer (2018).

19 In the Derenbourg manuscript these names are highly recognisable:
pazer qaton, telisha gedola, teres (geresh), yetiv, zaqef, *atnahta, zarqa, le-
garmeh, tevir, revia‘, tifha, and silluq (1871, 72).

! Shofar munah, telisha qetanna, *azla, merkha, darga, mayela, and galgal.

12 The discussion in Mercerus (1978, 38-44) focuses on five te‘amim:
namely, zarqa, legarmeh, revia‘, tevir, and sillug.
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is “a misnomer, for the greater part of the work is not taken up
with the o'nyv, but with the ommipa.”

The reproduction of Sefer Digduge ha-Te‘amim and Hidayat
al-Qari’ in the appendices of biblical codices testifies to both to
the high regard in which the te‘amim were held by the medieval
Jewish community and the scarcity of masoretic source texts that
describe their function. These two treatises present a simple hi-
erarchical understanding of the grammar of the te‘amim, in which
disjunctive te‘amim are understood to be emperors, kings, dukes,
and lords, each served by an appropriate conjunctive servant.
Neither of these treatises, nor any other extant masoretic treatise,
makes any attempt to explain the rationale behind the Tiberian
te‘amim, that is, whether they are primarily accents, or primarily
punctuation marks, or primarily cantillation marks (or all of
these or something more), let alone why there should be two sys-

tems of Tiberian te‘amim.

2.0. A First Answer: Poetics

According to James Kugel (1981, 109-16), during the late medi-
eval and early-modern period, the te‘amim of the Three were
widely identified as representing the essence of Biblical Hebrew
poetry. This, according to Kugel, led to the “forgetting of paral-
lelism” as the mainstay of biblical poetics. Thus Job 1.1-3.1 and
42.7-17 came to be understood to have been marked with the
te‘amim of the Twenty-One because they were ‘essentially’ prose
in form, whilst Job 3.2-42.6 were understood to have been
marked with the te‘amim of the Three because these chapters

were poetic in form. There are, however, good reasons to doubt
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that this approach was ever predominant in rabbinic thought,
even if it did successfully infiltrate much of the thinking of early-
modern Christian Hebraists.

First, the understanding of the te‘amim of the Three as es-
sentially poetic and of the Twenty-One as essentially prosaic is
not found in any masoretic treatises. The rabbinic readers of
these treatises, therefore, should have been aware that all the ex-
tant masoretic treatises and piyyutim declare both systems of
te‘amim to give (poetically) enlightened performances of the texts
in which they are found.

Second, it is hard to imagine that any Jewish rabbi could
have been unaware either that there are important poetic texts
in the Torah (notably Gen. 49, Exod. 15, and Deut. 32) or that
these texts are presented with the te‘amim of the Twenty-One.

Third, the Decalogue is presented in masoretic codices with
two sets of te‘amim: one for the high (poetic?) cantillation of the
trained reader on feast-day and one for the low cantillation of
household readings (Cohen and Freedman 1974, 7-19). The high
cantillation is presented with the te‘amim of the Twenty-One, not
the Three.

Fourth, there are many poetic texts outside the Torah pre-
sented with the te‘amim of the Twenty-One (notably Judg. 5, 2
Sam. 22, and 1 Chron. 16). Any rabbi who proposed that Job
switches between the two systems for reasons of poetry and prose
would have also needed to provide some cogent explanation of
why other books of the Hebrew Bible do not also switch systems
of te‘amim when their texts also switch from prose to poetry (and

back again).
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Fifth, the title Song of Songs (shir ha-shirim) declares it to
be a poetic work, as does one of the rabbinic titles of the book of
Lamentations (ginot). If it is held that the te‘amim of the Three
are the poetic te‘amim, it is far from clear why these two books
have been given poetic titles when they are presented with the
te‘amim of the Twenty-One.

Sixth, consistent with all the above, the authoritative six-
teenth-century work Masoret ha-Masora by Elijah Levita (Eliyahu
Bahur ha-Levi) praises the poetical virtues of both systems of
te‘amim, not just the te‘amim of the Three and does not refer to
the te‘amim of the Three as being essentially ‘poetic’ (Elijah Levita
in Ginsburg [ed.] 1867)."

3.0. A Second Answer: Verse Length

The titles of William Wickes’s two works on the te‘amim refer to
the “so-called poetic books” (1881) and the “so-called prose
books” (1887), both acknowledging the terminology that by the
nineteenth century had become conventional and casting doubt
upon it.'* To counter this misnomer, Wickes refers to the elev-
enth-century writings of Rabbi Yehuda ben Bil‘am (Sephardi) and
the twelfth-century tosafot of Rabbi Isaac ben Meir (ben
Yokheved bat Rashi). Both these works understand verse length,

3 According to Ginsburg, all his other works are similarly descriptive
rather than explicative, including Levita (1538). Nevertheless, in his in-
troduction to the work, Ginsburg (1867, 65, n. 71) himself does refer to
the te‘amim of the Three as the ‘poetic accents’.

14 Cf. also Davidson’s (1861) nineteenth-century introductory work
Outlines of Hebrew Accentuation, Prose and Poetical.
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not poetics, to be the distinguishing mark of the te‘amim of the
Three. According to Wickes (1881, 8-9): “The idea seems to have

been to compensate for the shortness of the verses (which is the

marked characteristic of the greater part of these books) by a

finer and fuller, more artificial and impressive melody.”

Table 1: The average number of words per verse in each book of the

Hebrew Bible
Book Word Verse Words/ Book Word Verse Words/
Total Total Verse Total Total Verse
Prov. 7034 915 7.7 Amos 2060 146 14.1
Ps. 19642 2527 7.8 Jon. 690 48 14.4
Job 8428 1070 7.9 Zeph. 774 53 14.6
Lam. 1650 154 10.7 Ezek. 19033 1273 15.0
Song 1270 117 10.9 Zech. 3166 211 15.0
1 Chron. 10962 943 11.6 Deut. 14465 959 15.1
Nah. 565 47 12.0 Josh. 10035 658 15.3
Hab. 677 56 12.1 Ruth 1303 85 15.3
Hos. 2391 197 12.1 Hag. 607 38 16.0
Num. 16540 1289 12.8 Mal. 883 55 16.1
Neh. 5428 405 13.4 Judg. 9922 618 16.1
Mic. 1411 105 13.4 2 Sam. 11206 695 16.1
Joel 964 73 13.2 1 Kgs 13234 817 16.2
Isa. 17157 1291 13.3 Jer. 22230 1364 16.3
Gen. 20632 1533 13.5 2 Chron. 13474 822 16.4
Eccl. 3000 222 13.5 1 Sam. 13447 811 16.6
Obad. 292 21 13.9 Dan. 6054 357 17.0
Exod. 16880 1213 13.9 2 Kgs 12389 719 17.2
Ezra 3911 280 14.0 Est. 3078 167 18.4
Lev. 12058 859 14.0

Three books of the Hebrew Bible average less than eight
words per verse: Psalms (7.7), Proverbs (7.8), and Job (7.9). All

other books have average verse lengths of twelve words or more,
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except Lamentations (10.7), Song of Songs (10.9) and 1 Chroni-
cles (11.6)."° The latter three contain significant sections of short-
verse text alongside other sections with long verses. Table 1,
therefore, shows that there are two kinds of books in the Hebrew
Bible: short-verse books (with less than eight words per verse)
and long-verse books (with more than twelve words per verse).
According to Wickes, the te‘amim of the Three were a practical
Tiberian response to the challenge of punctuating (or cantillat-
ing) two different kinds of text: short verse texts as against long
verse texts.

The credibility of the long-verse/short-verse explanation
rests on two foundations. First, whether or not verse lengths were
determined prior to the time of the Tiberian Masoretes—only if
they were, could verse length have led to the creation of two sys-
tems of te‘amim (and not vice versa). Second, how one also might
explain cases like Lamentations, Song of Songs, and 1 Chronicles:
that is, texts that contain clearly defined sections of short verse

material that is presented with the te‘amim of the Twenty-One.

3.1. The Priority of the Tradition of Verse Division

For Wickes, the existence of an established tradition of verse di-
vision prior to the Tiberian Masoretes was suggested by the men-

tion of pesuqge ha-tora ‘verses of the Torah’ and pesuge ha-te‘amim

> 1 Chron. and 2 Chron are presented in this table as two books to
highlight the variations of verse length within the two halves of one
work (Chronicles). The same logic was extended to Samuel and Kings.
2 Sam. contains two lengthy poems, without which its average verse
length would have exceeded that of 1 Sam.
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‘verses of the te‘amim’ in the Mishna (Megillah 4.4.) and Talmud
(b. Berakot 19a; 62a-b; b. Qiddushin 32b; b. Yoma 52a-b; b. Ne-
darim 37b). Whilst it is far from certain that the verse divisions
mentioned in the Mishna and the Talmud are identical to those
of masoretic tradition (Blau 1896; 1897), a number of texts in the
Dead Sea Scrolls do have spaces that indicate traditions of para-
graph, section, and even verse division. The first-century CE
Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa®), for example, has many paragraph and sec-
tion divisions that are consistent with the later masoretic tradi-
tion and the first-century CE Great Psalm Scroll (11QPs?®) has end-
verse spaces which are entirely consistent with the later Maso-
retic traditions for Ps.119 and 145 (but less so for other psalms)
(Burrows, Trever, and Brownlee 1965). Furthermore, the many
hundreds of biblical texts with Palestinian and Babylonian
te‘amim recovered from the Ben Ezra Synagogue, Fustat, Old
Cairo (‘the Cairo Genizah’) display verse divisions (nearly) iden-
tical to those found in the later standard (Tiberian) Masoretic
Text (Kahle 1927; 1966; Revell 1970, 157-99). In other words,
whilst the tradition of verse divisions for many books of the He-
brew Bible may not have been finalised until after the time of the
Mishna, and perhaps not even until after the period of the Tal-
mud, we can be confident that the Tiberian Masoretes were the
recipients, not the creators, of the versification of the biblical

text.

3.2. Lamentations

In BHS, all the verses of the first two chapters of Lamentations

are presented as three poetic lines (except 1.7 and 2.19, which
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are presented as four) (Elliger et al. [eds.] 1977, 1354-67).
Whilst the division of each of these verses into stichs is a matter
of some debate, it is indisputable that all of these verses are long.
They vary between fourteen and twenty words in length. The
verses in ch. 4 are not so long. In BHS they are presented as two
poetic lines (typically with four stichs) and they vary between
eight and seventeen words in length.'® The verses in chs 3 and 5
are, in comparison, shorter. All of the 66 verses in ch. 3 have
fewer than eight words (bar one verse);'” and all bar two of the
22 verses in ch. 5 have fewer than nine words.!® Unlike chs 1, 2,
and 4, the number of poetic lines found in these verses is indis-
putable: they must be read as single poetic lines, typically with
two stichs each.

If the system of te‘amim employed had been determined by
line length alone, one might expect the te‘amim of Lamentations
to switch between the two Tiberian systems, just as in Job. In the
case of Job, however, the switch from the te‘amim of the Twenty-
One to the te‘amim of the Three at Job 3.2, and then back at 42.7,
follows not only verse length, but also the literary style and con-
tent of the text. This switch of te‘amim in Job, therefore, presents
the book of Job with an introduction, a central discourse, and a
conclusion. In the case of Lamentations, the switches between
long verse length (chs 1 and 2), short verse length (ch. 3), me-
dium verse length (ch. 4), and short verse length (ch. 5) do not

16 Lam. 4.13 has eight word-units and 4.5 and 4.14 have nine word-
units.

7 Lam. 3.22 has nine word-units.

18 Lam. 5.1 and 5.17 have nine word-units.
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mark any changes in literary content or style (other than line
length). A switch between the systems of te‘amim in Lamentations
may have thus undermined its unity of style and content.

The use of the te‘amim of the Twenty-One for long verses
and short verses in Lamentations indicates that the te‘amim of the
Twenty-One can be used for short verses when they are called
upon so to do. There are, however, some problems generated
when the te‘amim of the Twenty-One are so employed—an issue

to which we will return.

3.3. Song of Songs

Song of Songs is presented with 24 short verses and 83 long
verses. Unlike Lamentations, these short verses are interspersed
between the long verses. The argument for the exclusive use of
one form of te‘amim (by default, that of the Twenty-One) is thus
even more compelling. The use of the te‘amim of the Twenty-One
for the short verses of Song of Songs again confirms that the
te‘amim of the Twenty-One can be used for short verses when

they are called upon so to do.

3.4. 1 Chronicles

The low average verse length of the half-book 1 Chronicles (the
sixth lowest, with 11.6 words per verse) is at odds with that of
its other half, 2 Chronicles, which has the fifth highest (16.4).
This anomaly is explained by the many short-verse genealogical
lists that dominate 13 of the 29 chapters in 1 Chronicles (1 Chron.
1.1-9.44; 11.26-47; 12.24-37; 24.7-18; and 25.9-31). 1 Chron.

16 also contains an extensive quotation of short-verse material
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that is parallel (near identical) to the text of three psalms.!® Since
both the genealogical and the Psalm material is distinct in style
and content from the surrounding narrative, presumably this ma-
terial could have been presented with the te‘amim of the Three.
The fact that it is not suggests that there was more involved in
the decision to employ the te‘amim of the Three than verse length.

In the genealogical lists of 1 Chronicles, many of the verses
have five or fewer words and many others are short verses of
eight or fewer words. In most of these verses, an ’atnah is found
at the point of its most significant semantic division. The gram-
mar (rules) of the te‘amim of the Twenty-One require a disjunc-
tive tifha to precede an °atnah on one of the two word-units before
the word with °atnah (Wickes 1887, 69; Price 1990, 58-61).%° A
similar rule requires a tifha to occur on one of the two words
before a sillug (Wickes 1887, 62; Price 1990, 54-57). As a result
of these two rules, four disjunctive te‘amim (that is, tifha—"atnah—
tifha-silluq) must be used in every verse presented with °atnah,
even if the verse itself contains a total of only five, six, or seven
words. Consequently, on verses of fewer than eight words, the
rules of the te‘amim of the Twenty-One produce a most predicta-
ble pattern of recitation. When these short verses occur consecu-

tively, for example in short-verse poetry or in genealogical lists,

191 Chron. 16.8-36. The material follows Ps. 105.1-15; 95.1-13; and
106.1, 47-48. The dependency of 1 Chronicles on the Psalter is here
presumed for the sake of simplicity. The discussion here regarding the
use of different kinds of te‘amim is not affected by this presumption.

%0 This is a general rule with the exceptions of mayela (16 cases) and
when both words preceding ’atnah are monosyllabic (31 cases). See
Yeivin and Revell 1979, 177-81; Jacobson 2002, 69-71.
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this predictability will cause the recitation to sound repetitive. In
the case of many literary genres, such as the psalm material in 1
Chron. 16.8-36, a repetitive recitation may be considered prob-
lematic. In the case of the genealogical lists, such as those found
in 1 Chron. 1.1-9.44, a predictable and repetitive recitation may
be considered most appropriate. It is striking, therefore, that
whilst the short-verse poetic material quoted in 1 Chron. 16.8-
36 does not use any ’atnah te‘amim to delimit the parallel stichs,
most of the short-verse material in 1 Chron. 1.1-9.44 does.

In the Psalter itself, however, all the material quoted in 1
Chron. 16.8-36 does employ °atnah te‘amim. This does not result
in a repetitive recitation, because under the rules of the Three,
an °atnah does not require a disjunctive ta‘am to precede it. Fur-
thermore, the rules of the Three forbid the occurrence of a dis-
junctive ta‘am too close to the °atnah or sillug; that is, two full
syllables must separate the syllable with °atnah or sillug and the
syllable with the preceding disjunctive ta‘am (Wickes 1887, 60,
69, 75; Price 1990, 209-13, 234-38).

In 1 Chron. 16, when the Psalms material is quoted, zagef
te‘amim are employed where ’atnah te‘amim are found in the Psal-
ter. This is because zagef te‘amim in the Twenty-One, like ’atnah
te‘amim in the Three, do not require a preceding disjunctive
ta‘am. This observation has led some commentators to declare

that an “atnah in the Three is equivalent (in pausal effect) to a
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zaqef in the Twenty-One. Before rushing to this imperfect conclu-
sion,?! however, it would be wise to cast our net a little further
and examine, first, the presentation of other poetic texts in the
Twenty-One and, second, other texts in the Three that are paral-
leled by texts in the Twenty-One.

3.5. Short-Verse Poetic Texts with the Te‘amim of the
Twenty-One

All the short verses of Lamentations chs 3 and 5 are presented as
poetic lines with two stichs (that is, as parallelism). In ch. 5, these
stichs are delimited by zaqgef te‘amim: (and “atnah is not used in
any of the verses). In ch. 3, the delimitation of the stichs is a little
more complex: zagef te‘amim are used in forty-seven of its sixty-
six verses; “atnah is used once (Lam. 3.56, for a division so unu-
sual, it is not recognised by the stichography of BHK, BHS, or
BHQ; see Kittel et al. [eds.] 1937, 1238; Elliger et al. [eds.], 1977,
1367; Jan de Waard 2004); in the remaining eighteen verses tifha
te‘amim delimit the first stich.?? The use of tifha to delimit the first
stich is interesting. It allows the second stich (the stich delimited
by silluq) to be without more smoothly. If zagef te‘amim had been

used in these verses, then a tifha would have been required before

1 Tt is clear that this conclusion is imperfect since zagef te‘amim do not
prohibit a disjunctive ta‘am occurring closer than two full syllables be-
fore them whilst the ’atnah of the Three does. In other words, whilst
zaqef te‘amim in the Twenty-One can perform in a similar way to °atnah
te‘amim in the Three, their identity and function is defined by the system
of the Twenty-One and this system is different to that of the Three.

2vyv.2,3,5,7,11,15, 17,19, 21, 30, 31(?), 45, 46, 47, 49, 52, 54, 58,
and 64.
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the sillug (by the rules of the Twenty-One) and this would have
added a (presumably unwanted) “pause” to the second stich.?

According to Price (1990, 72), the reason why zagef
te‘amim are used to delimit the stich of poetic texts in the Twenty-
One is because “the domain of Little Zagef is the most complex
and flexible of all the other accents.” In practice what this means
is that zagef can repeat to give one, two, three, or four stichs and
can occur without a preceding lesser disjunctive ta‘am. This flex-
ibility is not unlimited: if there are more than two word-units in
the clause of zagef, either a pashta or yetiv disjunctive is required.
Even here, however, the judicial use of magqgefim can ensure that
the “pauses” in each stich are determined solely by poetics and
not the grammar of the te‘amim.?

The book of Lamentations can thus be understood as
providing the paradigm for two kinds of presentation for poetic

texts of the Twenty-One:

% As the proponents of prosody have rightly observed, oral segmenta-
tion is achieved by multiple means including intonation, stress, empha-
sis, and melody. For simplicity, these multiple tools are referenced here
as “pause”. The intended sense of “pause” here is the delimitation mark-
ers of oral segmentation. Whether or not there is any period of cessation
or silence (a literal pause) would, of course, be determined by the read-
ers chosen method of orally performing the text. The relevance of this
to the study of the te ‘amim is particularly clear in Pitcher 2021.

24 Zaqef te‘amim are used without any atnah te‘amim in eight of the 110
verses of 1 Chron. 1-2 (1.14, 28, 30; 2.12, 14, 20, 37, 41, 51). It is
interesting to note that when the lists of 1 Chron. 24.7-18 and 25.9-31
do employ zagef te‘amim in this way, the pashta is never lacking. This is
in accord with the poetics of a list. It creates a clear and repetitive rec-
itation.
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Presentation 1 [P1]: short verses (nine words or less) with
one poetic line of two-stich classic parallelism. In these
short verses, atnah te‘amim are absent and either zaqgef or
tifha te‘amim delimit the first stich.

Presentation 2 [P2]: long verses (nine words or more) that
contain more than two stichs. In these longer multi-stich
verses, more complex forms of parallelism may be observed
and a combination of ’atnah and zagef te‘amim (alongside
other disjunctive te‘amim) will be employed to delimit each
verse into these stichs.®

As previously mentioned, in the Song of Songs (unlike Lamenta-
tions), long and short verses are interspersed amongst its eight
chapters. In 23 of the 25 verses with eight or fewer word-units,
the accentuation follows the first presentation above [P1],%
whilst all those of nine word-units or more follow the second
[P2]. The two exceptions are Song 2.5 and 4.15. These are excep-
tions that prove the rule. For whilst these two verses do both have
eight word-units, both can be read (with the stichography of
BHK; see Kittel et al. [eds.] 1977, 1202, 1206) as having three
stichs, the first of which is delimited by a zagef and the second
by an ’atnah.

Outside of Lamentations, Song of Songs, and 1 Chronicles,

two-stich short verses of poetry are observed with ’atnah te‘amim

% This observation is self-evident, but I have not found it explicitly
stated elsewhere.

% The 23 verses are Song 1.1, 2, 1.9-2.2, 4, 6; 3.9; 4.7; 5.10; 6.3; 7.7—
8, and 11. Strictly speaking, the stichs of these verses are delimited by
zaqgef and silluq te‘amim.
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delimiting their first stichs—that is, with the kind of presentation
observed in the genealogical lists of 1 Chronicles. The crucial ob-
servation here, however, is that these poetic verses do not occur
in a consecutive run of short verses (which would make the reci-
tation repetitive) in all cases bar one. Once again, this text can
be understood to be the exception that proves the rule. The text
in question is the Song of David at 2 Sam. 22, which parallels the
text of Ps. 18 with strikingly similar, but rarely identical, content.
In 2 Sam. 22, 41 of its 51 verses are short verses of eight words
or fewer.?” All of these short verses are presented as two stichs
and all of these 41 short verses are delimited by °atnah te‘amim.
The method in 2 Sam. 22 can be taken, therefore, to describe a
third method of presenting poetry with the te‘amim of the
Twenty-One:

Presentation 3 [P3]: short verses (eight words or less) of

two-stich parallelism that employ ’atnah te‘amim to delimit

their first stich.

Table 2 observes the employment of these three presentations for
twelve of the most widely-recognised poetic texts in the Twenty-
One and four prophetic texts also widely considered to be

founded upon the poetics of parallelism.

* Vv. 1-2 are exceptional, v. 1 forms the title of the poem, v. 2 the
opening ‘and he said’. Vv. 3, 7, and 16 are read here as a quatrains. Vv.
8, 9, 31, 44, 49, and 51 are read as three stichs.
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Table 2: Poetic Texts in the Twenty-One (see Appendix for details)

P1 P2 % P3 %
Passage Number Short Long stichs Short stichs
of verses verses verses delim- verses de- delim-
[stichs] delimited with ited as limited by ited as
by zagef =zaqef P1 or ’atnah P3
[stichs] +’atnah P2 [stichs]
[stichs]
Gen. 49.2-27 26 [80] 0 17 [62] 77% 9 [18] 23%
Exod. 15.1-18 18 [60] 3 [6] 12 [48] 90% 3 [6] 10%
Num. 6.24-26 3 [6] 3 [6] 0 100% 0 0
Deut. 32.1-43 43 [140] 0 26 [106] 75% 17 [34] 25%
Judg. 5.2-30 29 [121] 0 26 [115] 93% 4 [8] 7%
1 Sam. 2.1-10 10 [36] 0 7 [30] 83% 3 [6] 17%
2 Sam. 1.19-27 9 [40] 1[2] 8 [38] 100% 0 0
2 Sam. 22.2-50 49 [109] 0 8 [27] 25% 41 [82] 75%
2 Sam. 23.1-7 7 [23] 0 6 [21] 91% 1[2] 9%
Isa. 5.1-7 7 [37] 0 7 [37] 100% 0 0
Isa. 40.1-31 31 [114] 0 22 [96] 84% 9 [18] 16%
Hab. 3.2-19 18 [64] 0 14 [56] 87% 4 [8] 13%
Jon. 2.3-10 8 [28] 0 7 [26] 93% 1[2] 7%
Lam. 154 [536] 88 [176] 66 [352] >99% 1[2] <1%
Song 117 24 [48] 87 100% 0 0
1 Chron. 16.8-36 29 [61] 25 [50] 4 [11] 100% 0 0

From Table 2 it can be seen that, apart from Song, Lam. and 1

Chron. 16, the most frequent presentation of the verses of our

sixteen chosen texts is the second presentation type [P2], in

which the poetry is presented in longer verses with multiple

stichs delimited by °atnah and zagef (alongside other disjunctive

te‘amim) (Renz 2003). In many texts, however, short verses occur

interspersed between long verses, as was observed in Song of
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Songs. Unlike Song of Songs, the other poetic texts in the Twenty-
One commonly employ °atnah te‘amim to delimit these stichs
[P3]. Since these verses are interspersed within longer verses, the
problem of repetitive recitation does not occur—except in regard
to 2 Sam. 22.

Table 2 highlights the extent to which 2 Sam. 22 is an ex-
ceptional case. Whilst 75 percent of the stichs of 2 Sam. 22 are
presented with the third presentation type [P3], no other poetic
text in the Twenty-One presents more than 25 percent of its stichs
according to this presentation [P3]. Other than 2 Sam. 22, P3
occurs as a minority presentation within the wider context of
longer multi-stich verses [P2].

Outside of 2 Sam. 22, only five of the above poetic texts

have consecutive short verses delimited by ’atnah:

1. Gen. 49.19-21: three verses listing the blessings of Jacob
upon Gad, Asher and Naphtali.

2. Deut. 32.18-19: two verses. Since v. 19 follows from v.
18, the repetition of form is helpful.

3. Deut. 32.33-34: two verses. Since v. 34 responds to v. 33,
the repetition of form is helpful.

4. Isa. 40.16-18: three verses with interlinear parallelism.
Since v. 17 repeats the content of v. 16 and v. 18 responds
to v. 16-17, the repetition of form aids these connections.

5. Isa. 40.29-30: two verses with interlinear parallelism.

It would appear, then, that only Gen. 49.19-21 and 2 Sam. 22.2-
51 are presented so as to be recited in the manner of a list. In the
first case this is not problematic—the material is a list. In the

second, this is puzzling. The Song of David of 2 Sam. 22 is a song
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of heterogeneous content, passionate emotion, and dramatic sal-
vation. It is not a list, so why should it be presented to be read in
such a repetitive manner?

The treatise Soferim may be of help in answering this ques-
tion. The treatise is a compendium of Talmudic wisdom concern-
ing the correct handling of scriptural scrolls. In this compendium,
two pairs of parallel texts are given special attention: 2 Kgs 18—
20 || Isa. 36-38 and 2 Sam. 22 || Ps. 18 (Cohen 1965).% These
texts are recognised as being both very similar and yet having
important differences. The differences are thus listed in Soferim
in order to ensure that no scribe—either intentionally or uninten-
tionally—will harmonise the texts of 2 Sam. 22 and Ps. 18. In the
context of this Talmudic wisdom, if the Tiberian Masoretes had
presented 2 Sam. 22 with zagef te‘amim [presentation P1], the
recitation would have had much the same flow of rhythm and
“pause” as Ps. 18. The two texts would have been much more
likely to suffer amalgamation in the mouths, minds, and, there-
fore, hands of their scribal custodians. To avoid this risk, it is
plausible that the Tiberian Masoretes may have elected to present
the short verses of 2 Sam. 22 with ’atnah te‘amim [presentation
P3], even though it has many consecutive short verses. This
presentation generated a repetitive recitation for 2 Sam. 22 dis-

tinct from the recitation of Ps. 18. The extent of its repetitive

8 Soferim (Scribes), Rule One of ch. 8 lists 72 words of 2 Sam. 22, all of
which should be guarded from harmonisation with the different but
similar wording of Ps. 18. The words of Ps. 18 are not listed. Ironically,
some of the vowel letters given as the definitive form of the words of 2
Sam. 22 differ from those found in Codex L.
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nature can be seen in the following comprehensive list of all the

disjunctive te‘amim as they occur in 2 Sam. 22.32-40:

(32)  tifha - ’atnah : tifha - sillug.
(833) tifha - °atnah : tifha - silluq.
(834) tifha - °atnah : tifha - silluq.
(35) tifha - °atnah : tifha - silluq.
(86) tifha - °atnah : tifha - silluq.
(87)  tifha - °atnah : tifha - silluq.
(38) tifha - °atnah : tifha - silluq.
(839) tifha - °atnah : tifha - silluq.
(40)  tifha - °atnah : tifha - silluq.

Anyone reciting (or memorising) 2 Sam. 22 according to these
te‘amim would thus recite vv. 32-40 in a highly repetitive man-
ner. In terms of the dramatic delivery of the varied content of
these verses, this is a bit of a disaster.?® But in terms of textual
memorisation, it would act as a significant reminder that, whilst
2 Sam. 22 is very much the Song of David, it is definitely not the
Song of David of Ps. 18.

The genius of this presentation of 2 Sam. 22 is that whilst
it testifies to the same delimitation of stichs as Ps. 18, it contains
41 additional disjunctive te‘amim. Most of these disjunctive
te‘amim are imposed upon the recitation by its presentation with

’atnah te‘amim [P3], and none impact the delimitation of a stich.

2 These verses praise God as a refuge, then as a trainer of my hands for
battle, before recounting the manner of the revenge I have taken on my
enemies.
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These extra disjunctive te‘amim add many “pauses” and occur in
highly predictable places, which thus stretches the recitation out

to sound more like a repetitive list than a song of varied praise.

4.0. A Third Answer: The Dilemma of Short-verse
Poetry in the Twenty-One

The observed general preference for zagef te‘amim in delimiting
poetry in the Twenty-One is based upon their flexibility. This
flexibility allows a stich delimited by zagef to be read either with-
out any other disjunctive te‘amim (when the poetics so demand)
or with one or more disjunctive te‘amim in any place in the clause
(when this is more appropriate). The flexibility of zagef, however,
comes at a cost. Because it is so flexible, it cannot produce the
same syntactic clarity that is delivered by °atnah. For this reason,
’atnah te‘amim are preferred as markers of dichotomy in the short
verses that are interspersed throughout Gen. 49 and Deut. 32. In
these texts, the majority presentation is the second [P2], so the
recitation of the whole is not made to sound repetitive by occa-
sional short verses with the third presentation [P3]. The di-
lemma, therefore, of presenting short verse poetic texts with the
te‘amim of the Twenty-One is that whilst the delimitation of their
first stichs by zaqef provides flexibility at the expense of clarity,
the delimitation of the first stichs by atnah provides clarity at the
expense of flexibility.

A similar dilemma surrounds the use of tifha to delimit the
first stich of a short verse in order that the second stich might be
free from disjunctive te‘amim (see above). Once again, the system

of the Twenty-One is shown to be able to present poetry without
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any unwanted “pauses” generated by the rules of the te‘amim of
the Twenty-One. Again, however, the cost of this flexibility is a
loss of syntactic clarity. The Tiberian solution to this dilemma
was to create a secondary system of te‘amim with similar princi-
ples to those of the Twenty-One, but with more flexible parame-
ters, i.e., a system that employs ’atnah te‘amim that can be pre-
ceded by disjunctive te‘amim, but do not make such a precedent

mandatory.

4.1. A More Flexible Alternative

In the rules of the te‘amim of the Three, the ’atnah is preceded by
a dehi disjunctive ta‘am just as an ’atnah is preceded by a disjunc-
tive tifha ta‘am in the Twenty-One. Unlike in the Twenty-One,
however, a dehi ta‘am can be placed anywhere in a colon delim-
ited by °atnah (not just on one of the two words preceding the
’atnah) and it need not appear at all.

A similar situation describes the stich delimited by sillug. A
silluq in the Three is preceded by a disjunctive revia® mugrash, just
as a silluq is preceded by a disjunctive tifha in the Twenty-One.
Unlike in the Twenty-One, however, a revia® mugrash can be
placed anywhere in the colon delimited by sillug (not just on one
of the two words preceding the sillug) and it need not appear at
all.

Wickes (1881, 99-101) expressed his understanding of this
situation in terms of various “laws of transformation.” These laws
explained why his principle of continuous dichotomy was not fol-

lowed in so many verses of the Three. According to these laws of
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transformation, a disjunctive dehi is transformed into a conjunc-
tive munah whenever it occurred on the word preceding a word
with “atnah and the stress of its word was not separated from the
stress of the word with °atnah by two or more ‘full vowel’ sylla-
bles. A similar law explained the absence of an expected revia“
mugrash in a colon delimited by sillug. Whilst these laws have
much explicative value, the cases of transformation of dehi
te‘amim are far more extensive than that delivered by Wickes’s
simple statement of the laws of transformation (see also Price
1990, 36, 209-13, 234-38).

4.2. Ps. 18 as an Example

Dehi te‘amim are absent in Ps. 18 in 26 (53 percent) of the 49
stichs that are delimited by °atnah: 5a, 6a, 7c, 8b, 9b, 12b, 13b,
16¢, 18a, 19a, 20a, 21a, 23a, 24a, 25a, 26a, 27a, 31b, 36b, 37a,
41a, 42a, 43a, 46a, 48a, and 50a. In 17 (65 percent) of these 26
cases, the absence is well explained by the law of transformation:
namely 6a, 7c, 8b, 9b, 12b, 13b, 16c, 21a, 23a, 24a, 25a, 31b,
37a, 41a, 46a, 48a, and 50a.* In these cases, the syntax places

%0 Somewhat obscurely Price (1996, V:1196) lists verses with virtual
dehias 1, 6,7,8,9,12, 18, 21, 23, 24, 25, 37, 41, 43, 48, and 51. His
list agrees with the above in regard to twelve verses (6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 21,
23, 24, 25, 37, 41, and 48) and is divergent in regard to four verses (1,
18, 43, and 51): v. 1 has a dehi before the ’atnah, there is a long run of
conjunctives before the revia‘ mugrash, but the reason for a transfor-
mation is not well explained by the laws of transformation; vv. 18 and
43 are considered above; v. 51 has six disjunctive te‘amim on nine word-
units, so it is not clear how an additional dehi disjunctive ta‘am can be
considered to be virtually present (and transformed).
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the position of a preceding dehi too near to the stress of the word
with ’atnah.

Nine cases, however, are not well explained by the ‘Laws
of Transformation,’ specifically, 5a, 18a, 19a, 20a, 26a, 27a, 36b,
42a, and 43a. Three of these nine cases could be explained if the
vowel hireq in a yiqtol verb is not considered to constitute a ‘full
vowel’ syllable (26a, 27a, and 36b), but this proposal generates
more problems than it solves; for survival of the dehi at other
places (for example, Ps. 18.17a and elsewhere in the Psalter)
would then require further explanation. Four further cases (5a,
19a, 42a, and 43a) could be explained if a dehi ta‘am is consid-
ered to be transformed when the word with ’atnah has maqqefim.
But, again, the survival of dehi in other psalms under these con-
ditions would then require explanation (for example, at Ps.
22.18a). At Ps. 18.18a, it is not clear that a dehi should neces-
sarily be expected on *2'Rn ‘from my enemy’ before the short
word w ‘strong’. The two words are usually read together to mean
‘from my strong enemy’. Although it must be admitted that a def-
inite article would be expected on 1v. Furthermore, ‘you save me,
my enemy is strong’ does form a nice parallel with 18b. The case
of 20a is clearer. The ’atnah occurs on the last syllable of ap7n?
‘to the broad place’. This word is long enough to protect a dehi
on the preceding word from transformation (ix¥i ‘and he
brought me out’), but no dehi is found upon it.

A similar situation pertains to the revia‘ mugrash, which is
absent in thirteen (25 percent) of the 51 stichs delimited by sillug:
2, 5b, 15b, 19b, 28b, 33b, 36¢, 40b, 43b, 44c, 48b, 50b, 51c. In

eight of these thirteen cases the law of transformation explains
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the absence of revia‘ mugrash: 5b, 28b, 33b, 36¢, 40b, 43b, 48b,
and 50b. Three of the remaining five cases have other explana-
tions. The stichs of vv. 2 and 51c may be considered grammati-
cally exceptional. At 15b there is a mugrash symbol without a
revia‘. This probably should be read as an alternative representa-
tion of revia® mugrash: the anomaly occurs elsewhere, it is con-
sistently replicated in many of the best masoretic manuscripts,
and it occurs regularly on monosyllabic words (Dotan 2001, xvi).
In regard to 19b, however, one is required to argue, against sense,
that the syntactic or prosodic dichotomy is expected between
wwn? and " as a support for me’ (and not after M ‘the LORD”).
The absence of revia“ mugrash at 44c cannot be explained by the
laws of transformation at least in their current guise. Despite
these observations, it is not argued here that Wickes’ laws of
transformation cannot be stretched to accommodate these and
multiple similar cases.?! Rather, it is asked whether there is good
purpose to this exercise. What is achieved by these ever-more

complex explanations is the preservation of a system of rules of

31 Consider, for example, the cases of the transformation of dehi in the
first four ssalms of the Psalter. In Ps. 1.3; 2.2; and 3.9 more than two
syllables separate the stress of the word with ’atnah and the stress of the
preceding word. The transformed ta‘am preceding the ’atnah in these
cases is merkha (not munah, as per Wickes’s Law of Transformation). In
Ps. 2.7 and 4.9, the expected positions of their syntactic dichotomies
occur on the second word preceding the ’atnah and not the preceding
word. In both cases these words also have merkha conjunctive te‘amim.
Further rules are needed to explain these transformations. For various
lists of virtual dehi te‘amim see Price (1996, V:1195-210).
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the te‘amim that has been supposed to explain them. What is frus-
trated is an observation of the recitation to which the te‘amim
bear witness (which may in itself provide good explanation for
these te‘amim). It seems to me intuitively sensible to take the tes-
timony of the Masoretes more seriously when they claim to be
attempting to capture an established tradition of recitation with
their te‘amim, not creating one through the application of an es-
tablished grammar of the te‘amim.

As Dresher (1994, esp. 16-23) has explained, prosodic rec-
itations can be presented as a series of dichotomies, particularly
in regard to prose. But as Janis (1987, esp. 23-100) has also
shown, however, they need not necessarily be so understood.
Janis (1987, 48-53) has also shown that Wickes’s insistence that
nothing should break the “principle of continuous dichotomy”
can put the cart before the horse when it comes to understanding
the dynamics of prosody. More recent prosodic enquiry raises
new possibilities (Pitcher 2020). As Price (1990, 26-47) has
shown, the rules of the accents can explain almost all the ob-
served occurrences of te‘amim in the Twenty-One. This predicta-
bility extends to the poetic texts presented with the te‘amim of
the Twenty-One, but it must be admitted that more flexible zaqef
te‘amim dominate these texts—that is, a ta‘am with more flexible
rules. The system of the Three was most probably created to ex-
tend this flexibility to short-verse poetic texts. In these texts, the
rules that appear to govern their distribution must either be un-
derstood to be very complex (so Wickes and Price) or to be held
more lightly—that is, in a position that is secondary to the poet-

ics. In both cases, it seems that the oral dynamics must be placed
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to the fore if we are to make good sense of the te‘amim and that,
if so, two different sets of te‘amim provide much interesting evi-
dence for the application of different ways of orally performing
different kinds of texts.

4.3. Ps. 18.19-20 as an Example

In Ps. 18 and elsewhere, it is possible to formulate a much sim-
pler and intuitive understanding of the te‘amim, by considering
how they impact the oral performance of the text. In the example
of vv. 19-20, for example, the anomalous lack of mid-stich dis-
junctive te‘amim in 19a, 19b, and 20a can be understood simply
to reflect a recitation tradition in which these stichs were recited
without any mid-stich “pause”. This absence thus causes the mid-
stich “pause” of 20b to be heard emphatically and so give its (se-

mantically) remarkable last clause a degree of special emphasis:
27 WRY M PR DR TR
D3 PAN 3 IE9N! ATIR7 0N

This gives an oral sense or, even, an oral taste to the text. In
transliteration, the effect can be seen when English punctuation

marks are used to represent the ‘pauses’ of the te‘amim:
yaqaddomiini bayom-’édi : wayhi->ddondy lomis‘dn Ii.
wayyosi’éni lammerhdb : yohalloséni—ki hdpés bi.
In English translation such a recitation might therefore be pre-
sented as follows:

They confronted me on the day of my trouble:

but the LORD was there for my support.
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And He brought me out to the broad place:

He rescued me—because he delighted in me.

5.0. Conclusions

In an attempt to consider why there are two systems of Tiberian
te‘amim this paper has been compelled to explore a wide range of
observations. At this juncture it seems appropriate to draw them
together into a narrative that might explain why there are two
systems of Tiberian te‘amim and how they might relate to one
another.

Texts with Palestinian and Babylonian te‘amim employ the
same system of te‘amim for all the books of the Hebrew Bible. The
Tiberian use of two systems appears to be a Tiberian innovation
and not a phenomenon that was inherited by them. Early maso-
retic grammatical treatises consistently describe and praise the
Tiberian nequddot and te‘amim as recording, preserving and pass-
ing on an outstanding oral performance of the text. They do not
represent the te‘amim as a system of punctuation imposed upon
the text, but rather a way of presenting an outstanding oral reci-
tation of the text. A significant number of poetic texts in the He-
brew Bible are presented with the te‘amim of the Twenty-One,
most notably the books of Lamentations and Song of Songs. These
books evidence a modified use of the te‘amim of the Twenty-One.
The three books Psalms, Proverbs and Job stand apart as being
founded on parallelism and having significantly shorter verses.
The creation of a separate system of te‘amim was a response to

the combination of both the different oral dynamics of the reci-
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tation of short verses and the different oral dynamics of the reci-
tation of poetry. The rules of the te‘amim of Three are more flex-
ible than those of the Twenty-One: simpler in general description,
but far more difficult to formulate in detail.*> The mysteries of
the rules of the te‘amim of the Three only therefore appear to
resoluble when the focus is turned away from the rules of the
te‘amim and towards the dynamics of the recitation.

It has been found to be insightful to approach the te‘amim
of the Twenty-One as indicators of prosody as defined by linguis-
tics (suprasegmental phonology) in Pitcher (2020). The challenge
then remains before us to approach the te‘amim of the Three as
indicators of prosody as defined by poetics (which in this case
will be parallelism) and then, perhaps, to return to some of the
poetic texts of the Twenty-One—and their te‘amim—equipped

with new insight.

32 Price (1996, 1101) claims that for the te‘amim of the Three “Twelve
of the rules or auxiliaries operated without a single exception. The re-
maining rules operated with few exceptions and ranged in accuracy
from 94. 13% to 99.91%.” These impressive results, however, rely upon
his extensive use of ‘virtual’ te‘amim. As discussed above, the rules per-
taining to the transformations of ‘virtual’ te‘amim are not clear and the
rationale behind lists provided by Price is often very hard to discern.
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Appendix

Information relevant to Table 2, §3.5:

Gen. 49.2-27: Gen. 49.2, 5,12, 14, 16, 19-21, and 23, [P3];
the rest, [P2] incl. v. 18 (three morphemes, one stich as per
BHS).

Exod. 15.1-18: Exod. 15.3, 5, and 14 [P3]; vv. 4 and 13,
four-stich lines delimited by ’atnah and tifha [P2]; vv. 1b-c
and 12, two-stich lines delimited by zagef [P1]; v. 18, two-
stichs delimited by tifha [P1]; the rest [P2].

Deut. 32.1-43: Deut. 32.1, 3, 5, 9, 12, 16, 18-19, 23, 26,
28, 29, 31, 33-34, 37, and 40 [P3]; the rest [P2].

Judg. 5.2-30: Judg. 5.18, 22, 25, 29 [P3]; v. 5, three (plus)
stichs delimited by ’atnah, zaqef, and tifha [P2]; the rest
[P2].

1 Sam. 2.1-10: 1 Sam. 2.4, 6, and 7, [P3]; v. 2, three stichs
delimited by ’atnah and tifha, [P2]; the rest [P2].

2 Sam. 1.19-27: 2 Sam. 1.27, [P1]; the rest, [P2].

2 Sam. 22.2-50: 2 Sam. 22.8, 9, 31, 44, and 49, three stichs,
[P2]; vv. 3, 7, 16 four stichs, [P2]; the rest [P1]. V. 51 ex-
cluded, three stichs delimited by ’atnah and tevir?

Isa. 5.1-7: Isa. 5.3, four stichs delimited by ’atnah and tifha;
the rest [P2].

Isa. 40.1-31: Isa. 40.1, 13, 16-18, 23, 25, and 29-30 two
stichs delimited by °atnah, [P3]; v. 8, four stichs delimited
by atnah and tifha, [P2]; the rest [P2].

Hab. 3.2-19: Hab. 2.5, 12, 15, and 18, [P1]; v. 7, three
stichs delimited by zaqef and °atnah, [P2]; the rest [P2].
Jon. 2.3-10: Jon. 2.9 [P3]; the rest [P2].
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e Lam.: Lam. 1-2, [P2]; Lam. 3, [P1], Lam. 4, [P2]. Lam. 5,
[P1].

e Song: Song: the total stich count of P2 material is a matter
of some debate.

e 1 Chron. 16.8-36: 1 Chron. 16.29 and 33, three stichs de-
limited by ’atnah and zagef, [P2]; vv. 33 and 35-36, four
stichs delimited by atnah and zagqef, [P2].
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“SOME FANCIFUL MIDRASH
EXPLANATION”: DERASH ON THE
TE‘AMIM IN THE MIDDLE AGES AND
EARLY MODERN PERIOD

Benjamin Williams

Among the multitude of te‘amim ‘cantillation marks’ that adorn
the Masoretic Text of the Hebrew Bible, the accent shalshelet at-
tracts attention due to its conspicuous zig-zag shape and its sung
recitation as a trill or tremolo. Because of its rarity—it occurs just
seven times in the twenty-one prose books of the Hebrew Bible—
medieval and modern readers have attributed special significance
to the passages in which it appears. In his 1887 treatise on the
accentuation, William Wickes related medieval explanations to
the effect that the accent conveys information about the events
narrated not otherwise explicit in the biblical text, such as the
prolonged repetition of a particular action, or even angelic inter-
vention in the proceedings. Such aggadic interpretations were
not to the taste of sober-minded Wickes. Fearing that a similar
interpretation might underlie the Masoretes’ own use of
shalshelet, Wickes pronounced that the accent’s original meaning,
if it could be recovered, would not be worth the reader’s atten-

tion: “For we may be sure that we should have had some fanciful

© 2022 Benjamin Williams, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0330.09
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Midrash explanation, which we can well afford to dispense with”
(Wickes 1887, 85).

The purpose of this study is to examine the history of the
idea that the shapes, names, and sounds of the te‘amim convey
information about biblical narratives. Medieval commentators
who relayed the peshat, the plain meaning of the text, regularly
employed the accents to identify pausal forms, stressed syllables,
the relationship between consecutive words, and the structure of
the verse. But a number of interpreters, including Tobias ben
Eliezer, Joseph ibn Caspi, Bahya ben Asher, and Moses Alsheikh,
also used them to formulate narrative details that are not explicit
in the text, including twists and turns in the plot, the thoughts
and motivations of the characters, and the manner in which di-
rect speech was delivered. The present study examines this tech-
nique first by analysing the midrashic method of deriving such
information from the graphic features of the consonantal text of
the Hebrew Bible. I will then turn to medieval anthologies of
midrash and commentaries that favour the derash, where unusual
and irregular cantillation marks, including shalshelet, are inter-
preted in a similar way. Finally, examples from the commentaries
of Moses Alsheikh of Safed (d. 1593) will show how sixteenth-
century Sephardi interpreters not only focused on exceptional
te‘amim, but treated the masoretic system of accentuation more
broadly as a source of information concerning biblical narratives.
As will be shown in the conclusion, medieval derash on the
te‘amim has inspired several contemporary expositors of the bib-
lical text. It is hoped that an impartial enquiry into the origins of

this exegetical method, which neither defends the interpretations
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nor dismisses them as “fanciful,” will enable an understanding of
a distinctive interpretive approach to the Masora that has, once
again, become popular.

In Isaac Heinemann’s classic study of the midrashic
method, Darkhe ha-°’Aggada, the significance accorded by the rab-
bis to the shapes and sounds of the consonantal text of the He-
brew Bible is designated as “creative philological” exegesis.
Though Heinemann focused on the interpretation of letters,
words, sentences, and sections, he acknowledged that other
graphic features of the text, including its division into para-
graphs, were also the subject of “philological” exposition (Heine-
mann 1970, 100). Interpretations of the puncta extraordinaria in
Sifre Numbers 69 illustrate this exegetical method. Among the
passages expounded is the reunion of Jacob and Esau in Gen.
33.4, where Esau fell upon his brother’s neck and kissed him. The

letters of 1pwn are written with supralinear dots:!

(1) 230 R x5 S8n anpann inkp’ ww p
‘Esau ran to meet him. He embraced him, fell upon his

neck, and kisséd him, and they wept. (Gen. 33.4)
The midrash reads as follows:

(2)  pra 8HM R MY 1A pwnw ' a5 Y3 pwa RHW LIAPWN 12 RerD
125 522 W AYW AMKRA RN 19873 KOR 2pY'H RIW WYY

‘...An analogous case is “and kisséd hirh.” [The presence of
points above the word indicates] that [Esau] did not kiss
[Jacob] wholeheartedly. Rabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai said, “Is

! Unless otherwise noted, biblical texts are cited from the BHS. The con-
sonants of the gere are printed in brackets.
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it not certain that Esau hated Jacob? But at that particular
moment, his disposition changed and he kissed him whole-
heartedly.” (Sifre Numbers 69, ed. Kahana 2011-2015,
[:167)?

According to the first interpretation, the dots cast doubt on
the sincerity underlying Esau’s action. Shim‘on ben Yohai, by
contrast, suggests that the dots reinforce the significance of
Esau’s kiss as an indication of a profound change of heart. New
insights into the motivations and actions of biblical characters
may, according to these views, be disclosed by expounding the
text’s graphic features. This interpretation illustrates the relation-
ship Heinemann (1970, 13) held to be implicit between “creative
philology” and the resulting “creative historiographical” insights
into the narrative, since, according to the midrashic method, “the
interpretation of documents serves as a basis for the description
of history.”

Though the exposition of graphic features of the Hebrew
Bible’s consonantal text is well-attested in rabbinic literature
(Fishbane 2013, 17-21), a small number of references to maso-
retic signs can be found in late midrashim. An example comes in
the first part of Exodus Rabbah (2.6), which Avigdor Shinan

2 Cf. Genesis Rabba 78.9. Midrash Tanhuma (printed) Va-yishlah 4 ex-
plains the insincerity of Esau’s action by suggesting that, rather than
seeking to kiss Jacob (from the root p"wi), he wished to bite him (from
1"w1). See also Liebermann 1962, 43-46; Shinan 1994; Martin-Contre-
ras 2003.

3 The full quotation reads: wy1'a :p712 922 N1a 71 0w 1HR Mo rn w
D'0DIVN NR 1735 W MNP PRI HY P, VDR MRS D01 wHawn mTynn.
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(1984, 23) has dated to the tenth century CE. The exposition of
Exod. 3.4, when God called Moses from out of the Burning Bush
by repeating his name, draws attention to other occasions when
patriarchs and prophets were similarly addressed. In the case of
Abraham, Jacob, and Samuel, the repeated proper nouns are di-
vided in the pointed Masoretic Text by a vertical bar (paseq).’
The midrash explains why the sign is not used in the case of Mo-

ses:

WY apy apy ,poa 12 W DANAR DANAR RN DR IWH IWN TARN
PAnb .poa 13 PR Iwn Iwn HaR ,pos 12 v HRINY HRINY ,poa 1
NRWA PO 297 ,20158 1Ha :RMPYHITI MRWA DND PN RITW DTR
N5 wn o1 ,0nnY 92750 P'0an RN D3 oY Nk 92T POyn M

. 52 proan

“And [the Lord] said, ‘Moses Moses’” (Exod. 3.4). You find
in the case of “Abraham, Abraham” (Gen. 22.11) that there
is a paseq. Likewise, there is a paseq in “Jacob, Jacob” (Gen.
46.2) and also in “Samuel, Samuel” (1 Sam. 3.10). But in
the case of “Moses Moses”, there is no paseq. Why is this
so? It is like a man who was laden with a heavy burden
and shouted, “So-and-so so-and-so, come over here and
take this load from me.”

Another interpretation (davar ’aher) is that God spoke in-
termittently with all [other] prophets, but never stopped
[speaking] with Moses throughout his whole life. (Exodus
Rabbah 2.6, ed. Shinan 1984, 116-17)

* See also Dotan (2005). An eleventh-century dating of this part of Exo-
dus Rabba has been advanced by Bregman (2003, 171-72). Cf. t. Be-
rakhot 1.14; Sifra Nedava parasha 1.12 (Weiss 3d); Genesis Rabba 56.7;
Tanhuma (Buber) Noah 1, 6, Va-yera 46, Shemot 15; Tanhuma (printed)
Va-yera 23, Shemot 18, Sav 13.
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In good midrashic style, the darshan expounds Exod. 3.4 in
the light of verses throughout the biblical canon which exhibit a
similar syntactic formulation. Alternative explanations are pro-
posed, which, as indicated by the term davar °aher ‘another inter-
pretation’, are not mutually exclusive (Fishbane 2013, 16, 21-
23). But, unusually for a midrash, the interpretation refers to the
masoretic pointing. The darshan’s observations correspond with
the text in the Leningrad Codex (dated 1008/9 CE), where a paseq
divides o72& | 072K ‘Abraham, Abraham’ in the account of the
Akedah (Gen. 22.11), 2pp | apw’ ‘Jacob, Jacob’ before the migra-
tion to Egypt (Gen. 46.2), and S&nw | Hxiny ‘Samuel, Samuel’
when God called to the young prophet at Shiloh (1 Sam. 3.10).
The lack of a paseq when God called Moses’s name twice in Exod.
3.4, therefore, invites an explanation (Freedman 1998, fols 12a,
28b, 32b, 151b; Khan 2013, 10). According to the first interpre-
tation, the absence of the division that would indicate a slight
pause in the recitation means that God addressed Moses as hur-
riedly as someone shouting for urgent assistance with a heavy
load (Yeivin 1980, 216, no. 283). The alternative explanation re-
fers to the primacy of Mosaic prophecy, as Moses alone received
divine inspiration without interruption (cf. Leviticus Rabbah
1.14-15; Exodus Rabbah 21.4). By means of these explanations,
the darshan shows how the nature of the revelation at the Burning
Bush can be grasped through the midrashic interpretation of fea-
tures of the masoretic codex.

Expositions of the cantillation marks as sources of narrative
information can be found in the masora of tenth- and eleventh-

century manuscripts. The masora magna of the Aleppo Codex (ca.
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930 cE) and of the Leningrad Codex compare the accounts of the
capture of two kings of Judah, Amaziah and Zedekiah, in 2 Kgs
14.13 and Jer. 34.21, respectively:

(3 rTon wRIM woR MR WRINTTE AR Ens D

.. Wny naa

‘And as for King Amaziah of Judah son of Jehoash, son of

Ahaziah, King Jehoash of Israel captured [him] at Beth-
Shemesh...” (2 Kgs 14.13a)

(4)  owel Wpan T3t DR A 0K MY nR) AR T
‘And as for King Zedekiah of Judah and his officials, I will
hand [them] over to their enemies and to those who seek
their lives, to the army of the king of Babylon, which has
retreated from you. (Jer. 34.21)

Though the first parts of the two verses are similarly
worded, the masoretic pointing differs. The initial h§1 in the ac-
count of Amaziah is pointed with the accent telisha. The -ng in
the prophecy of judgement on Zedekiah, however, is joined by
maqqef to the following word and so lacks any accent and is
pointed with the short vowel segol rather than sere. The masoretic
note at 2 Kgs 14.13 in the Leningrad Codex explains the discrep-
ancy by relating Amaziah’s fate to the name of the accent telisha:

.MadnYh 9tm madnnn i woHn pwran Lqon awm whn pwran
.1a5nY n K5 mabnn n qonI PR

The former [i.e., Amaziah] [God] plucked (talash) and the
latter [i.e., Zedekiah] [God] snatched quickly. The former
was plucked (nitlash) from his kingship but returned to the
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kingship. Zedekiah was snatched quickly from the king-

ship, but did not return to the kingship. (Freedman 1998,

fol. 211b)°

According to this interpretation, the masoretic pointing
communicates an element of the narrative. In 2 Kgs 14.13, the
telisha indicates that Amaziah was temporarily plucked (talash,
nitlash) from the throne. In Jeremiah, the short vowel on the
word -nyy and its connection to 3737y ‘Zedekiah’ show that Zed-
ekiah’s downfall was quicker than Amaziah’s, since he was de-
ported to Babylon (2 Kgs 25.6-7) and never restored to the
throne (Loewinger 1960, 91-92; 1972, 603; Revell 2000, 72; Do-
tan 2009, 65-66; Ofer 2019, 261-63).

By the end of the tenth century, therefore, the midrashic
exposition of graphic features of the Hebrew Bible was no longer
limited to those of the consonantal text. Late midrashim interpret
masoretic signs, though not, to my knowledge, the names or
shapes of te‘amim. The masora itself derives narrative information
from the accents, though the verses discussed above are not ex-
pounded in extant midrashim (Friedeman 2021). But from the
late-eleventh century, certain midrashic anthologies and com-
mentaries developed insights into a small number of biblical nar-

ratives by explaining unusual te‘amim or anomalous patterns of

® See also the masora magna of the Aleppo Codex at 2 Chron. 25.33, fol.
235b.
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accentuation.® Several explain the account of Potiphar’s wife’s at-
tempt to seduce Joseph at Gen. 39.8, which begins with the rare

accent shalshelet:”

(5) WX 931 Ma3Nn HR YTIND TN 1 PITR NPROR 908 | R

TR Y
‘But he [Joseph] refused and said to his master’s wife,
“Look, my master has no concern, because of me, for house-
hold affairs, for he has entrusted everything he owns to

me.”” (Gen. 39.8)

The earliest derash I have found on this ta‘am is in the late-
eleventh-century Leqah Tov of Tobias ben Eliezer, the Greek-
speaking exegete associated with the Byzantine city of Kastoria
(Ta-Shma 2005, 259-94; Mondschein 2009, 270-72; Cohen
2020, 166-67, 176-90). According to this explanation, the ta‘am
reveals the manner in which Joseph refused the advances of Pot-

iphar’s wife: ‘““But he refused.” Refusal upon refusal ad infinitum,

® On the interpretation of further features of the Masora, see Penkower
(1982, xi, 31-40); Mondschein (2009, 270-72). On the interpretation
of tagin and irregular letters in the Sefer Torah, see Razhabi (1978, 90-
94, 120-23); Caspi (2015, 403-46). My thanks to Jen Taylor Friedman
for drawing my attention to Caspi’s study.

7 In addition to those discussed below, see also Gellis (1982-2014,
IV:94), and BnF MS Hébreu 5, fol. 1r. On the latter, see Wickes (1887,
85) and del Barco (2010, 42). On the interpretation of the Joseph nar-
rative in rabbinic texts, see Kugel (1990).
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as it is written with pesiq and shalshelet...” (Ben Eliezer 1884,
1:198)®

As Aron Dotan (1967, 164-65, 343-44) and Nurit Reich
(2006) have shown, shalshelet is also called marim, mar¢d, and
mesulsal in the Masora, names which characterise it as a distinc-
tive raising of the voice or as a trill or tremolo.? Its association
with a loud or repetitive melodic motif would explain the com-
ment in the Leqah Tov. The shalshelet on i&nn ‘and he refused’
therefore indicates not only how the cantor should recite the
word, but also how direct speech was originally delivered and
that Joseph himself spoke with prolonged and insistent determi-
nation.'”

Several later exegetes used a similar method to explain the
verse. The fourteenth-century Provencal commentator Joseph ibn
Caspi (1280-ca. 1340), better known for his philosophical inter-
pretations of the Bible, included derash on the te‘amim in his
Magref la-Kesef (Mesch 1975; Twersky 1979; Herring 1982, 125-

8 mmap 9373 .nHWOWA 053 NIT L,DMPA 1390 PR INR RN R
"PIRHN PR RN 9372 ,arnn. On the second part of the comment, ‘Re-
garding a sin, one must refuse; regarding a commandment, one must
not’, see Genesis Rabbah 87.5 and Yalqut Shim‘oni 145 (ed. Hyman,
1973, 750). On the paseq that always accompanies the shalshelet in the
twenty-one prose books, see Yeivin (1980, 188-89, no. 229).

° The shalshelet is also discussed in Goren (1989; 1995, 66-77, 151-56);
Morgenstern (1994).

12 The comment is closely echoed in the Midrash Sekhel Tov (Ben Solo-
mon 1900-1901, 1:239). On this work, see Cohen (2020, 193-205), the
afterword in Ta-Shma (2005, 253-94), and Mondschein (2009, 272-
77).
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26; Ben-Zazon 2017, 87-95; Sackson 2017, 161-69).!! He wrote
that the shalshelet in Gen. 39.8 represents not determination, but
rather Joseph’s hesitation and wavering resolve in the face of

great temptation:

Awnn TR AN NDI2 TWIR "WINan RIN NHWHWR DpY O [RAN
DA MW PP WK IRAM 5P 12 PRI ARAROM 5V A nana tam
RS DR 07185 DR 121007 AP ATa NDID DM HO DR AN PRI
7 A NANR 7T NRY W nww 0o iRt oan 5% mRa 12 0
QoA MR AMT "™ IROAY AT Y narw 5" [u]tmann oby:

.D712T nHYR anY YTW N WK LRED R1INRY WA NN

“And he refused.” The accent shalshelet is also among the
explanations that the Men of the Great Synagogue learnt
from Moses, about which I have already written regarding
the word Annnn ‘and he hesitated” (Gen. 19.16). [The ac-
cent] is not above the word jxnn on the two occasions it
refers to Jacob (Gen. 37.35; 48.19). There is no cause for
surprise if the wise man Joseph hesitated (noin) with re-
gard to this perilous matter, whether one way or the other,
for this befits every sage (and maybe his namesake took
another approach!).'? For how could anything be con-
cealed from our rabbis, of blessed memory, who said re-
garding Judah that an angel of the Lord was compelling
him, but regarding Joseph that he checked himself and
found that he could not [have intercourse]. Happy is the
one who can fully comprehend their sublime words!

1 0On Ibn Caspi’s treatment of the te‘amim, see Rock (2007, §2.4). I am
grateful to Dr Rock for kindly providing a copy of her dissertation.

2 As suggested in the editions of Last (1905) and Rock (2007), this may
be a self-deprecating reference on the part of the commentator.
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(Staats- und Universitatsbibliothek Hamburg MS Levy 8,

fol. 32b)"?
By crediting the transmission of the cantillation marks to the Men
of the Great Synagogue'* while also endowing them with Mosaic
authority, Ibn Caspi presents them as an authoritative source of
information regarding the biblical narrative. To understand the
significance of the shalshelet in question, Ibn Caspi refers the
reader back to his interpretation of Lot’s hesitant flight from
Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen. 19.16), where the word ni:at_:xj?]_‘and
he delayed’, is pointed with the same accent. There he explains
that the shalshelet’s meaning lies in its shape (nnm¥a nmy) and
that Lot’s indecisiveness was manifested physically as he “was
contorting his body (nnmypn nyun nww) forwards and back-
wards.”"® The presence of the accent in Gen. 39.8 underlies Ibn
Caspi’s attribution of the same vacillation and tortuous hesitation
to Joseph, who, according to the interpretation in Midrash

Tanhuma and Genesis Rabbah, was saved from transgression only

13 This manuscript underlies the editions of Last (1905) and Rock
(2007), though the former prints a slightly different reading (ed. Last
1905, 11:87-88).

14 Tbn Caspi frequently refers to the Men of the Great Synagogue when
explaining the accents, including in his comment on Gen. 1.1. The at-
tribution is in accordance with the rabbinic association of the events of
Neh. 8-9, including the reading of the Torah in such a way that it was
understood (Neh. 8.8), with the activities of the Men of the Great Syn-
agogue. See b. Nedarim 37b, b. Megillah 3a, and the texts examined in
Schiffer (1977). Cf. Bahya ben Asher’s assertion of the Mosaic origin of
the cantillation marks cited below.

15> MS Hamburg 8, fol. 23b; cf. Mishneh Kesef (ed. Last 1905), I:57.
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through divine intervention, as the miraculous appearance of his
father’s image rendered him impotent.'® Ibn Caspi excuses Joseph
for his wavering resolve, recalling the principle that sages are
particularly susceptible to the evil inclination.”

A third explanation is that of Ibn Caspi’s contemporary,
Bahya ben Asher of Saragossa.'® Bahya not only expounded the
shalshelet in Gen. 39.8, but also supplied an explanation for his
methods:

JITR 17 11D AR 1MAT NHAN TR 0 TITR DWR DR IR RN

IRAM' NYNaw opom S AW DR AT MR 3TR 8D M)

RN MHIN3 12 IR HER PIRI M HP1 73TA MoK 5 AN

1"y2 ,N2 2n23 ROW A0 oran UK ANNaY onyovn TN "o
125 NIND PTI DDA OTRAW MYuINa

“But he refused and said to his master’s wife, ‘My master
is here [...].”” [Joseph] began by saying to her, ‘My master

16 This is related to the statement that “there was no man (W& 'R)”
present in the house with Joseph and Potiphar’s wife (Gen. 39.11) in
Tanhuma (printed) Va-yeshev 9 and Genesis Rabbah 87.7; cf. b. Sotah
36b and Rashi on Gen. 39.11. Cf. Levinson (1997, 279-81). Ibn Caspi
contrasts Joseph’s lack of resolve with that of his brother Judah, who,
according to Genesis Rabbah 85.8, approached Tamar only reluctantly
and through the coercion of the angel appointed over desire. Cf. the
interpretation in Solomon ibn Parhon’s Mahberet he-‘Arukh (1160-
1161) of the shalshelet on Gen. 19.16 as an indication of confusion
(51253). Ibn Parhon (fol. 5a); Berlin (1991, 85).

7 See b. Sukka 52a and also the ’aggadot of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Akiva,
who were almost overcome by lust for the woman who turned out to be
Satan in disguise (b. Kiddushin 81a). Cf. Boyarin (2009, 258-66; Clen-
man (2014); and Rosen-Zvi (2011, 112-19).

8 On Bahya, see Walfish (1993, 216-17).
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is here,” which is to say, ‘Is my master not available to you?
What need do you have of me?’ And the cantillation mark
on the word 187 shows that the matter was forbidden and
that he held himself back, refusing point blank. This is be-
cause we gain an understanding of what is not written in
the Torah from the cantillation marks, just as one may per-
ceive a person’s inner intention from his movements
(mpun). (Ben Asher, ed. Chavel 1966, 1:321)"°

According to Bahya, Joseph rejected Mrs Potiphar’s advances by
pointing to the immediacy of Potiphar’s presence with the words
hen °adoni, “My master is here.” Potiphar’s availability to his wife
obviated any need of Joseph.?® His determination in refusing her
advances is indicated by the shalshelet. Bahya then details his
method of expounding the te‘amim as sources of supplementary
narrative information. His explanation hinges on a word play on
7vun, which refers both to ‘movement’ and ‘direction’ as well as
to the ‘vowels’ and ‘accents’ (Wolfson 1989-90, 1, 3; cf. Martini
2010, 61-65). Just as actions may speak louder than words, so
the accents that transform the biblical text into a dynamic me-
lodic motif disclose meanings that would not otherwise be appar-

ent.?!

9 Part of this comment was incorporated into the Minhat Shay, possibly
as an addition; see Norzi (2005-2006, 135).

20 Cf. Genesis Rabbah 87.5 and Tanhuma (printed) Va-yeshev 8.
21 Bahya also justified his interpretation of the two te‘amim on #f ‘this
one’ in Gen. 5.29 as follows:

Do not think this matter is insignificant, since the whole
Torah is replete with allusions and matters of a philosoph-
ical nature (075w or1p). These were set forth providen-
tially in anticipation of the one who investigates the divine
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Besides interpreting unusual te‘amim by means of derash,
our three commentators all refer to the accents’ conjunctive and
disjunctive functions and use them to determine stressed sylla-
bles.?? This is their principal significance in Rashi’s commen-
tary,>® where they are frequently used to identify stressed sylla-
bles, as well as the grammatical and syntactic functions of par-

ticular words.?* Abraham ibn Ezra likewise used the accents to

Torah. In this regard the sages explained that the cantilla-
tion marks in the Torah were also handed down from Sinai,
and they demonstrated this from what is written, “Giving
the sense so that they understood the reading” [Neh. 8.8].
They expounded this as follows: ““Giving the sense” refers
to the verses. “They understood the reading” refers to the
cantillation marks.” (b. Nedarim 37b) (ed. Chavel 1966,
1:98).

On Bahya’s exegetical use of the method of Sekhel, see Walfish (1993,
201-2); Talmage (1999, 319); Van der Heide (1983, 153).

22 See Leqah Tov on Exod. 13.11 (cf. Cohen 2020, 194-95); Ibn Caspi on
Gen. 1.1, 27; 3.23; 9.6; 18.21; and Bahya on Gen. 1.1; Exod. 25.38; Lev.
10.9 (on 1 Sam. 3.3); Lev. 23.16; Deut. 25.19; 32.5. As has been shown
by T. Cohen (1997-1998, 26, 43), even the accent shalshelet is accorded
no special significance in Ibn Caspi’s comment on Isa. 13.8, where he
follows David Kimhi in noting its disjunctive function (see the texts in
M. Cohen 1996, 98-99). I am grateful to Tamir Cohen for providing a
copy of his dissertation.

2 Existing studies include Englander (1939, 402-3; 1942-1943);
Shereshevsky (1972; 1982, 86-92); Kogut (1994, 42-54, 78-88, 148-
90); Himmelfarb (2004; 2005); Banon (2006).

24 It cannot be established with absolute certainty that Rashi did not

treat the te‘amim as sources of derash due to the lack of clarity regarding
the correct text of his commentary (Grossman 2012, 75-78; Lawee
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parse words and explain syntax in accordance with his commit-
ment to grammatical exegesis,? and there are numerous such in-
terpretations in the commentaries of David Kimhi.?® In contrast
to this common exegetical approach to the accents, derash on the
te‘amim is a relatively unfamiliar medieval method of exegesis,

being employed only in expositions that favour the derash and

2019, 15-20). However, the 45 comments on accentuation that I have
examined in Mikra’ot Gedolot ‘Haketer’, Bayerishe StaatsBibliothek Mu-
nich MS Cod. hebr. 5, and Fredman’s edition of the commentary on
Proverbs confirm that Rashi resorted to the accents to resolve questions
of grammar and syntax. Examples include Gen. 18.20; 29.6; 41.35;
42.21; 46.26; Num. 11.8; Deut. 11.30; Ezek. 40.18; Hos. 11.6; Ps. 10.3;
150.5; Job 18.20; Eccl. 3.16. The apparent lack of derash on the accen-
tuation could be explained by the absence of such interpretations in
Rashi’s sources of rabbinic exegesis. Cf. Kamin’s (1980, 24) argument
that, in Rashi’s biblical commentaries, “the root [w"47] in its various
forms indicates the source of the interpretation as taken from the
Sages”; see also Kamin (1986, 136-57); cf. Grossman (2017; 2021, 112-
14, 125-32, 256-81). Among the many studies of the relationship be-
tween midrashic interpretations and the plain meaning of Scripture
(x7pn Sw 1wwa) in Rashi’s commentary, see Gelles (1981, 9-27, 42-65,
114-16); Ahrend (1997); Touitou (2000); Grossman (2017, 84-96); Co-
hen (2020, 95-126; 2021).

2 For instance, see his comments on Exod. 5.7; 18.3, 26; 29.35 (all in
the Long Commentary); Mic. 4.8; Nah. 1.1; Ps. 20.10; 45.6; 64.7. The
preface to Ibn Ezra’s commentary on the Torah includes criticism of the
methods of the Leqah Tov (1977a, 1.7, 10); cf. Mondschein (2009, 271-
72). See also Wolfson (1988-1989, 3), and 86 of Ibn Ezra (1977b, 111).
Cf. Kogut (1994, 90-94, 196-230).

2 For instance, see his comments on Jdg. 6.16; 11.25; Isa. 28.17; 44.15;
Jer. 8.5; 9.18; 22.14; 22.20; 31.7, 36.20; Ezek. 15.4; 33.6; Ps. 35.19;
116.6. Cf. Kogut (1994, 56-57, 95-102, 231-38).
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with reference to exceptional accents, such as the rare
shalshelet.””

Bahya’s statement that one may “gain an understanding of
what is not written in the Torah from the cantillation marks” was
most likely known to Moses Alsheikh of Safed, who read and
cited Bahya’s commentary on Genesis,?® and who made full use
of this exegetical principle. Born around 1520, Alsheikh was of
the second generation of the Sephardi community that settled in
the Ottoman Empire (Alsheikh 1563, author’s introduction) fol-
lowing the expulsions from the Iberian Peninsula in the 1490s.
As shown in his many responsa, he was a student of Joseph Karo,
a communal rabbi, and a preacher. But Alsheikh is celebrated for
his biblical commentaries, an extensive corpus of exegesis that
covers almost the entire Hebrew Bible. His discursive, homiletic
style, and abundant use of midrash, have endeared him to gener-
ations of readers, and his commentaries remain popular to this
day (see Shalem 1965-1966).

¥ Another example is the account of Lamech naming Noah, where two
accents appear on the word #Af ‘this one’ in Gen. 5.29 (Ben Eliezer 1884,
I:32, and Bahya’s commentary, as noted above, n. 25). The two accents
on 3377 ‘come near’ in Lev. 10.4 are expounded in interpretations at-
tributed to Judah the Pious and Eleazar of Worms; see the editions of
Konyevsky (1978-1981, I1:225) and Lange (1980, 42). On mystical in-
terpretations of the te‘amim, see Wolfson (1988-1989; 1989-1990); Dan
(1968, 70). On the interpretation of the accent shalshelet in the thir-
teenth- or early-fourteenth-century Sod ha-Shalshelet, see Idel (1988,
56-61); Fishbane (1994, 31).

28 See Alsheikh’s comments on Gen. 45.22; Prov. 30.29; Job 28.19; and
Song 5.8.
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Like Tobias ben Eliezer, Joseph ibn Caspi, and Bahya ben
Asher, Alsheikh considered the meaning of the shalshelet in the
Joseph narrative. Ever the dutiful preacher, he formulated a mor-
alising interpretation that exhorts the reader to determined re-
fusal when faced with temptation, lest excuses or explanations be

undermined by the wiles of the tempter:

QoY 73 200 Syw nhwhwa wnwa nab (RA) 8AM 12 5y
1mnab MH00 MWK IR YW KA DWIR 7T 22 RN RONA 3700
RH TR P NWAD ANOAN TA UYL N0 AT 1 RY RIM A1 12T
Pwh WR ANANA T AR 02 YO DWwn wal R YA T
WK TR WA 7Y WIR ANaIn AT nnwe mphbn nawaw
ROW [1]mH 180D AR 0O TR OR 212 WY 89 1TRTRA Y Mn
MIpv [1]2 [D]3 9707 7RI DR 12 AR AR °D D DY DWwa AWy
TRY TWIPW 12 18N VHAN AWK D 0T 1Y 70 N Na0nT T
"2 Twn KD D TR 1 Lo [A]aR [7]0 [H]nR nbwbwa
712 DR 0T 9wah naw Ma0 nrab R ANTAN AYIN AWYR TR
M7 WK ©[A]5RY hROM AN 7Y A0 ME3 By IR AWYR
nw nHYhw M1 RINW 1103 MR nOWHY oyva jan [1N]mKa
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“But he refused.” This means that he shook?’ when he
heard it, like the shalshelet upon the word. Indeed, Joseph
behaved wisely. This is because it is human nature, when
an evil man or a foolish woman (cf. Prov. 9.13) comes to
entice [someone] to a sinful action that he does not intend
to do (cf. Isa. 10.7), that he will counter the tempter with

2 On the meaning of na% (Ruth 3.8), see Alsheikh’s comments on Deut.
3.29-4.1; Prov. 10.8; 12.17; Ruth 3.8; Job 6.18; and the introduction to
the commentary on Ecclesiastes. Given the definition in b. Sanhedrin
19b (cf. Targum Ruth 3.8) and the context of Joseph’s seduction, there
is also the possibility of double entendre. On humour in Alsheikh’s com-
mentaries, see his interpretations of Deut. 22.4-5 and Ps. 49.2.
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objections in order to silence him. But this is hardly the
way to save oneself from doing evil. For it might so happen
that the tempter is a smooth talker (cf. Ps. 140.12) who,
with flattering lips (cf. Ps. 12.3-4), will sway the fine
words of the one who is tempted, and he will be caught in
his net. But the one who has a brain in his head will not
act in this way, but rather will immediately resolve to re-
fuse and say that he will not do so under any circum-
stances, even if overpowered. Thereafter, if he so desires,
he can also list the objections to counter the tempter. This
is what happened in Joseph’s case. First, he made the re-
solve and “he refused,” like one who binds himself with a
chain (shalshelet). [Only] afterwards did he give the objec-
tions... This is the meaning of, “Look, my master [has no
concern, because of me, for household affairs, for he has
entrusted everything he owns to me. He is not greater in
this house than I am,] nor has he withheld [anything from
me except you, because you are his wife.] How could I do
this great evil [and sin against God (l-elohim)?]” (Gen.
39.8-9) being ungrateful to a human being, and thereby
also being ungrateful to the Lord. This is what is meant by
“and sin against God.” The same is indicated when it says
“and he refused” with shalshelet, to indicate that he puts
the chain of iniquity (shalshelet ‘avon) around his neck.
(Alsheikh 1593, fol. 65b)%°

Alsheikh begins by suggesting that the shape or melody of
the shalshelet indicates Joseph’s reaction to Mrs Potiphar’s ad-
vances—he trembled at the very thought. The ensuing explana-
tions hinge on the meaning of the word nSw5w ‘chain’. Alsheikh

associates Joseph’s exemplary decision to refuse temptation out-

% The corrected reading 1&nn is from the 1710 edition, fol. 58a.
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right with the accent, suggesting that he resolved to reject Poti-
phar’s wife as if bound by this ‘chain’ to his chosen course of
action. Alsheikh finally turns to Joseph’s commitment to proper
behaviour not only towards his master, but also towards God,
likening him to one who puts the my n>w5w ‘chain of iniquity’
around his neck. This is the phrase that Rashi used to explain the
word %p in the Babylonian Talmud (b. Shevu‘ot 31a), which
refers to the burden of personal responsibility that would be as-
sumed by a witness who testifies in a fraudulent case (see Berko-
witz 2006: 149, 278, n. 128; Sinai 2007). In suggesting that Jo-
seph’s words amount to a testimony, Alsheikh echoes midrashic
expositions of Gen. 39.9, “How could I do this great evil and sin
against God (I-elohim)?” as an oath by which Joseph committed
himself to shun the opportunity for sin.>' The shalshelet or ‘chain’
in the biblical text is the testimony to his vow before the divine
judge.

For all the creativity and ingenuity of his interpretations,
Alsheikh’s focus on the rare accent shalshelet as the key to under-
standing the narrative resembles the exegetical approach of the
medieval interpreters of Gen. 39.8 examined above. But Alsheikh
and other sixteenth-century Sephardi commentators of the Otto-
man Empire, including Abraham ben Asher and Solomon Alka-

bets, did not limit their expositions to a few exceptional

31 See the interpretation of Gen. 39.9 as an oath in Tanhuma (printed)
Va-yeshev 8; Genesis Rabbah 87.5; Leviticus Rabbah 23.11; Ruth Rab-
bah 6.4.
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te‘amim.®* Rather, they saw the accentuation more broadly as a
source of information about biblical narratives. In order to exam-
ine this exegetical approach to the Masora, we will turn to three
comments in Alsheikh’s commentary on the book of Ruth, enti-
tled ‘Ene Moshe and first printed posthumously in Venice in 1601.
The commentary is structured as a series of discourses on ex-
tended pericopes. Each begins with a list of mbx&w ‘questions’ or
nwp ‘difficulties” which Alsheikh subsequently resolves. This
technique, for which Isaac Abravanel (1437-1508) is well
known, is ubiquitous in late-medieval and early-modern Sephardi
commentaries and homilies.*® A barrage of questions arouses the
reader’s curiosity about whether the text really makes sense and
whether the exegete can solve all the problems he has made for
himself. Alsheikh does so by examining the minutiae of the bib-
lical text, points he calls o*»7p7. His aim is to show that seem-
ingly trivial details, when properly understood, contribute to
overarching harmonious interpretations.

Alsheikh resorts to the te‘amim to solve exegetical problems

in the very first verses of Ruth:

(6) D MR W 77 pING 27 i Dvhawn vhY 3 i
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%2 On Abraham ben Asher’s interpretation of the zagef gatan in Gen.
12.1, presented in the course of his exposition of Midrash Genesis Rab-
bah 39.1, see Williams (2016, 75). On Solomon Alkabets, see his com-
ments on Ruth 1.11; 3.13, 17 (Alkabets 1992, 22, 188, 206).

3 See Bland (1990); Saperstein (2014a); Williams (2015); Lawee
(2008).
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DY)
‘And it came about (°1) in the days when the judges judged
that there was (°7) a famine in the land. So a man of Beth-
lehem of Judah (7737 onY man) went to reside in the fields
of Moab, he and his wife and his two sons. The man’s name
was Elimelech, his wife was Naomi, and his two sons were
Mahlon and Chilion. They were Ephrathites from Bethle-
hem of Judah (7 ony man). They came to the fields of
Moab and were there.” (Ruth 1.1-2)

Alsheikh begins by enumerating no fewer than ten nrwip ‘diffi-

culties’ regarding these verses, asking why *7 ‘and it came about,

there was’ and n7in on? ma ‘Bethlehem, Judah’ are repeated, and

why the family members are introduced once anonymously and

then again by name. The eighth difficulty focuses on how

Elimelech is introduced in verse two:

W [R]ARY YT 7 WIRA DWI AR "1 LLLRIPA and RN 1R
LToRHR

The following must be understood in this passage of Scrip-
ture... 8. The statement ‘the man’s name [was Elimelech],’
as it would have sufficed to say ‘his name was Elimelech.’
(Alsheikh 1601, fol. 3a)

Alsheikh here calls attention to an apparent tautology. Revealing

his conception of Scripture as marked by perfect felicity of ex-

pression, in which no detail is superfluous, he asks why Ruth 1.2

states 77198 W1 oW1 when 77098 inW would have been more

concise.
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Alsheikh’s explanation revolves around two concerns:
Elimelech’s social status and the halakhic question of the circum-
stances in which one is permitted to leave the land of Israel. This
latter is discussed with reference to the book of Ruth in b. Bava
Batra 91a. On the one hand, Elimelech’s departure at a time of
famine suggests that scarcity of food is a permitted reason to
leave the land of Israel. On the other hand, he and his sons die in
the next three verses, suggesting that departure even in the direst
of circumstances is forbidden.** Alsheikh seeks an explanation
partly in the talmudic principle that “the Holy One, blessed be
He, is exacting with his righteous ones to the extent of a hair’s
breadth” (Cf. b. Yevamot 121b; y. Sheqalim 48d (5.1), y. Betsa
62b (3.8); b. Bava Qamma 50a). Thus, even if departure from the
land of Israel is tolerated in particular circumstances, Elimelech’s
social status meant that he was held to particularly high stand-
ards. But to demonstrate this, Alsheikh must show that Elimelech
was indeed important or righteous, a detail not explicit in Scrip-
ture. He alludes to the rabbinic interpretations that Elimelech
and his sons were “great men of their generation” and “leaders
of their generation” (b. Bava Batra 91a; Ruth Rabbah 1.4) and
adds insights of his own:

YR MDD WRA OWY D 0 51T 0TR 857 D pann by nnnn SR

R'"13 00 RIpNAW [0]wIR 522 H1T3 RIAW WR IRIN RITW DWIN

mabn Ran HKR IR w5 [Mar]w [1]n2 1OROR on ayrrn
1A 1IN SR MabnY MR PRY MR 0 ImRdw an Syw

3 See also Sifra be-Har parasha 5.4 and Moses Maimonides, Mishneh
Torah, Hilkhot Melakhim u-Milhamotehem 5.9-12. Cf. Encyclopedia Tal-
mudica, s.v. ‘Erez Israel’, 1II:47; Safrai (2018, 78-79); Kanarfogel
(1986); Saperstein (2014b, 281).
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Do not be surprised at the matter, for was [Elimelech] not
a great man? This is because ‘the name of the man [was
Elimelech]’ (7%2%& w'xn ow)) means ‘the designated man
[was Elimelech]’. This is a way of describing a man as
‘great’, like all [who are styled] o'wix in Scripture. The use
of the definite article also [indicates this], as does [the
name] Elimelech. [This is] as the sages said, ‘[Elimelech]
would say, “Kingship will come to me (mabn ..."5R).” Be-
cause of his pre-eminence he would say that no one was
better suited for the monarchy of Israel than he was. And
to indicate his exalted position is the cantillation mark
pazer gadol... On account of this, the Holy One, blessed be
He, was strict with them to the extent that... they were
sentenced to death. (Alsheikh 1601, fol. 4a)

Alsheikh demonstrates that each word of the phrase wxi ow
79A"8 indicates Elimelech’s high standing. ow shows that he is
singled out as an important individual. Midrashic interpretations
of the word v treat individuals so designated as particularly
righteous, such as the exposition in Genesis Rabbah 30.7 of Noah,
the “man righteous and wholehearted” (Gen. 6.9).* Elimelech’s
name itself indicates his aspirations. Alsheikh relates the inter-

pretation in Ruth Rabbah 2.4 that revocalises his name to show

% “Wherever the word ’ish occurs, it refers to a righteous man who fore-
warned [his generation]” (Theodor and Albeck eds. 1903-1936, 272).
Cf. Numbers Rabbah 16.5. For Alsheikh, the same applies to nwx, and
he interprets the designation of Rebekah as nwxn with the definite arti-
cle in Gen. 24.39 (ad. loc.) as an indication of her importance.
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that he positioned himself to become Israel’s first king by claim-
ing that “kingship is mine”, na5m x.

Alsheikh supports these interpretations by referring to a
feature of the biblical text itself: the ta‘am on Elimelech’s name.
Though the disjunctive accent pazer is not unusual (it occurs 858
times in the prose books of the Hebrew Bible), it appears only
here in Ruth (Price 1996, 1.5, IV:831). In the public recitation of
the book, the melodic motif unique to this verse and the pause
indicated by the accent draw attention to Elimelech’s name at the
moment he arrives on scene. Alsheikh refers to this accent as
pazer gadol, a name which holds the key to the interpretation that
it “indicates [Elimelech’s] exalted position”: a ‘great pazer’ her-
alds the entrance of the great Elimelech.>® It thus helps to explain
the significance of the expression 775" Wi oy and supports
the overarching interpretation that, due to his importance, he
was held to high standards and punished for leaving the land of
Israel even at a time of famine.

Alsheikh resorts to the te‘amim again in his comment on the

narrative of Ruth gleaning in the field in chapter 2:

(7) 230 030 WM (DRI MRID Mh OMYipaTOY 2xIn w7 A nNn
:IRIN TN "RRITDY NAWD KD IRIN A1 NN DipaOY

% In his commentary on Lev. 23.27, Alsheikh similarly designates the
pazer on the word & as pazer gadol; he does not use the term to refer to
qarne farah (see Yeivin, 1980, 212-13, nos. 274-76). The interpretation
of Ruth 1.2 is analogous to that of Est. 6.7, where the zaqgef gadol on the
word v& indicates the great importance of the individual concerned.
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‘Boaz said to his servant who was stationed over the reap-
ers, “To whom does this young woman belong?” The serv-
ant stationed over the reapers answered and said (...Jv%
anN1), “She is a young Moabite woman, the one who re-
turned with Naomi from the fields of Moab.”” (Ruth 2.5-6)

Alsheikh begins with the characteristic litany of questions.
Among them, he asks why two verbs introduce the servant’s re-
ply, w% and then 7781, when one would suffice:

"3 PRI AP RN Y T A DnYn RN M nono; anI...

...In addition, the word ‘and he answered’ (jv%1) appears to

be superfluous as it would have sufficed to say, ‘And he

said (pN"), “She is a young Moabite woman.”” (Alsheikh

1601, fol. 17a)
This question prompts an elaboration of the narrative. Alsheikh
explains the role of the servant, his relationship to Boaz, and the
particulars of their exchange. Because the servant was appointed
or stationed “over” the reapers, Alsheikh describes him as stand-
ing on a platform to survey the harvest. He also develops inter-
pretations from the Babylonian Talmud (b. Shabbat 113b) and
Rashi’s commentary (on Ruth 2.5), that Boaz asked about Ruth
not because he habitually enquired whether young women were
single, but because he noted how carefully she observed the ha-
lakhic regulations about gleaning. In the hands of Moses
Alsheikh, this rabbinic interpretation germinates into an ex-
tended narrative in which the servant misinterpreted Boaz’s in-

tentions and so embarked upon a character assassination of Ruth
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to prevent his master from becoming entangled with a Moabite

woman:*’

53 ORI Y ar: wR TRaynd mTw Hva 73T "0 o wan pn
WK LAY 535 oY AR ART 7123 DIPR2 1TAYAY DNaRYAA 1o
5 09 12 12 TWR WK 11 Han ImR Inah uRT RS WK onn
D701 WA DIRYT 1T 113D 723 MTWA 03 A o pn ovarph
M1xa 7805 51 07 1H 2wRY 12 R IRP MIRID IR WK 0377
TARM 2VR PN NIRRT TP A2 5P nnan pwbn apan pnam mn
p"™am7 R0 noynbn vhy qwK opon K0 MY TYo nepy 1o o 7ane

M ann

“And the servant answered and said...” The practice of
field owners is to station a man appointed over the reapers
so that they do not get lazy in their work. [They] station
him in an elevated place [from which] he can see them all,
so that no one will let [any grain] drop without him seeing
it. [Owners] choose this individual from among all their
servants, someone who has the strength to raise their voice
to those near and far. This is particularly [important] in
the fields of a great man like Boaz who had immense
wealth and property, for many [people] were reaping his
harvest with him. And it says that, in order to reply to
[Boaz], he raised his voice to denigrate Ruth. This is the
meaning of ‘and the servant answered [and said]’ (...jv%
an81). The expression indicates that he raised his voice,
just as in the case of, “And you will answer and say ( mim
mngy) [before the Lord your God, ‘An Aramaean was seek-
ing to destroy my father...’]” (Deut. 26.5) and, “And Job
answered and said (97a87 2R 1pm), [‘Let the day on which
I was born perish...”]” (Job 3.2). And a little support for

% Contrast with the overseer’s words in Ruth Zuta 2.7 and Targum Ruth
2.6, where he points out that Ruth is a convert.
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this may be [drawn from] the cantillation mark on the pe-

nultimate syllable, which is revia‘. This is the meaning of

1. (Alsheikh 1601, fols 17b-18a)
According to Alsheikh, the two verbs jp% and 2px&~ indicate that
the overseer spoke loudly. Deut. 26.5 and Job 3.2 both introduce
direct speech in this way, and Rashi’s commentary explains on
each occasion that the phrase indicates a raising of the voice.*®
Alsheikh appeals to the ta‘am on jp% to show that this interpreta-
tion holds true in the verse in question. This is one of several
occasions in his commentary where he focuses on the melodic
function of the disjunctive accent revia‘. Elsewhere he describes
it as MR ,p 172303 ‘like one who raises the voice’ to communi-
cate a particular interpretation.®® Here it appears on the first
word of the verse and introduces direct speech. Alsheikh there-
fore suggests that the accent indicates how the ensuing statement
was delivered and that the servant shouted out an urgent warning
to Boaz. This interpretation is in accordance with the exegetical
technique observed above in the Leqah Tov, which treats the can-
tillation marks both as musical signs for the cantor and as indi-
cations of how direct speech was originally delivered by biblical
characters. By supporting the interpretation that the overseer was
shouting, the revia® helps Alsheikh to formulate a narrative that

answers his initial question about an apparent tautology. He

% See the 1546-1548 Rabbinic Bible (Venice: Bomberg), fols 216b,
785a, and the texts discussed in Smelik (2013, 58-67).

39 See, for instance, Alsheikh’s comment on Gen. 24.7. Cf. Rashi’s com-
mentary on Gen. 1.1 and 37.20, where significant phrases ‘speak’ to the
expositor, saying 117 ‘expound me’ (Ben Isaac, 1982, 2, 134); regard-
ing the latter, cf. Tanhuma (Buber) Va-yeshev 13.
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shows that there is no redundancy in the use of both jp* and “px",
as the accent on the former reveals its distinctive shade of mean-
ing.*

A final comment on the te‘amim concerns the exchange be-
tween Ruth and Naomi after the harvest. The third chapter of

Ruth begins:

(8)  nmw :7ya07 WK Nian 7w XD HA ANINN HRI AP N
DPWI 1N T RN PRIRITNR M0 WK B00TH 103 877
TR (K) 0] (Q) nnw (K) nwn n2d) | nyny) 2120
92K 192 T WRY WTIATOR 110 (Q) AT (K) T[] 1w (Q)

*:ninw
‘Naomi her mother-in-law said to her, ‘My daughter (*n2),
should I not seek security for you, that you may be well?
Now is not Boaz, with whose young women you were, our
kinsman? He is about to winnow the barley at the thresh-
ing-floor tonight. Now wash, anoint yourself, put on your
cloak and go down to the threshing-floor. Do not make
yourself known to the man until he has finished eating and
drinking.” (Ruth 3.1-3)

Among the nmrwip, Alsheikh lists the following:

40 A variant pointing of the word with the accent darga is attested in a
number of manuscripts; see Wright (1864, 9 [second pagination]). How-
ever, the explicit reason for Alsheikh’s reference to the accent of 1% is
to support his account of the overseer’s actions, rather than to assert the
correct reading of the text.

4 As printed in the 1546-1548 Rabbinic Bible (Venice: Bomberg), fol.
831a. See the footnote below regarding the pointing of *na.
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...Furthermore, what is the use of telling us that [Naomi]

called [Ruth] “my daughter” (*/12)? For without a doubt

the prophet Samuel did not intend, by means of the holy

spirit, to write lots of words for us which serve no purpose

for the narrative. (Alsheikh 1601, fols 28a—28b)

Alsheikh here makes explicit a key assumption underlying
his interpretations. Referring to the talmudic attribution of the
book of Ruth to Samuel (b. Bava Batra 14b), he accords it the
status of an inspired prophetic writing. This means that nothing
is redundant and, as he asserts, every textual detail contributes
to the book’s narrative. In the comment that follows, this princi-
ple is applied both to the word *na and to its accent.

Alsheikh refers to a kabbalistic interpretation related by
Nahmanides and the Midrash ha-Ne‘elam on Ruth. When
Nahmanides expounded Onan’s failure to raise up offspring for
his late brother, he referred to levirate marriage as “one of the
great secrets of the Torah.” Concealing the nature of this “secret”
from the casual reader, Nahmanides referred allusively to Ruth
4.17 and stated P2’ »awnm ‘and the wise will understand’ (com-
mentary on Gen. 38.8 in Ben Nahman 1959, 1:214-15; see Idel
1983; Wolfson 1989; 1993; Yisraeli 2006). This is a reference to
the women of Bethlehem, who celebrated the birth of Obed by
saying not “a son is born to Ruth” but rather “a son is born to
Naomi.” As explained in the Midrash ha-Ne‘elam, this indicates
that Ruth’s son was in fact the reincarnation of her late husband
Mahlon (Midrash ha-Ne‘elam on Ruth, ed. Margaliot, 2007-2008,
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89d-90a).** The “great secret” of levirate marriage, it would
seem, is that the soul of the deceased is reborn in the child be-
gotten of the union.

Because Ruth’s marriage to Boaz would secure Mahlon’s re-
incarnation, Naomi had a vested interest. This calls into question
her motivation in arranging the rendezvous at the threshing
floor. Alsheikh defends Naomi’s altruism by explaining the word

'na and its accent:

52 P KRN [A]ARN DR SY uTRYnd wIpn ma aRa
11277 PRY AMAN AN 0P ARWI ANWY TWPNna IRl R IWR
19 DA T AmMAn aYs a9 R0 AN A0 noYIn nr o
nHna 51T P oY OPA PTRIT 03 121 N2 HR TRRa Y oyua
R YR TV AR OR h R aRIna hy A 1 na
92 "N 0K "D DRYA DR N9 KD "2 ANYD 0P MARND TR MR

TORIN WPAR &Y S awnn b N3 73Ipa A ma

Therefore, the holy spirit came to show us the truth of the
matter and said, “Naomi said”. This indicates that she was
as pleasant (7n'p1) in her actions as her name suggests even
though, being [Ruth’s] mother-in-law, it was not in her na-
ture to pursue the benefit of her daughter-in-law. That is
the meaning of, “Naomi her mother-in-law said to her.”
[Naomi] demonstrated this to [Ruth] with her pleasant
words (7%'na oyua) when she said to her, “My daughter
(*n3a)...” The cantillation mark zaqgef gadol on the word *na
must also be examined precisely (p7p17") because it [like-
wise] indicates that Naomi had such [an attitude] towards
Ruth. It is as if to say, “When I instruct you, do not think

42 Cf. Zohar Mishpatim 2.99b and Zohar Va-yeshev 1.188a-b (ed. Matt,
Wolski, and Hecker 2004-2017, III:148-50; V:38; XI:263-65). See
Mopsik (1987, 16-21); Hallamish (1999); Fine (2003, 304-14); Wer-
blowsky (1997, 112-15, 234-56).
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of me as a mother-in-law [talking] to her daughter-in-law,
for you are not in fact my daughter-in-law, but my daugh-
ter. This is to say that the spirit of my son is inside you,
and you should be considered as a daughter to me. Why
would I not seek your benefit?” (Alsheikh 1601, fol. 28b)

This comment is an atomistic reading of the words *nui
'ha mninn. Naomi’s name is mentioned explicitly in order to
evoke the etymology in Ruth Rabbah that she was “pleasant
(nn'w1) in her actions” (Ruth Rabbah 2.5; 3.6). Her kind-hearted-
ness prevailed over what Alsheikh considers to be the nature of
the mother-in-law, who does not pursue her daughter-in-law’s
best interests.*® This insight is supported by the word "2 and its
accent. In interpretations similar to that of the aforementioned
revia‘, Alsheikh likens the zagef gadol in his commentaries on
Eccl. 9.10 and Est. 6.7 to “one who raises the voice” to declare a
particular interpretation. In this case, the disjunctive accent on
the initial word of Naomi’s speech focuses attention on the ex-
pression that captures the true relationship between the women.
Alsheikh rewrites Naomi’s words to show that she considers Ruth
her daughter and treats her accordingly. The word *na and its
accent thus support the interpretation that Naomi arranged
Ruth’s liaison with Boaz purely out of concern for Ruth’s wellbe-

ing rather than as a selfish means to secure Mahlon’s rebirth.*

43 On the portrayal of the mother-in-law in rabbinic texts, see Ilan (2017,
120-22).

# A variant pointing of *Aa with the accent revia® is attested in a number
of manuscripts and printed editions, though, as noted in the case of jp%
above, Alsheikh draws no attention to the different reading. See Gins-
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By means of these three comments on the accentuation of
Ruth, Alsheikh has opened up remarkable new vistas on a well-
known narrative. Elimelech’s pazer reveals his high social status.
A revia“ shows that Boaz’s servant was stationed on a platform,
shouting to the harvesters and, in an unfortunate misunderstand-
ing, even to his master. And a zaqef gadol shows that Naomi
shunned selfishness and spoke to Ruth out of maternal compas-
sion. These te‘amim disclose information about the narrative that
is not otherwise indicated in the text. In this respect, Alsheikh’s
comments resemble the aforementioned interpretations of Gen.
39.8, in which the Leqgah Tov, Ibn Caspi, and Bahya ben Asher
derived the details of Joseph’s refusal of Potiphar’s wife from the
accent shalshelet.

An important difference between Alsheikh and his prede-
cessors is that, rather than explaining peculiarities as he encoun-
ters them, he goes in search of te‘amim that might serve as useful
sources of narrative information. The accents he selects in Ruth
are not unusual in themselves, though in a particular verse, pazer,
revia‘, and zaqef gadol stand out from the most familiar sequences

of te‘amim.*® Alsheikh ascertains their meanings from their names

burg (1926, 579); Wright (1864, 16 [second pagination]). In the Lenin-
grad Codex (fol. 422a), the word is pointed with gershayim. This is also
the reading of the 1601 edition of Alsheikh (1601, fol. 27b), in which
the biblical text printed alongside the commentary obscures the mean-
ing of Alsheikh’s interpretation. On the significance of the accents and
Zoharic references to the masoretic pointing among early modern Kab-
balists, see Penkower (2010); Dweck (2011, 151-69); Rubin (2011).

* Revia“ occurs 8910 times in the prose books; zagef gadol 1655 times
(Price 1996, I:5).
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and their melodic functions. But his discussions also draw on in-
sights from midrashim, Rashi’s and Nahmanides’s commentaries,
and the Midrash ha-Ne‘elam. Alsheikh uses the accents to support
these explanations by showing that they may be derived directly
from features of the biblical text. One reason for this is evident
in the comment on the word "na, where Alsheikh states that the
zaqef gadol should be “examined precisely (qpr oyv nri pIT
5113)”. As mentioned earlier, forms of pTpT5 are used by Alsheikh
and other contemporary Sephardi commentators to refer to the
scrutiny of the biblical text to find answers to the n»wip, the ques-
tions raised in the pericope. That Alsheikh used the te‘amim to
this end was already apparent in his comments on the pazer on
Elimelech’s name and the revia‘ on jp%. Both respond to questions
about seemingly superfluous words. But the interpretation of *na
makes explicit that Alsheikh counts the accents among the minu-
tiae of the biblical text which, properly understood, demonstrate
its overall coherence.

By appealing so readily to the te‘amim, Alsheikh treats the
accents as an essential and fundamental means by which biblical
narrative is expressed. No longer are they a paratextual guide to
the grammar and syntax of the words; nor are they occasional
indicators of unexpected interpretations. Now they are treated as
an integral part of the text itself, conveying information that is
necessary to understand the narrative with clarity. The reader of
the biblical text must therefore be constantly alert to the bearing
that every accent, however commonplace, might have on the
course of events in any given passage. This manner of reading the
Hebrew Bible was enabled in many editions of Alsheikh’s works
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that were issued in Venice by Giovanni di Gara, including the
1601 editio princeps of the commentary on Ruth, by the provision
of a vocalised and accented text alongside the commentary.*
This mise en page allows the reader to move from an encounter
with the accented words of the biblical text to Alsheikh’s ques-
tions regarding their significance and coherence, and finally to a
problem-solving exegetical discourse that shows how studying
the details of the accented text allows one to grasp its full mean-
ing.

The idea that the te‘amim indicate not only grammar and
syntax, but also narrative information has resurfaced in several
recent expositions of the Hebrew Bible. In their homilies on the
Joseph narrative, Louis Jacobs, Jonathan Sacks, and Jonathan
Magonet find common cause in interpreting the shape and quiv-
ering tone of the shalshelet in Gen. 39.8 as an indication of the
protagonist’s inner conflict, struggle, torment, and crise de con-
science. For Jacobs (2004, 59-60), the ta‘am “expresses vacilla-
tion where we would expect firm resolve” and, for Magonet
(2004, 27-28), Joseph was “fighting against the temptation to
accept.” Sacks (2009, 109-15) ascribes his interpretation to an

4 Partly through the efforts of Alsheikh’s son Hayyim, Di Gara issued
Alsheikh’s commentaries on Daniel (1591), Song of Songs (1591; 1606),
Proverbs (1601), Ruth (1601), Lamentations (1601), Qohelet (1601),
Job (1603), and Psalms (1605) with the biblical text printed alongside.
This typographical complication was omitted from the earlier editions
of the commentaries on Song of Songs (1563) and Daniel (1563) that
were printed in the Ottoman Empire. The list of printed editions of
Alsheikh’s commentaries compiled by Naphtali Ben-Menahem is in
Shalem (1965-1966, 237-74). See Benayahu (2001); Dweck (2010).
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earlier exegete, Joseph ibn Caspi, developing his predecessor’s
interpretation that the ta‘am indicates a physical manifestation
of wavering resolve by suggesting that it reveals “a psychological
state of uncertainty and indecision.” As the cantillation marks
once again “raise their voices” to relay interpretations old and
new, it is hoped that an understanding of the development of this
expository technique and its relationship to earlier exegetical
methods will enable a deeper appreciation of a chapter of the
reception history of the Hebrew Bible, in which the Masora is
treated as a means to “gain an understanding of what is not writ-
ten in the Torah” (Ben Asher, 1966, 1:321).
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DOES SAADYA REFER TO THE ACCENTS
IN HIS INTRODUCTION TO THE
PENTATEUCH?23¢

Joseph Habib

In his article ‘The Tension between Literal Interpretation and Ex-
egetical Freedom’, Haggai Ben-Shammai (2003, 38, n. 42) raised
the possibility that the famous medieval rabbinic scholar Saadya
Gaon (882-942) directly refers to the biblical accents and their
function of joining and separating words. The relevant passage
comes from Saadya’s introduction to his long commentary on the
Pentateuch (henceforth SIP). A thorough analysis of the passage
was beyond the scope of Ben-Shammai’s article. Saadya does not
explicitly mention the accents in SIP, but what is clear is that
Saadya attaches exegetical importance to the grouping of words
in a passage. The purpose of this article is to determine whether

or not Saadya has specifically the accents in mind.

236 The content of this article formed part of my PhD research, which
was funded in part by the Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies,
University of Cambridge, and in part by the University of Haifa’s Valler
Doctoral Fellowship. I warmly thank them for their generosity and sup-
port.
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1.0. Saadya Gaon and the Importance of His

Testimony

If the phenomenon that Saadya describes in SIP does indeed re-
late to the accents, this is significant because (1) Saadya had di-
rect contact with the Tiberian Masoretes and (2) the question of
the original function of the biblical accents remains unanswered
(see, recently, De Hoop 2008; Shoshany 2009; Park 2014; Pitcher
2020). Saadya’s account would therefore furnish testimony rele-
vant to the function of the accents contemporary with the Tibe-
rian Masoretes.

Saadya, known in Arabic as Sa‘id ben Yisuf al-Fayyiimi,
was born in Egypt around 882 CE (the most authoritative bio-
graphy remains Malter 1921). Throughout his life, Saadya’s crea-
tive mind and wide range of knowledge allowed him to make
foundational contributions to a number of intellectual fields, in-
cluding biblical exegesis, grammar, poetry, and halakha (Brody
2006 [Hebrew]; 2013 [English]). Saadya’s capacity as a scholar
led to his appointment as head—Gaon—of the struggling Baby-
lonian academy (2w yeshiva) in Sura in 928 (Brody 1998, 237-

238).%7 His most significant contribution to biblical exegesis was

%7 1t was once thought that it was Saadya’s involvement in the calendar
controversy that erupted in 921/2 CE between the Babylonian and Pal-
estinian yeshivot that led to his appointment as Gaon. On the basis of a
fresh examination of the sources, Stern (2019) has demonstrated that
Saadya’s role in the exchange between the two academies was marginal.
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his translation of, and commentary on, most of the Bible, conven-
tionally known as the tafsir.>*

Before his appointment as Gaon, Saadya spent about ten
years in the city of Tiberias. For some of that time, he was the
student of one Abii Kathir Yahya ben Zakariyya, whom the Mus-
lim historian al-Mas‘tdi (893-956) describes as a “Tiberian
scribe (al-katib al-tabarani)” and as an expert in Bible transla-
tion.?* In that time, Saadya would have been exposed to a variety
of reading traditions within different masoretic circles (Dotan
1996).

238 The appellation tafsir was not used by Saadya himself, but has be-
come accepted among scholars; I thank Ronny Vollandt for pointing this
out to me. There is not yet general consensus as to when Saadya began
this project or how it developed. See Zewi (2015, 28-29) for a recent
discussion of the different arguments.

239 See de Goeje (1894, 112-13) for the original source; see also Gil
(1992, 176-78), Polliack (1997, 11-12). The second source from which
Saadya’s time in Palestine is known is a letter he wrote to his three
students. The scenario was as follows: Saadya and one R. David were
both in Babylon. R. David received a letter from Saadya’s students, who
requested letters from the Babylonian academy regarding the calendar
controversy of 921/2 cE, in which Saadya played a small part (Stern
2019, 288; many thanks to Prof Ronny Vollandt for this reference). Puz-
zled as to why his students had not written to him instead, Saadya wrote
back to them: nny 7y *2 onA™T *2 'nHa *TpYan POR onana 85 "2 IR NI
58w para 1y ‘I believe that you only wrote to him, rather than to me,
because you assumed that until now I was still in the land of Israel’ (text
and translation from Stern 2019, 308-9; this fragment was published
earlier by Schechter 1901, 60, fol. 1v, Ins 6-8 for the original letter
fragment; see also Brody 2013, 26 for comment on the letter).
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Saadya’s intellectual connection with the Masoretes is evi-
dent in a number of places throughout his works. Traces of the
masora are seen in Saadya’s grammar book The Book of Elegance
of the Language of the Hebrews (Dotan 1997, 34-35). In his chapter
on vowels, Saadya clearly derives material from the masoretic
treatise now known as ’Okla we-’Okla and refers to it as ‘the ma-
sora’ (morndR; Dotan 1997, 433). There he tells his reader to
consult ‘the masora’ and then lists words in which the final he is
not pronounced with mappiq, nearly all of which are found in a
list in ’Okla we-’Okla.?*® Dotan (1997, 35-36) notes that Saadya
drew heavily from the nmonn *oavnp quntrese ha-masora, i.e.,
masoretic treatises, when formulating his rules for shewa.**' An-
other point of contact between Saadya and the Masoretes is re-
flected in a disagreement among them. At one point in the gram-
mar (Dotan 1997, 410), Saadya objects to a masoretic formula-
tion of the rule for fricativisation of the n"8373a letters. Saadya
states that the rule should be that this realisation depends on
whether the previous word ends in a vowel, not, as some Maso-
retes formulated the rule, on whether the previous word ends in
the letters R, 1, *, or 1 (see Ofer 2019, 234).

240 See Diaz Esteban (1975, 85-86) or the list in the treatise. The second
part of the treatise was published by Ognibeni (1995).

%41 The term quntrese ha-masora was coined by Dotan (1967, 13) to refer
to instances which represent the first attempts at formulating systematic
rules based on the masora. They were variously copied individually, as
a group, or found in the pages of other books, but never formed a stand-
alone work, such as that of Digduge ha-Te‘amim (Dotan 2005, 20).
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Regarding the accents specifically, Saadya composed some
of his works in the style of Biblical Hebrew, complete with Tibe-
rian vowel and accent signs. One such work is the Hebrew intro-
duction to his dictionary of Biblical Hebrew, entitled Ha-’Egron
‘The Thesaurus’ (ed. Allony 1969). Saadya’s use of the accents
generally conforms to the rules with which modern scholarship
is familiar (Revell 1974, 125, and, more recently, Hitin-Mashiah
2011, though Revell also notes many peculiarities in Saadya’s use
of accents). It differs only in small details, which is to be ex-
pected, given the fact that Saadya lived and worked nearly three
centuries before Maimonides proclaimed the Ben Asher tradition
as authoritative (Penkower 1981; Ofer 2019, 144-46). This
would have therefore been a time when various sub-traditions of
the Tiberian Masoretic reading tradition would have existed side-
by-side. The reason given by Saadya himself for his use of accents
in his works is “so that its (i.e., the text’s) reading may be easier
and its memorisation more possible (jaAx1 ANRIPH SR NavH
nvanb)” (Yeivin 1959, 48). Saadya is probably pointing here to
some kind of aural (and oral) phenomenon that he would have
expected the reader to hear in their mind’s ear (Habib 2021, 35).
It is still not clear exactly what he is referring to, but Revell
(1974, 125ff.) has argued that Saadya must have thought of the
accents as an organic part of Biblical Hebrew.

Given Saadya’s geographical, chronological, and intellec-
tual proximity to circles of the Masoretes, any comment he offers
on the accents would afford scholars valuable insight into “one
of the most neglected fields in the study of Hebrew graphemes”

(Dotan 1970, vii). If Saadya does indeed have the accents in mind
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in SIP, then the passage should receive serious consideration in

future scholarship on the accents.

2.0. Analysis of SIP

The passage in question comes from what is conventionally
known as Saadya’s ‘long commentary’ on the Pentateuch—an ex-
egetical work that consists of translation of biblical verses em-
bedded within a ‘long commentary’.?** The passage, along with

my translation, follows.?*

Zucker (1984, 19) Lines

17 YarTHR DopHRI The fourth part of those things that clar-

PRRLOR NRAYINOR ify obscurities is the joining/ grouping

18D NRNAYHR N 17 of words. So, the commonly accepted
TIROR RAMAWD sense of it (a verse) is taking [it]

242 A name for the ‘long commentary’ is not extant (Ronny Vollandt,
personal correspondence). Saadya called his translation of the Penta-
teuch devoid of commentary ikhraj ma‘ani nass al-tawrdat ‘extraction
(i.e., edition) of the meanings of the text of the Torah’ (see Vollandt
2015, 82-83); this is known in scholarly parlance as Saadya’s ‘short
tafsir’. The remainder of the biblical books that Saadya translated and
commented upon each bear their own unique title consistent with the
content of the book (Vollandt 2015, 82). Saadya titles his commentary
on Isaiah, for example, kitab °al °istilah 1-’al-ta‘a, which, according to
Ben-Shammai (1991), should be understood as ‘The Book of the Endeav-
our towards Improvement of Worship’.

243 In all translations of Judaeo-Arabic texts that follow, square brackets
‘[1’ indicate an editorial addition to make the text more readable; round
brackets ‘()’ indicate an editorial comment for clarification and biblical
references.
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24

according to the way it is arranged to-
gether. This because all the words that
are joined together in the reading
should considered to have one meaning
in

the interpretation, and they should not
be divided. Similarly, words that are
separated should not be joined together
in interpretation,

just as I will say in the interpretation of
%%phn | ovnd 097w (Isa. 6.2) that there
is a big difference between whether two
words

are joined together or one word stands
apart from the others. If there is need to
deviate [from the accepted meaning] so
that the sense [units] are broken apart
(lit., harmed)—

[i.e.,] if that which is joined is sepa-
rated, or that which is separated is
joined in the reading—that is possible,
just as

the phrase i1 bR 17 DWAYR MY | RN
Y1 210 N1 230 TR (Gen. 3.22) is sep-
arated and joined in order that the in-

terpretation be correct.

This is also the case in the joining of
FPTINDY IRDD DIRWA DRI P3N NI
(Exod. 25.34; 37.20). [The word]
o7pwn is intended to be
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in the first [part], not within the sec-

By KD HIRHR Y S
. . ond, as well as that which is similar to
OIIN RN IRAOR 25 ] )
) that division (i.e., the other verses like
DopHNT ToT.

this one. [Exod. 25.33; 37.19, 20]).

The text that precedes this passage is missing from the man-
uscript and, therefore, the broader context of the passage is una-
vailable. The opening lines make it clear enough, though, that it
may be interpreted as a self-contained paragraph. Evidently this
passage constitutes but one item in a list which deals with how
to “clarify obscurities (pax15% nxnnoR)” (In. 17) one encoun-
ters in the Biblical text. In this analysis, I will focus on three key
terms which must be properly understood in order to determine

whether or not Saadya is referring in this passage to the accents.

2.1. Dammat

The fourth item in this list of the principles that “clarify obscuri-
ties” Saadya designates with the term nxng5x al-dammat (In. 17).
I have translated this term ‘joining/grouping of words’. One
method employed by Saadya to clarify obscurities is appeal to al-
dammat—the joining and grouping of words. The grouping of
words in the context of disambiguating the sense of a passage
would correspond to the accents’ function of joining and separat-
ing words. This may indeed be what Saadya intended. Though
Ben-Shammai (2003, n. 41) states that he has not come across
the word dammat elsewhere in Saadya’s corpus, I have found one

further instance of Saadya’s use of this word with what seems like
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a similar meaning, on the basis of which the sense of the term

may be clarified.

Zucker (1984, 103) Lines

nyni e R SR
P2 OR PYa Hinhr
Yni 7131 NN ipa
NRDIOR

ipa pya Hr Reya
20M T2 W TR
D0 RWIHR ohy
MRPR RN

27

28

It is said that in its (i.e., Scripture’s)
grouping the men together in the phrase
AR 732 AR ‘You and your sons with
you*** (Gen. 6.18) and the grouping of
the women

together in the phrase 732w 7nwx) ‘And
your wife and your son’s wife’ (Gen. 6.18)
forbids sexual relations for the duration of

which they are

p. 104

O [1m] marnbR '
DIY RN PN 2P
71 RPN 170
DRa IMAnHR

ipa nnan HR in[Ox]
"W T TRWRI 0K
T3

in the ark. This statement is likely to be
correct (lit. close [to the correct interpre-
tation]). That which is opposite this
grouping of words in [the account of]
their exiting [the ark] strengthens this [in-
terpretation]. So, [there], it joins

the husband to his wife in the phrase nnx
TI3WR T2 wR) ‘You and your wife
and your sons and your sons’ wives’ (Gen.
8.16).

Saadya argues here that one may interpret the actual

grouping of words used in Gen. 6.18 as a prohibition which God

gave to Noah to abstain from sexual relations while on the ark.

To support this claim Saadya points to the account of their exiting

*** In Gen. 6.18 the word Tn& is at the end of the verse, not after nnax

T3
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the ark (Gen. 8.16) and says that the dammat there is the opposite
(o3p; p. 104, In. 1)—Noah is grouped with his wife (FnwWR) NAR)
and his sons are grouped with their wives (7327w 732%). Since
they are leaving the ark, there is no longer concern for their sex-
ual relations while inside. In this context, the word dammat ob-
viously refers to the grouping of the items within both lists. We
therefore see similarity in this use of the term dammat with what
is found in SIP, in that both indicate the grouping of words.

The use of dammat in the commentary on the Genesis pas-
sages does not reflect the grouping of words according to the ac-
cents. I will argue below that this is actually a crucial clue for the
question addressed in this essay. First, however, it should be no-
ticed that in both places Saadya’s interpretation is based on a
2+ 2 division of the list, whereas the accents divide both lists into
1+3.

Gen. 6.18: Entering Gen. 8.16: Exiting

T NOR TRURY NHR
Saadya _ ' .
TI37WN TR TN T
R ks
Accents

TIIOUR IOV TIN TIIOWN TR IOUN)

In both verses, the list falls within the domain of the accent sillug.
The accents which divide sillug’s clause are zagef (main division)
and tifha (minor division). In both lists the sequence of accents is
the same—the zagef (gadol) accentuates the first item of the list
(7R in both cases), leaving the next three items to be grouped

together and terminating in tifha. If, for Saadya, the dammat were
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based on the accents, it would create a difficulty for his commen-
tary on Gen. 6.18. There, the accents group Noah’s sons (7°321)
with the women (77327'Wa TRwR)).2*

It appears that the dammat Saadya refers to reflects rabbinic
tradition, rather than the accents (the reason for which will be

made clear below). The Babylonian Talmud states:

TOR 712w THWRI 7321 ANKR 13'NA 58 183127127 1TORIT "m
12" 12N 97K TNKR 7712 YW T2 TRWRI ANK 7200 0 KR 2N
1007 YNYwN1 NOKRIYW 1INK

From where do we know that they were prohibited [from
sexual relations on the ark]? From that which is written,
“And you will come to the ark—you, and your sons, and
your wife, and your sons’ wives with you” (Gen. 6.18). And
it is [also] written: “Go out from the ark—you, and your
wife, and your sons and your sons’ wives with you” (Gen.
8.16). R. Johanan said, “From here they said that they
were prohibited from sexual relations on the ark” (b. San-
hedrin 108b.14).

This interpretation is paralleled in the Jerusalem Talmud:

12°NY 1093 NI PRYY 37 93 HRINY M DWA PIn A T 93 AT
"W TAWRI T2 ANR 1200 DR IR VA 70NN wRwn 1H AR
AR 7200 1 RE VA AVAN WRWN D A0 DR TOR T

TOR T2 WN T2 TOWNRI

R. Judah b. Pazi, R. Hanin on behalf of R. Samuel b. Rav
Issac [say], “When Noah entered the ark sexual relations
were forbidden to him. [For,] what is the meaning of, “And
you will enter the ark—you, and your sons, and your wife

2% The word 77321 is out of necessity accented with the minor disjunctive
tebir, because tifha’s clause can only contain three words (see Wickes
1887, 89; cf. Breuer 1989, 45).
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and your sons’ wives with you” (Gen. 6.18)? When he

(Noah) came out, he was permitted to have sexual rela-

tions. [For,] what is the meaning of, “Go out from the

ark—you, and your wife, and your sons and your sons’

wives” (Gen. 8.16)? (y. Ta‘anit 7a.1)

This parallel suggests that, even if Saadya’s use of dammat
in SIP above refers to the grouping of words by the accents, here
the term was used to mean the grouping of words according to
the interpretation of the Oral Law. This apparent contradiction
in usage by Saadya is elucidated by a passage in his Kitab al-
’amanat wal-’i‘tqadat ‘The Book of Beliefs and Opinions’. At the
beginning of his chapter on resurrection, Saadya explains that
any given scripture may be interpreted in a way other than its
apparent (zahir) sense for one of four reasons. As his fourth rea-
son, he states: “Anything to which tradition applies a condition,
we will interpret it in agreement with the reliable tradition ( xm
APTRYOR IRARDR PARY RTOAN 710210 ADY VMW IRAROR N2 NRi)”
(Qafih 1969, 220, Ins 6-8). The case of Gen. 6.18 is one where
this exception clearly applies. This raises an important point—the
exception highlights the rule. If tradition allows for an interpreta-
tion of Gen. 6.18 which departs from the ‘apparent’ (zahir) group-
ing of words (dammat), one must ask what the ‘plain’ or ‘appar-
ent’ (zahir) grouping of words is from which the tradition’s inter-
pretation departs? What is it that governs this grouping of words?
The accents are one obvious possibility. But, again, Saadya never
explicitly says this.

In sum, in his commentary on Gen. 6.18 Saadya used the

term dammat to refer to groupings of words that were not re-
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flected by the accents. This grouping was based rather on rab-
binic tradition. The question arises whether this was the principle
of grouping that Saadya referred to also in SIP cited above. This
may have been the case. Another possibility, however, is that
Saadya used the term by default to refer to groupings reflected
by the accents where no other factors were at play, but used it to
refer to other types groupings when these were sanctioned by

rabbinic tradition.

2.2. Mashir

Returning to the passage in SIP, the next idea which may point
to Saadya’s use of the term dammat as referring to the accents is
the word =nwn mashiir ‘commonly accepted’ (In. 17). Elsewhere
in his introduction to Genesis, Saadya uses the term mashir to
clarify the meaning of the word zahir ‘apparent’. He says, <px
5RAYNOROR Na5RT ANsH Har pa &0 o Mawnbr [By zadhir] I mean that
which is commonly known (mashiir) among native speakers of
the language, as well as that which is used frequently’ (Zucker
1984, 18, Ins 1-2). Ben-Shammai (2003, 37) highlights the two-
fold nature of Saadya’s description of mashir in another pas-
sage.?*® On the one hand, the frequency with which words occur
in a written text is measured by their distribution throughout that
text. On the other, Saadya’s equation of mashir with gahir points
to the fact that features which later readers of a text can declare
mashiir, based on a measurement of their distribution, must re-

flect what the zahir ‘plain sense’ of that feature was to the lan-

246 See also Ben-Shammai (1991, 380) for a brief discussion of mashiir.
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guage’s original users. It seems to me that Ben-Shammai is draw-
ing attention to the fact that for Saadya, mashiir included the idea
of what something would have meant to the native speakers of
Biblical Hebrew. This meaning becomes ‘commonly known’
among the readers of Biblical Hebrew only on the basis of its
distribution (and, necessarily in this case, its frequency) through-
out the Biblical text.

In SIP, Saadya says that the mashiir of a given verse includes
its interpretation according to the ‘grouping’ of its words (dam-
matihi; Ins 17-18). If we apply the aforementioned definition of
mashiir here, the implication is that adhering to the dammat of a
passage of Scripture yields its original understanding/interpreta-
tion (mashiir). This raises an important question—how would
Saadya have known the divisions of a passage that reflect a so-
called ‘native speaker’s’ original understanding of Biblical He-
brew? One clear possibility is the prosodic divisions reflected by
the accents, if these were considered by Saadya to be an integral
component of the spoken language. If, against Ben-Shammai’s
suggestion, we were to understand mashiir with the meaning of
‘commonly accepted’, this could be equated with the default in-

terpretation of groupings of words on the basis of the accents.

2.3. Al-qir@a

The final important term for understanding SIP is Axp5& al-gir@’a
‘the reading’ (In. 18). After the statement about mashir, Saadya
elaborates and explains that the purpose of the dammat ‘grouping

of words’ is so that “words which are joined together in the read-
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ing (AR7pYR; In. 18) would have one meaning in the interpreta-
tion (1'0anby; In. 19).2¥ The challenge here lies in determining
whether the term al-qgira’a ‘reading’ is being used in a specific or
general sense. The former would most likely denote the oral/mu-
sical recitation of the accents, while the latter would not. The
determination must be made on the basis of Saadya’s use of this
word in other places.

Saadya’s use of al-gir@’a in his introduction to the Psalms
strongly suggests that the intention is indeed oral recitation.?*
There Saadya explains that “the people would sing praises to God
with it (the Psalms) according to five stipulations (xux> oipbr
V1Y nond Yy oTPhR o na pnaev)” (Qafih 1966, 30, Ins 9-10). Alt-
hough the text of the third stipulation is fragmentary, enough has
been preserved to understand that Saadya is arguing that the in-
struments to be used in the accompaniment to any particular
psalm must be chosen on the basis of the psalm’s superscription.
For example, any superscription which contains fo&7 ‘for/by
Asaph’ (e.g., Ps. 53.1; 74.1; 75.1; etc.) must be accompanied by
a cymbal, due to the Bible’s association of the two in the verse
nwn opena qox ‘And Asaph sounds the cymbals’ (1 Chron.
16.5). In the final part of this stipulation Saadya states:

247 «“The accents are probably indicated here by the Arabic term al-
gird‘a, i.e., recital” (Ben-Shammai 2003, n. 42).

248 On Saadya’s introduction to the Psalms and for a translation of it see
Soklow (1984).
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ARIPOR 520 HY 1127 18 ROR ANAHR W HY Hrpr R nir &Y TR
MRHIONRI

When it (the superscription) is silent (i.e., when no instru-

ment can be ascertained from it), it is not possible for it

(the Psalm) to be said with anything at all, except that it

be (said) in the manner of reading (al-qgira‘a) or recitation

(al-tilawa). (Qafih 1966, 32, Ins 12-14)**°
In other words, if no instrument is mentioned or hinted at in the
superscription, the psalm should not be accompanied by an in-
strument, but instead either be ‘read’ or ‘recited’. The significance
of this passage for the meaning of the word al-gir@’a lies in its
relationship to the other manner of reading the text, indicated by
mRoN5R al-tilawa. That is, it appears that these two words reflect
alternative manners of reading the biblical text—in this case the
Psalms. Earlier in the same introduction, in the section which in-
troduces the first stipulation, this distinction is clarified:

5P IR 0 oty onSHR 1 DR Y Nt Ha R RN MIRDRD
VPO NMKRHN RHR NPT IR DAID 1R 8D

The first among them (the stipulations) is that every psalm
which is ascribed to the Levites requires them to say it (the
psalm). Anyone besides them is not allowed to say it unless
(they say) its recitation only. (Qafih 1966, 30, Ins 10-13;

emphasis mine: JH).**°

29 Cf. Soklow’s (1984, 163) idiomatic translation: ‘...a mute Psalm can-
not be put to any tune at all, it can only be read or recited.’

250 Cf. Soklow’s (1984, 158-59) translation: ‘The first of these is that
every psalm is addressed to a group of Levites who were required to
chant it. No one other than they could chant it, only recite it.’
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As Qafih explains in his apparatus to this text, Saadya is stipulat-
ing that a psalm which is associated with the Levites can be mu-
sically chanted only by a Levite. If anyone else recites the psalm,
they must simply read it without chanting. The term al-tilawa
‘recitation’ here must therefore refer to reading without chanting.
Returning to the text of the third stipulation, it stands to reason
that this same term al-tilawa ‘recitation’ must be juxtaposed with
a term meaning to read with musical chanting—al-qgir@’a ‘read-
ing’. For Saadya, then, at least some instances of al-gir@’a ‘read-
ing’ refer specifically to the act of chanting the text with melo-
dies.

These considerations suggest that it is reasonable to under-
stand Saadya’s use of al-qgira’a in SIP (Zucker 1984, 19, In. 18) in
specific reference to the musical cantillation of a text. The con-
text can certainly accommodate this interpretation. The joining
and separation of words is indeed one function of the accents. As
we have seen, the meaning of al-qgir@’a includes a musical ele-
ment—a feature that also clearly applies to the cantillation of the

accents.

2.2. Analysis of Biblical Passages from SIP

We have seen that the terms dammat ‘grouping of words’, mashir
‘commonly known’, and al-gird’a ‘reading’ can all have nuanced
meanings in the writings of Saadya. If these meanings are applied
to the passage under consideration, it seems that Saadya is saying
something to the effect of the following: one way of resolving an

obscurity in the text is by considering the grouping of its words



394 Habib

(dammat). This arrangement reflects the way in which the origi-
nal users of Biblical Hebrew (or those in the Rabbanite commu-
nity) would have uttered (or understood) the obscure passages
(=mashar). Specifically, this arrangement refers to the way in
which words are joined and separated in the oral performance
(al-qgirda‘a) of the text. The accents may be the common denomi-
nator of all these ideas, and so it is highly likely that this passage
refers to them despite the fact that Saadya does not mention them
explicitly.

Saadya tells his readers that he will illustrate this principle
in his commentary on Isa. 6.2. Unfortunately, that specific por-
tion of his commentary on Isaiah has not survived. But other
statements by Saadya on this verse do survive. In the very same
passage, Saadya specifies that “there is a great difference be-
tween whether two words are joined together or one word stands
apart from the others” (SIP Ins 20-21). A discussion of Isa. 6.2
also appears in Saadya’s commentary on Prov. 25.11. Below is
Saadya’s translation of Isa. 6.2 followed by the discussion of this

verse in his commentary on Proverbs.?!

(1) ngay | w3 TNK? D932 WY D932 WY 1 Yuibn | 0Ind 0o
IND1Y! DAY Y231 B2} DAY 1D
‘The Seraphim standing above were His. Each had six
wings. With two it (i.e., one of the Seraphim) would cover
up its face, and with two it would cover up its feet, and

with two it would fly.” (Isa. 6.2)

%1 All of my translations of biblical passages reflect the division of the
accents unless otherwise stated or shown.
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Ratzaby (1993, 14) Lines
5 1P HoR5R N ; And [belonging] to Him were
angels standing in
TR 525 ANk 1N HYYOR the heights. Each one had six
N0 PINK3 N wings. With two he would hide
bin TnD® PafRE AR his face and with two he would
e 5 hide his feet and with two he
would fly to and fro.
Qafih (1976, 199)
[The second consideration of
arranging words according to
oxHaHR 1 nYRNd 53 ogn N the way they should be ar-
bR 23  ranged with regard to phrasing
is that] those groups of words
which are required to be joined
together
ARPNOR 12N 8D HY ANR by the meaning are joined to-
oy ning pxo 24 gether. If they are joined
differently, it (the different
ROTOAR T7TA89D 25 joining) distorts it (the mean-
ing).
TO™ 31 Similar is the
19 5pnn oIy 08w NP phrase #%"%vhn | ovIny oo If
NXON DY RIR 32 he/it combines three
AYARI9RY TN O NRNYD words together and the fourth
18D NTR 0P 33 by itself, then the
'8 NRON 1D 19K 1R POR a4 phrase becomes, ‘Behold, God

N1 ,RNDHR

has angels in the heavens.” And if
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p. 200
PRIART TN 5Y PRINR 0L N he/it joins two words together
nuialy; 1
! v and two words together,
ORp DN DAY DO HRPD so that it says | o0 097 and
5 | : .
aRe 1 Spnn then it says 1% 5phn, then this
o . [interpretation] becomes blas-
n2°R5nHR HYi IR 8190 75T
oApYRS DI 3 phemous, because the angels

are set above their Creator.

The context of this discussion is Saadya’s commentary on
:11985p 727 137 A0 nivana amr 'man ‘Like apples of gold in a
silver fixture is a word spoken in the proper way’ (Prov. 25.11).
Here, Saadya discusses at length what it means for something to
be spoken properly. One of the requirements for proper speech,
Saadya says, is that “words which are required to be joined to-
gether by the meaning (arpn5) naihn xn) are joined together”
(Qafih 1976, 199, Ins 23-24). Failure to do so results in a distor-
tion of meaning (Ins 24-25).

In order to illustrate the aforementioned point Saadya dis-
cusses the first clause of Isa. 6.2 1%5pihn | ©7nY 0'87. He explains
that if the words are joined 3+ 1, then the interpretation is that
“God has angels in heaven (xnoHx *a naxbn nb 15HK8)” (Qafih
1976, 199, In. 34). That is, i% ‘to him’ is the predicate of the
phrase. The subject is 087 ‘Seraphim’ followed by an asyndetic
relative clause that modifies it—5phn | o1y ‘(Seraphim which
are) standing above’. This is the interpretation reflected in Saad-
ya’s translation (Ratzaby 1993, 14, In. 3). Saadya then states that

arranging the clause 2+ 2, represented by the translation ‘Sera-
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phim were standing above him’, is blasphemous, because it im-
plies that the “angels are set above their creator” (Qafih 1976,
200, Ins 2-3). While 087 ‘Seraphim’ serves as the grammatical
subject in either case, the predicate in the 2+ 2 division is o"Inp
‘(were) standing’ modified by the prepositional phrase % Swnn
‘above Him’.

According to Wickes’s principle of continuous dichotomy,
the accents, like Saadya’s translation, also reflect a 3+ 1 grouping
of this phrase. The entire phrase is governed by the accent zaqef
on the word . The primary division within zagef’s domain is
indicated by the accent pasta on the word Svhn, since there is no
revia‘ present.?>? The result of this division is that 1% is set apart

from the words phn | oInp oo >3

252 1 Kgs 7.3a offers an example of Svhn with pasta preceded by revia©
(i.e., one of the ways in which a 2+2 grouping could have been ac-
cented in Isa. 6.2). As a result, Spin forms a compound modifier with
what follows: D T3RYR"50 WK hpHen-5p Svhn 183 1901 ‘And it was
covered with cedar above the sides which were on pillars.’

33 My analysis here is contra Ben-Shammai’s (2003, 38). Later in the
passage, Saadya mentions that if the sense requires it, i*12n takrij ‘devi-
ation’ is permissible (Zucker 1984, 19, In. 21), and Ben-Shammai counts
this verse as one of those instances. That is, he observes Saadya group-
ing the phrase 3+ 1 and says this is an example of takrij since 1 Svhn
are “joined by the accents.” There are two problems with this analysis.
First, for these two words to be joined together by the accents a revia“
must be present before the pasta. Second, Saadya discusses takrij only
after he cites Isa. 6.2. This suggests that he chooses Isa. 6.2 to illustrate
the salient point of the passage—that the mashir ‘commonly accepted
sense’ of a passage is to take it according to the proper arrangement of
its words; that is, he did not choose Isa. 6.2 to illustrate the exception.
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Saadya’s explicit reason for this grouping is theological: the
2+ 2 division of the verse would be blasphemous because “the
angels are set above their Creator” (Qafih 1976, 200, In. 3). Ad-
ditionally, Saadya prefaced this section by saying that word
groupings are determined by the ‘meaning’ (axpnbx; Qafih 1976,
199, In. 24). Thus, while Saadya’s translation and interpretation
reflect the division of the accents, they are the product, according
to his own words, of theological and semantic considerations.
These considerations also provide a degree of cohesion for the
ideas of dammat and mashiir, as, instead of accents, words in the
Bible are grouped according to notions of theologically or seman-
tically correct reading (dammat). These are the ways in which the
native speakers of Biblical Hebrew/speakers within Saadya’s
community would have understood the obscure passages
(mashiir). In order to resolve this ambiguity we should ask
whether the same theological reservations would necessarily re-
quire that the words be grouped in a particular way. I suggest
that this is not the case. Saadya could easily have chosen another
grouping of words to safeguard against a blasphemous interpre-
tation.

The treatment of this same passage by the Karaite exegete
Yefet ben Eli, which is given below, makes it clear that he has
the same theological reservations as Saadya. But his interpreta-
tion of Isa. 6.2 does not reflect the division of the accents. This
indicates that, even given the same reservations, one’s decision
concerning the semantic grouping of words need not match the

grouping reflected by the accents.
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fol. 72r

07 802 HY 2w
TR IR 7Y RN
By 7122598

TP KT} PANIN 0
"0125R I8 HRPINY M3
aw

P2 RANHR TIOR3
Y WK P77 Hnm
oWNT

MNT °20 12K ARIN2
DRHD TYIY P RDD

mIR *Hy 5T S Ny
58 MVD P18 TI229R "R7

527158 P13 10 24073
Y 71207 P naxas
5298

As for the phrase &) 07 8p2"5p 2W*
‘Sitting on the throne high and lifted
up’ (Isa. 6.1), it makes known that he
(Isaiah) saw the glory upon

a chair highly lifted up. Ezekiel already

clarified that the chair resembles

the sapphire jewel, as it says HpiHm

DYNIOD WK P77

RPD MAT "HO1AR XA ‘Above the fir-
mament which was over their heads,
having an appearance like sapphire,
was the likeness of a throne’ (Ezek.
1.26). Now, the phrase o'&%n 7w
:53'nn"nk ‘and his hems filled the temple’
(Isa. 6.1), refers to the fact that he saw
the glory above the top of the roof of the
temple [even though it surrounds the
temple because this is the way of every-
thing which is filled from something—

it is set above it],%

over the temple. So,
it is as if the hems of the glory are over

the temple

4 5p73] IOM Ms. A 143 fol. 78r, In. 3 H27nhx.

% Added from IOM Ms. A 143 fol. 78r, Ins 3-5 (&% 52n5Ra nvMn XK
hy Hear whHR 11 Hnn W 5 Hao 1.
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and around it. So, he (Isaiah) saw the

NORD DOY PR 8 glory of the Lord [as something] very
npI: enormous, whereas Ezekiel
DY 712258 R
saw the glory on the cherubim. The
DOW P DAMIR 9
bynn DR phrase Spin | 0v7RY 08w
,p1 nRHA A T i% (Isa. 6.2) intends, ‘angels [which]
P19 1229 DXTP 10 stood before the glory above the tem-
SR ple.
IOM Ms. A 143 fol.
78r
. . The phrase % 5vhn (Isa. 6.2) is a refer-
ARIRWR MO Spnn i 13
ence
D 127 DTPN W HR to something whose mention came be-
#%m 0TpnYR 10898 14 fore in the previous verse, and it is
non three
DR 71221 RDD RWR 15 things—throne, and glory and temple.
pnn MY Ny Koo Now, it is not possible to say ‘above
n% nnTa on TR 705 the glory’ because they (the angels) are
P19 <2’ 8> NP R 16 His servants. Nor is it possible that they
D1 are over the chair
fol. 78v
a8 270 R pa nvn
with Him. It remains that they are over
07298 1820 DR 1

poyn

the temple. So, the chair was suspended

256 5y oTpnnbR joab '8 7107 07PN "W 58] RNL Evr. Arab. 1 568 fol. 72r,

Ins 15-16 o7pn 8N HR.

27 1137 18 *pa nyn] RNL Evr. Arab. 1568 fol. 72r, In. 18 xnix.
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RITOR 8 HOR P1o
531 DRTP 09 7HN
"0729R

PT2ORORTP AP 3 standing before the glory.

over the temple in the air and the Sera-

phim were before the feet of the chair,

Yefet’s interpretation of the phrase in question reflects a
2+2 division. He says that the intended sense behind 87w
5phn | Ry is ‘angels standing before the Lord above the temple’
(RNL Evr. Arab. I 568 fol. 72r, Ins 9-10; emphasis mine: JH). His
insertion of the prepositional phrase Ti1d%& oxTp ‘before the
Glory’ makes it clear that the following phrase 52'1%& P10 ‘above
the temple’ reflects his understanding of the Hebrew words Svhn
% as in the same prepositional phrase, viz., closely bound. He
interprets the referent of i% as the temple.

Yefet has the same theological reservations as Saadya in
this verse, but resolves them by exegesis in light of the context
and in light of other Scripture. He explains that 5 %pin ‘above it’
refers to something in the previous verse—either the throne
(xp2), the Lord Himself (*37R), or the temple (’7;3’;7_:1). The first two
options are ruled out on theological grounds. The angels can nei-
ther be over the Lord nor His throne, because they would then be
positioned higher than the Lord Himself. This leaves only the op-
tion that the angels are standing over the temple in front of the
Lord (IOM Ms. A 143 fol. 78r, In. 13—fol. 78v, In. 3). Yefet’s exe-
gesis illustrates his understanding of the phrase in light of its con-

text.

%8 712058 DRTP NP1/ '0125R 530 DR TP 0'a7wHN1] RNL Evr. Arab. I 568 fol.
72v, Ins 1-2 qip1 T1235R DRTPY NOKRTPI NIRRT DTWHRI.
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The reason Yefet understands the Lord and His angels to be
above the temple in the first place is because of his exegesis in
light of other Scripture. Earlier in the commentary (not shown),
Yefet connects Isaiah’s vision of the Lord with that of Ezekiel’s
(Ezek. 1.16-21). The difference, Yefet says, is that in Ezekiel’s
vision, the Lord is departing from the temple, whereas in Isaiah’s
vision the Lord is dwelling in the temple.*° In both visions God’s
throne is on high. This is indicated in Isaiah’s vision by the phrase
K1) 07 ‘high and lifted up’ (Isa. 6.1) and in Ezekiel’s by SN
RDI MINT 1'2071AR RN DWNI"HY WK 777 ‘Above the firmament
which was over their heads, having an appearance like sapphire,
was the likeness of a throne’ (Ezek. 1.26), from the latter of which
Yefet also deduces that the throne in Isaiah’s vision must be made
of sapphire (RNL Evr. Arab. I 568 fol. 72r Ins 3-5). Yefet then
accommodates the phrase 5 ny o'&n 7w ‘and His hems
filled the temple’ to this scenario: if one thing fills something else,
by definition it is then above it.

Yefet’s exegesis of this passage illustrates that theological
considerations do not force one to read the words as grouped in
a particular way. Both Saadya and Yefet express the same theo-
logical reservations regarding this verse. Yefet resolves this ten-
sion by considering the context and other Scripture. Saadya re-
solves it by recourse to the dammat of the verse. This gives further

support to the idea that Saadya’s conception of dammat ‘grouping

29 The grounds for Yefet’s claim that the Lord is departing the temple
in Ezekiel’s vision are the presence of the o'39ix ‘wheels’ (see Ezek. 1.15-
21), which Yefet interprets as depicting God on a 12271 ‘chariot’ (RNL
Evr. Arab. I fol. 71v, Ins 3-8).
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of words’ may very well be determined by the grouping of the

accents.

2.2.1. Takrij

The next section of SIP concerns the term takrij ‘deviation’. After
Saadya illustrates how the mashiir ‘commonly accepted’ sense of
a passage may be understood according to its dammat ‘grouping
of words’, he says that if there is need for ‘deviation’ from this
principle in order to make the meaning clearer, then this is per-
missible (Ins 21-22). Saadya defines takrij as separating that
which is joined and joining that which is separated (In. 22). He
then offers two examples that respectively illustrate these two
processes—Gen. 3.22 and Exod. 35.34. The crucial task for the
present discussion is discerning the basis for the exegetical tradi-
tion from which Saadya deviates. If Saadya’s exegesis of these
verses reflects a deviation from the clear division of the accents,
then this makes it even more probable that the idea of dammat

indeed refers specifically to the accents.

(2) 7121 AnEYY 210 NRT? WO TR M DTRG0 0K M | 08D

Y7 "M Yo N PR D3 MR T M

‘Then the LORD God said, “Behold, the man has become like

one of us in knowing good and evil. Now, lest he reach out

his hand -and take also of the tree of life and eat, and live
forever.”” (ESV, Gen. 3.22)
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RNL Evr. Arab. II C 1 fol. 6r

Line

IRE TP OTR KT 9HR HRp on

SWHRY A5R AP NN TARID

1R TARD 7T TR R IRORI

KT HIRM RYR APTOKR DWW

ITOR HR

13

14

15

16

17

Then God said, ‘Behold! Adam
has become

as one from whom (is) the
knowledge of good and evil.
And now, lest he stretch forth
his hand and take from

the tree of life as well, and eat,
and live

for eternity.’

Zucker (1984, 79)

TRRD 7 BTRA 10 TIRAN 19D
113 815 qwa Y 20 NYTH unn
yRIN

ARY TR MR I DTR HY AR
1V RIANDM IRDY DI TRODRD
1 TRTIRDR

PR AT 231 TR MOYn
TARD Y 20 DYTH 1R TR
lclahRiaRialfal

ORI ALK Ay

19

20

21

22

Now the Blessed One’s phrase
afy nYTY R TR M BT 1D
v (Gen. 3.22) reveals to us
the reason (lit., ‘place’)

for the rebuke of Adam. It is
because [it is as if the Lord
said] ‘He (Adam) himself has
become like a master of him-
self. And he (Adam) was no
longer in need of additions
from among

My teachings.” So, it required
his banishment. 33An TNRD
v 21w w77 (Gen. 3.22) is lit-
erally translated as, ‘Like one
who by himself

knows good and evil.’
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The question here is how to understand the words Tnx3
1mn. The accents join these two words together. This is indicated
by the conjunctive accent munah on the word Tnx2. The word-
unit 33An is divided from what comes after by the disjunctive ac-
cent zagef. According to the division of the accents, the following
form, np7y ‘knowing’ must be analysed as an infinitive which
elaborates on the immediately preceding clause.?®® The accents,
therefore, reflect an interpretation such as the following: ‘Behold!
The man has become like one of us (in what way?), knowing good
and evil.”*! Any takrij ‘deviation’ from the division of the accents
must divide between the two words 157 7083 in some way.

Indeed, Saadya’s translation and commentary reflect an in-
terpretation based on a division between Tnx3 and 33An. The He-
brew form 151 may be analysed as the (doubled) preposition 1n
‘from’ plus either the 3Ms suffix (= ‘from him’) or the 1cpL suffix
(= ‘from us’). The interpretation which results from the joining
of the two words by the accents requires this to be understood as
‘from us’ (e.g., ESV and LXX). Saadya, however, translates ac-
cording to the former—nin minhu ‘from him’. He then translates
the Hebrew form np1 as a noun—nayn maifa ‘knowledge’—
that is in construct with what follows (Aw5&1 7°35K; In. 14). This
suggests that Saadya analysed the Hebrew y71 aiv np75 331 as an

260 See Jotion and Muraoka (2006, 407) for this function of the preposi-
tion -5.

261 This corresponds to the LXX translation of this verse: xai eimev ¢ fedg
Toob Aday yéyovev G eig 2€ Nudv Tol ywdoxew xaddv xal movypév ‘And God
said, “Behold! Adam has become like one of us, knowing good and
evil”. The genitive article followed by an infinitive modifies the mean-
ing of a previous verb. See Smyth (1920, §2032).
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asyndetic relative clause modifying the head & ‘one’ (in the
phrase T083). In the relative clause 7w5&1 1735 197pn ‘knowledge
of good and evil’ is the compound subject and nin ‘from him’ is
the predicate (as I have translated above in In. 14); the
knowledge of good and evil comes from man himself, with no
outside intervention. His translation is therefore a deviation
(takrij) from the division of the accents.

Furthermore, Saadya’s commentary suggests that his takrij
in Gen. 3.22 is a deviation from the accents. He says that God
rebukes Adam, because Adam has become like one who already
knows everything (78noxa lit. ‘a teacher/master’; In. 20). Adam
no longer needs God to teach him good and evil (Ins 20-21). This
interpretation reflects an understanding of Tnx3 as not bound to
what follows. Saadya offers his own literal translation (ynn) in
what follows (Ins 21-22), which confirms the above analysis of
his understanding of the Hebrew syntax—1n3 is followed by an
asyndetic relative clause. This is indicated by the fact that Saadya
inserts the Arabic relative pronoun j» man in his literal transla-
tion—Adam is like one who (jn man) knows good and evil by
himself. In both syndetic and asyndetic relative clauses in Biblical
Hebrew, the word being modified is usually set off from its mod-
ifier by a disjunctive accent.?? This strongly suggests that Saadya
interpreted a break between Tn&3 and 117, contra the division of

the accents.

%2 E.g., asyndetic: :1iw? *277 WK1 ‘Happy are those who keep My ways’
(Prov. 8.32); syndetic: ... 7ab 1RNI WK NWRD DTRD 08N ‘And the man
said, “The woman which you gave to be with me...”” (Gen. 3.12).
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It seems, therefore, that in Gen. 3.22 the takrij ‘deviation’
to which Saadya refers is a deviation away from the division of
the accents. The process in this takrij was, as he says in SIP, to
separate that which is joined together. The words that are joined
together are 157 TNx3. In this particular phrase both the vocali-
sation and the accents join these words together—n& is the form
normally used in construct relationships whereas Tng is typically
the absolute form.?**® Using the example of Gen. 3.22 alone, it is
not certain whether the division from which Saadya deviates is
that based on the accents or the vocalisation. The next example
of takrij that Saadya gives strongly supports the interpretation of

the term as referring to deviation from the accents.

(3) MO RN DTRWA DA NP MID
‘On the Menorah shall be four cups. Its knobs and its flow-
ers shall be almond-shaped’ (Exod. 25.34/37.20)

This verse is one of Y121 1% PR 7Ina mrapn wnn ‘five verses
in the Torah for which no decision has been reached’ (b. Yoma
52a.10-52b.1). The question here is whether the word o™ TpYn
should be grouped with what comes before or after. The former
yields the translation ‘Four almond-shaped cups [shall be] on the
Menorah.” The latter produces the translation I have offered
above (Breuer 1989, 369; Kogut 1994, 35). All the major Tiberian
codices group o"Tpwn with what comes after by placing an °atnah

on the previous word o'wa3, thereby grouping o*1pwn with what

%3 Tbn Ezra draws attention to the significance of the vocalisation of
this phrase (Kogut 1994, 41-42). Al-Fasi’s also considers the difference
between these forms to be one of contextual status (Skoss 1936, 1:61—
62).
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comes after. Morphosyntactically, both options are possible.
Grouped with what comes before, o™Tpwn is an MPL attributive
adjective modifying MPL o'va3. Grouped with what comes after,
o"TpWn may be analysed as the predicate of 'n191 1™ ho3, both
MPL. Therefore, if Saadya’s translation reflects a division whereby
o"1pwn is grouped with what is before (o'wa)), then that which
Saadya is deviating from—the commonly accepted sense

(mashiir)—must be the division of the accents.

RNL Evr. Arab. II C 1 fol.
175v (25.34)

PIIR MIRINOR NRT D And as for the Menorah, four al-
DRNDKXY 17

Lines

mond-shaped cups—
it is also said ‘vessels’—and its
RATPARON NRNON ORI DPT 18
apples
RAIORIDY 19 and its lilies.
RNL Evr. Arab. 11 C1 fol.
214v (37.20)

PIW TWINOR ORTM 17 And as for the Menorah, four

Lines

almond-shaped cups and its ap-
NATPARON NRNON NRARS 18

ples

RMIONRIOY 19 and lilies.

I have found no extended commentary on these verses, but
Saadya’s translations reflect a division whereby o™pwn is
grouped with what comes before it, suggesting that the takrij ‘de-
viation’ contrasts with the division of the accents. This corre-
sponds to the second kind of takrij mentioned in SIP above—join-
ing together that which is separated.
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Saadya’s translation differs from the division of the accents
in terms of (1) the grammatical agreement of o™1p¥n o'pay in the
Arabic translation and (2) the addition of an extra -1 ‘and’ con-
junction to the Arabic translation of 7ha3. Saadya’s translation
is virtually identical in both instances. The lone exception is the
addition of another gloss for the word o'p13 ‘cups’—vN1a ‘vessels’
in his translation of 25.34.%** Saadya translates the Biblical He-
brew masculine noun phrase o™1p¥n o°pa3 into the Arabic femi-
nine plural phrase nxnbn nxnri. Before the word xnmraran ‘its
apples’ (= ho2) Saadya adds the conjunction waw, setting it
apart from what precedes. I agree with Kogut (1994, 143) here,
who says that the sense of Saadya’s translation seems to be that
the Menorah contains three things: (1) four almond-shaped cups,
(2) its apples, and (3) its lilies.?*® In any case, this is clearly an
example of takrij as 'oxn ta'lif ‘joining’ (SIP In. 24).

Since Saadya listed Gen. 3.22 and these verses in Exodus as
examples of takrij, both examples must be deviating from the
same thing—the accents. Gen. 3.22 is an example of separating
that which is joined together (SIP, In. 22) and the Exodus pas-
sages are examples of joining together that which is separated
(SIP, Ins 22, 24).

%64 See Ratzaby (1998, 340 Ins 14-15) for Saadya’s explanation for this
alternate gloss.

65 Kogut’s description of Saadya’s approach must be slightly refined for
the sake of accuracy. He claims that Saadya here chooses the tradition
of division of this verse which was ‘rejected’ (nnnT2). It is clear from the
present discussion, though, that Saadya is not ‘choosing’ a tradition, but
rather deviating (takrij) from one.
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3.0. Conclusion

The above analysis suggests that the accents are indeed what
Saadya is referring to in SIP as a means of clarifying obscurities.
While Saadya does not explicitly mention them, the accents
strongly correlate with every key part of the description. Saadya’s
use of the term dgmmat in Gen. 6.18 points to a particular group-
ing of words in that verse according to the Oral Law. Saadya’s
exegetical principle of recourse to the Oral Law where the zahir
‘apparent meaning’ is unsatisfactory raises the question of what
the zahir (i.e. default) grouping of words was for Gen. 6.18. The
simplest answer is the accents, since they divide the verse in the
way which Saadya was trying to avoid. The way in which the
original users of Biblical Hebrew/those in Saadya’s community
would have understood a verse (mashiir) facilitates the arrange-
ment of words into groups (dammat). But what feature of the text
purports to reflect the word groupings of biblical verses as they
were originally understood? The accents are the best candidate.
This original manner in which words were arranged must be
maintained so that what is joined together in ‘the reading’ (a/-
gira’a) will be joined in meaning. We saw that the term a/-gird’a
has a special meaning of reading with chant or oral performance,
since Saadya used the word al-tilawa to refer to reading without
chant or, perhaps, plain reading. How does a reader know what
to chant/perform? The best candidate is the accents. When
Saadya illustrated the correct use of this interpretive device in
Isa. 6.2, the proper arrangement of words reflected the division
of the accents. When giving an example of takrij whereby one

must break apart that which the mashir joins together, Saadya
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gave Gen. 3.22. Here Saadya interpreted as separate what the ac-
cents join together. For the example of takrij whereby one must
join what the mashiir separates, Saadya gave Exod. 25.34. There,

he joined together what the accents separated.
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