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12. ORTHOGRAPHY

In each of the eleven foregoing chapters, it has been argued that
inner-CBH distinctiveness separating the CBH of the Tiberian To-
rah from extra-Pentateuchal CBH may be linguistic and dia-
chronic in nature. Chs 1-7 dealt with features on which the writ-
ten and reading components of the combined Tiberian tradition
agree on such distinctiveness. Chs 8-11 focused on distinction
only as far as the written component is concerned, the pronunci-
ation component smoothing out distinctions in conformity to the
combined Masoretic biblical written-pronunciation standard out-
side the Pentateuch. In other words, the features discussed in chs
8-11 involve apparent dissonance between the written and pro-
nunciation components in the Torah, while the two components
are in sync in regard to the relevant features in the rest of the
Masoretic Bible.

There is, of course, an alternative view. One may view the
features discussed in chs 8-11 as instances of purely orthographic,
rather than linguistic, peculiarity. In that case, Fs 87, the femi-
nine plural yiqtol suffix j-, and 21 with a feminine singular refer-
ent are to be considered linguistically identical to their respective
forms as written and vocalised in the MT beyond the Torah, the
difference being restricted to the level of their written represen-
tation (consisting of consonants plus matres lectionis). While the
inaccessibility of the full phonological reality behind such writ-
ten forms makes a purely orthographic explanation for such fea-
tures in the Torah impossible either to prove or to disprove, the

broad context of the discussions above—coming after chs 1-7, in
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184 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew

which mere orthographic explanations are inadequate to account
for the diversity—favours a linguistic rather than orthographic
explanation.

This does not, however, mean that the orthography of the
Masoretic Pentateuch should be considered unremarkable in the
context of that of the rest of the Bible, in general, and of CBH,
more specifically. Indeed, the overall defective nature of the To-
rah’s orthography is distinctive within the MT. The significance
of this fact may be questioned. For while meaningful correlations
between orthography and chronology can be drawn—defective
spelling customs chronologically preceding plene spelling cus-
toms—the reality of secondary developments in the spelling of
the relevant Tiberian biblical evidence raises doubts as to its au-
thenticity and reliability, i.e., to the depth of its historical testi-
mony. The question boils down to whether meaningful early data

can be perceived among the noise of secondary developments.

1.0. The Development of Ancient Hebrew Spelling

The spelling in the earliest uncontested Hebrew texts is most
compellingly interpreted as largely defective in terms of medial
vowels and plene in terms of final vowels (Zevit 1980 traces the
development). Several apparent instances of plene medial vowels
may be explained as diphthongs or as historical spellings thereof,
e.g., Tpa ‘while still’ (Siloam 1. 2), 8w ‘spring’ (Siloam 1. 5),
whereas several apparent cases of word-final defective vowels are
explicable as non-Tiberian consonant-final variants, np ‘now’
(Arad 2.1; 3.1; 18.3; 40.4; Lachish 2.3, 3; 3.4; 4.1, 2), n°n ‘there
was (FS)’ (Siloam 1. 3), 1m ‘and behold’ (Arad 40.9). Bona fide
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word-medial plene spellings include =& ‘cursed’ (Silwan tomb 1.
2), vk ‘man’ (Arad 40.7, 8), n"1an ‘the covenant’ (Ketef Hinnom
1.4), n7pam ‘and you will commit them into the charge (Arad
24.14-15), 7pn> ‘to warn’ (Arad 24.18), 2w ‘good’ (Lachish 4.2).
No text in the Masoretic Bible is characterised by spelling
conventions as regularly defective as those of the Iron Age He-
brew inscriptions. Contrast, for example, the consistent medial
defectiveness of the nominal plural endings o- -im and n- -ot in
the inscriptions with their regular plene orthography in all BH
evidence. This means either that the earliest biblical texts were
written later than the inscriptions or, alternatively, that their or-
thography, once more defective, was updated over the course of
their literary and textual development and transmission.
Evidence for the latter alternative is forthcoming from sev-
eral DSS versions of biblical texts. Whereas most biblical manu-
scripts from Qumran and other sites in the Judaean Desert are
characterised by orthography as plene as, if not more plene than,
that of the MT, a few manuscripts exhibit consistently more de-
fective orthography. It is reasonable to interpret these as offering
a slightly earlier snapshot of the biblical spelling tradition than

that seen in the Tiberian tradition.
1.1. Pre-Tiberian Orthography

1.1.1. 4QDeuteronomy* (4Q31)

4QDeut? (4Q31) presents a version of Deut. 2.24-36 and 3.14-
4.1 textually approximate to MT Deuteronomy, with plusses of
nx in 4QDeut? 1.6 || MT Deut. 2.25 and of 5y in 4QDeut? 2.17 ||
MT Deut. 3.27 and a minus of -1 in 4QDeut? 2.2 || MT Deut. 3.15.
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The most conspicuous difference between the two is ortho-
graphic. While both texts utilise final and medial matres lectionis,
and while the texts frequently exhibit defective and plene spell-
ings in the same places, on the thirteen occasions where they dif-
fer, it is 4QDeut! that consistently presents the more defective
spelling, apparently preserving a typologically earlier ortho-
graphic portrait than that exhibited in MT Deuteronomy.
4QDeut? (4Q31) 1.5-17 [link] || MT Deut. 2.24-36

YA B ABNDA 12 23R wA YRR IR AN I0RA 9Wn TO0 e AR 5
At ofa :nRnon 12 NaY W) SN0 RN nRA 1awn-ToR roTng... *

TR AR YW TWR DAYA 59 AR B°BPH %38 59 TR TTRS N SR ©
oY hpnw WK opwn o nnp 0Ap BeToY I0RT 7108 nR Ny *

1% 135 pawn 750 o SR TR NaTAL oonbh RYwN PaEn O s 7
DT9W 3T 113WN T2R 1D NVTR I3TRR D390 MW 7390 1om ) *°

4933 538 HRAWY PR MOR KD TOR T2 TAT2 TEINI AT9PR ARG 8
023 22K (INDWI 1Y DR KD ToR TIT3 T3 TN MAUN hNY 2

" WY TWRI Y3 TIAYR P TNRY h JRR 55353 B°B1 YRY9NI 395w ©
iy KD 29372 MAVR POV 7NN 9023 D RN hawn 228

TN N 998 TR TV 993 0awn BRI YW 8w 1wy w33 10
TIR0TNR N2RRTIWN T WA DAY Daxinm Towa bawin by pa ¥

312 117297 [I3WR OB [0 NaR 891 U5 JAI WY AT TUR pARA O 1
™2 1310307 WD ToR 100 A3 871 32 108 Aoy Ml PO 2

G

SRR F O T3 1NN A% 1355 A PRI AT FI8 TROK At Awpa 12
N 1A D T2 100 1wR7 122508 PaKY Mmng 08 nim hwpn 30

WAR AR AW WA 5NN IR AR e AR 72385 AR SRR A8 O A 13
AIRTNR DY, W N0 RN IOTNR 7307 nn inonp agy Ox

110385 AR M SAY nene enbnd 1w 531 81 19AKTPY [0 xe 14
w307 IR M A e ARnoR? L5 NN BHRTPY 11D Ry 39

55 R BIAY 857 Npa e 59 o b wmp 5o AN WS N ne g 1B

"2 IR B NI NP3 DTN TN AU NN i3 3TN ink T 7
09w 551 195 1R ANNAn P T WIRwR &Y SO BYwIm 8RR T 16
DR TR0 432 113 ARNAT P T RWA K apm owim onn Ty

AR &S TYD3n TV Haa wR T 1 A3 Rew SY aw TR uTsh Tos V7
N THRINTI 903 IR THM IR Y0 notop oK fpn Ta’ aws 2%


https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-298663
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4QDeut! (4Q31) 2.1-21 || MT Deut 3.14-4.1

At BYA Y T NIA TW3R AN 19w Y SRR KIP NP R S1as !
{7 DD TR TR Nin {WanTny inw-hp onk Ripn nappm mwn a1

5N Ty TYYn 1 PRI A ey TvbIn AR SRR Tenb 2
TR M) TP D03 T IAINGY) HTRONITNR ANy AR 1O

533 Frvm natwm ey a Ma Sren pay s Yan Snsn pin S
DAN TTYM MW 7Y 33 123 Ynin PR T Yan Yman Tin 7

DMK 1YRT ARSI 13057 NTWR NN MbAn BY ASTYA 8° T naon ¢
DN 1RRY AN N30RN NTWR NNR naRn 0y 13wn o) T ndan Y

Dwbn nwAb NREA PARA DR 025 1N3 DMK A BN KeER NS ®
¥ion ARYY, DN P nR 037 103 0208 M IhRE M9 npa

SAYT D23 B350 DWW P71 S MMa b3 YW 113 D3R sasb 1awn ©
A B3P DR80) 0w T MIaTha DRIIa DK b 1apn 1

BorARb M RS WwR Ty B35 *NnI WK 03MPa 1w 0ab a1 Iph 3 7
DOR? | EWR T 00 N0y MWK 023 v 0R7 10 mpnm 2

7R 933 oY 1N DASK M WK PIRA R 0N 03 WM B33 8
T30 7303 D07 101 0TOR M 0N pIRDTNS D703 WM B2 ¥

SOFA NP2 ML YW NR1 035 "INl WK Inwh wr onaw ©
RIND NP3 IPiY BWITNND 1037 AN) WK YT, WK opawy 2

5811 Bvabnn wh 0Bk AN WY WK 53 IR ARAD 7Y RS 10
noR7 o9onn vy byaby M by K52 Ty k) Tep hae 2

Mo ONPR RS AR 98P AR WK Nabnana Yab mm vy o 1
M 2 DIRTR KD RY TaY nnR WK nidbnnnoah M nppry 2

TR DRY KA AYS A0 58 ponxt 0ab onban RiA BN 12
TR 7RR? RN NP3 MTOR 1IN © 1027 DNYIN 8N DT *

WK APTAA TT A 7Y AR TT29 DR NRINY AR Anx e 1
WK ARIND TTIORY TPTINR 7120708 nigyay Hivnn nns nim >

ORI RI AN TANISIST TOYRS Fop aws PR oawa O n
RN RITTIADR DTN TRRRD TRLTIVR PIRI Dpwa ORn 2

apnm paabm A S19A 99 [T 93P WK 1200 pIRA NR 18
apnn 713357 N1 2107 07 1770 T2 WK Naten Py 2
927 o0 SR TH 39 598 AT RN U8 paw 8D Daipnd a m 1

737 qRIATHR 77737 R M RN R YW 891 02wnY Y3 M 26

nIm nIoY O Y Rl 13000 wRA Y Ady A 9333 iy r 7
PR TIBYY N TP RYY ORI WRT | MR g 1373 TR R

WP YW AR I T TN DR 9apn KY 02 Tpa asT anom 18
WRIM VWITNA 12) A [TPOTNR D290 N7 TPR AR Anqi *
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WK PARA IR ONR SRR K1 A 0P S385 13 K10 05 IAuE 0
W PIRTTIR DOIR TN KM A0 07 85 13 N ange 2

o A Y R v A 2

TP BN TH5H Y938 TUR D0aWNN R BYPRA OR pEw Sxaws ang 2
NI DN TN 3N WK DDEYRTOR BRNNTON YOY SR npm
The orthographic discrepancies are collected in the Table below.

Table 1: Summary of orthographic discrepancies between 4QDeut!
(4Q31) and MT Deuteronomy

4QDeut! MT
DSS MT Gloss
(4Q31) Deut.
nnTp ninTp ‘Kedemoth’ 1.7 2.26
mno 1o ‘Sihon’ 1.7 2.26
HROWT - DINnDR ‘or left’ 1.8 2.27
obn owhn ‘equipped’ 2.5 3.18
por Wiy ‘Joshua’ 2.9 3.21
nabnnn nidbnnn ‘the kingdoms’ 2.11 3.21
.. ‘you will (not) fear

DRI DIRTD them’ 2.11 3.22
nona hivnn ‘you have begun’ 2.13 3.24
nRINY  NiRaY ‘to show’ 2.13 3.24
mavn N3 ‘the good’ 2.15 3.25
qon qoin ‘do (not) continue’ 2.16 3.26
Plaby >mr  ‘he will give possession’ 2.19 3.28

onR onix ‘them’ 2.19 3.28
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1.1.2. 4QPalaeoJob® (4Q101)

One of twelve DSS biblical scrolls written in palaeo-Hebrew script
(see Tov 2004b, 246-48; 2012, 97, fn. 163, 123, 207), 4QPalaeo-
Job® (4Q101) is a highly fragmentary manuscript with a single
textual difference vis-a-vis MT Job in n[5mi] (£3.4) || b (MT
Job 14.14). Beyond this, all differences are orthographic, with
4QPalaeoJob® consistently exhibiting more defective spelling
than L (see Seow 2011).

4QPalaeoJob® (4Q101) f1-2.1-10 [link] || MT Job 13.18-27

oR
PIYN 38D I 0AYR maw Ry 1

1

PR WIRN OHY 92 YTRY 37 N5 D 2
DR UINR AL TRY I s
JAOR KD PIBR I8 TTRY wyn O 3
INoR X7 Tior 1 THY YRR DHYTR ¥
4

230pan7oR TNDRT P un 792

5

PIW AT MK 2R N 2

1T YANDI Yws IR M 5 ans ©
23pTR fINeNT Wwa nixem nisy 7 npa
5 2085 ssawnm Ron T8 an% 7

T2 AR y3wnm Tpon ey

790 W3 WP ORI PIwn §13 795 8
TN W3 VRN PR 9 mapy >

M\YI DY IR KR 95}9 3590 99 °
23 Niziy *3$ing niyhn HY ahana *

nnaR 59 w9y To3 owi 1°
:RADR 537 WIw-Hp JpinRH2 Ninwn 93 | T3 ol ¥


https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-298681
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4QPalaeoJob® (4Q101) f3.1-8 || MT Job 14.13-18

I8N W TP SITNON vIsEn SRYA poon !
TAR WY 37R0R Miswn Yikwa | n B

syt pn S R 2
D3I P Y2 IR

N3 Y 93 AR 923 Niy ox 3
Ry 02 M n3d mnos

JI988 93381 XD FeHR R TY nHN 4
TR 2181 KPR 2p2on Rid-T Sy

3 §oan T MwpnH
219020 T w1

nNeR 9y Jwn 85 anon e nny °
nRYnTHY AWK “ison TTvy ARy

31y 5p Hevni Sywa 9xs enn 7
23ip~op S8oni pws iya onn

10PRD PRY N N Y83 95 o ®
:inpnn pRYr M Yiar Hoirmn ohir 18
The orthographic discrepancies are collected in the Table below.

Table 2: Summary of orthographic discrepancies between 4QPaleoJob*
(4Q101) and MT Job

DSS MT Gloss 4QPaleoJob® (4Q101) MT Job
85 iRy ‘as an enemy’ f1-2.7 13.24
nny N ‘iniquities’ f1-2.9 13.26
"Y1 ") ‘my youth’ f1-2.9 13.26
MAAR - pinR ‘my paths’ f1-2.10 13.27
Ra Nid ‘coming of’ 3.4 14.14!
Taon Tiaon ‘(you) count’ 3.6 14.16
77%3 92 ‘in a bundle’ 3.7 14.17

! Seow (2011, 64-65) omits this example from his list of orthographic
discrepancies between 4QPalaeoJob® and MT Job.
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Admitting that the fragmentary character of 4QPaleoJob®
(4Q101) leaves a great deal unknown, in the extant material it
consistently presents more defective spelling than the relevant
MT material.

See further on 4QSamuel® (4Q52) in §2.0, below.

1.2. Proto-Tiberian Orthography

Along with evidence of pre-Tiberian biblical orthography charac-
terised by comparatively early typological defectiveness, there is
also Second Temple and late antique evidence of proto-Tiberian
orthography, which is largely consistent with Tiberian orthogra-

phy proper (as seen in L and A).

1.2.1. 1QIsaiah® (1Q8)

Ulrich and Flint’s (2010, I1:200) comparison of MT Isaiah and
1QIsaiah® (1Q8) determined there to be 161 cases of ortho-
graphic deviation and 622 individual textual variants (some con-
sisting of several words). Even so, no diachronically meaningful
pattern of distinction was detected. Indeed, most of the variants
between these two editions of Isaiah mirror the frequent disa-
greements among the book’s various Masoretic manuscripts, so
that 1QIsa® should be classified, in the words of its editors, “as
belonging to the textual group that eventually emerges as the
Masoretic family” (Ulrich and Flint 2010, I1:200).



192 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew

1QIsaiah® (1Q8) 16.1-26 || MT Isaiah 38.11b-40.52

SETER DA AR IR AN POITT SR vawrrny T O vIas

1.16

TSP "W DR 30 M2 yRI M 1T 3oy Tib ok v R

AEERN {3 M D0 aHYN MO Ty B vEpEay A5TH YR SN

NEaEN 12 Y DIDD M4 aown NPTTY ORN M1DR3) N7TH N XaRD

NI 55 9ART 2TR A 13 Y apwn i ornb s 57 Ave A3

R TZTIDNT BTN 10 003 B pwR TR oA e 15T mita nan

SFTY % {73 525 PR oY IR wal 9 Sy snuw 99 AT awy

"I I 037037 N ORI 16 0Was WY plweh3 Ty My

nabwi 2 o ARwA "Wwal NpwR AR AN Y 9p 8bwh Ain R andnn
P22V *2 "9 NOWR Wl ApWN AR IR 270 0wy man 7 enna anonm
bR 913 #71 awr 8 1550 mn TN R 890 RoO[ Y T NR

"R MITI 12N T MR T7IR SiNY KD 2 18 ronha i 0
dPWRS M TORR AR YT 07135 AR M2 OFD T RIN MO TR
WinG M 2° RN “OR LYTP 0327 28 010 32 TIP N0 0T 10 TNy
D7IRN NO2T IRW? PR ARE 1 1v2 5P YR Y 59 133 T

DIRD N22T WYY MDY 08N 2 mm mathp arn o3 133 "ping

MY NP AHHR D SR A0 WPPIA R T pRwn OR mnn

D ) IR MUK "2 NI AR PRIN AN 2 ) PRWnTOR

PPN O AN3EI B¥I90 Y33 7Y INYa 13 1TRYA 7T nhw 8N nya
WERIIOR NI 0790 93277720 17873713 TI87E T30 ndY Mo npa !

q00n NN FIN93 7°2 NI BN IRIT BFOP Anwh prim abn v Pnwi
hoanmny [Mnaa] 1753 RNy DX RN DIoY noWn  :pim AN "2 YaY
N3 9wR 55 Nt ¥5 nva 5o n Sien jewn DR oAWan nx ama nR
RN3 WK N1 19D maths DRy 2100 1WA | DR DBRRTTIR 3TN
HWRR 5939 15733 1R BNTR 89 AWK 937 0 KD TANENG
ARPWRRHIM 1022 1RIN DRITNG WK 13T MR rReRa
DIRG9 A US98 P ORn 8 KA e Rian
DWIRA | DR 7D YR MR ITPIN ToRIOR X230 ITPY) Nan 3
T8 533D D INI APIRT PARD TR 9RRY THOR 1R PRAT NHRA
N #5030 O8 18T NRIMT PING IERIN TRRN TN KD Pim 1ok
N5 T 937 70 85 98T 5923w 59 DR SRR 9AKRY 7R3 180 AR
“NY WK 12T MY IR 022 WROD DR RN 0NN 70022 187 7
A3 MINGY AP 59T POW VP 58 %P ofoo 0000988 BATRAA
T30 © NiRAY MMTIIT YRV ITRITTOR TP 0N O oRTYiNg DR
533 575 BFA T TR 988 WK 733 R Y2 KD 0'RA iR
522 ™D DRATTY THIR 1ER WK 7022 WD | RPN DRI O
DO I INPY THIN TR T0D 1IN TWR TIPTS5 90K 93T e &

2 See Ulrich and Flint (2010, 1:127, Plate LXII) for image.
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D00 1 INRY TN WK TA0 WY WK TIIM 7 R 3TNy 7

TNY FAZT TR T 92T 290 WYY 9% PR ARRY Y23 7on HAa 2

N AT WK MIIT 30 mpwroR dnipin apsn * a3 op a7

5973 PART B9 FET 99 2

5 7R3 NRR) DY 2 ’

857 53 5o a1 B5wrr a5 Sy 1T 595N R AY AR R =

PR "3 TR TP BPWIY 3700 193 2 1oToR N R apmaapna T 2

53703 &P Hip FPaNen 993 5585 i TR APy 9 i A% T Asae 24
13702 8P ip 3 © pnNenTa Dpon nim TR NPy M nyu v Aakay P
Haws apan 99 591 xer 8 Y awney dhon A3wa i i 79T 18 %
VRY ARAN 02 KUY RyOp 4 arioNy mpon mawa W mm e P

3 PR WA 53 I8 M 99 758 fypah Bvesm WY apyn av 26

2 VI W20 1M M TR A S wpat wem vk appn wm

Table 3: Summary of plene versus defective orthographic discrepancies
between 1QIsaiah® (1Q8) and MT Isaiah

DSS MT Gloss 1QIsaiah® (1Q8) MT Isaiah
Y VU7 ‘will make known’ 16.7 38.19
nywnh  wing ‘to save me’ 16.7 38.20
R1an Nan ‘and he came’ 16.15 39.3
or'RI7  onan ‘T have showed them’ 16.18 39.4
00oo¥RI 'pIYiN3  ‘in my treasures’ 16.18 39.4

Relative to MT Isaiah, 1QIsa® col. 16 presents just five ortho-
graphic discrepancies. In four of them, MT Isaiah exhibits the
more plene spelling, while in the one case 1QIsa® has the fuller

spelling.® These few instances of divergence pale in comparison

* Additional differences are o'o2 (1QIsa” 16.2) || vw3a (MT Isa. 38.14);
M (1QIsa” 16.3 || 378 (MT Isa. 38.14); npwn (1QIsa” 16.3) || npwy
(MT Isa. 38.14); *nna oin (1QIsa® 16.7) || oin 2ina (MT Isa. 38.19); nHr
(1QIsa” 16.7) || 5% (MT Isa. 38.19); & (1QIsa® 16.9) || v (MT Isa.
38.21); &0 (1QIsa® 16.11) || 153 (MT Isa. 39.1). The lack in 1QIsa® of
a parallel to »3%wn n%%Tw DI *NinYY=H2 3V 12 MR HRA-TY MY (MT
Isa. 38.13) is due to parablepsis—the final part of v. 12 is identical to
that of v. 13. Returning to his source text after writing out v. 12, the
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to the number of cases of orthographic agreement. Considering
both pure matres lectionis and probable remnants of diphthongs
(i.e., historical spellings) in the Tiberian tradition, there are 32
agreements between 1QIsa® col. 16 and the parallel material in
MT Isaiah, along with two further cases of apparent waw-yod in-
terchange (assuming correct interpretation on the part of the ed-
itor).

It is also worth noting that 1QIsa® col. 16 evinces paragraph
divisions in two of three places where the relevant MT portion
has either closed or open spacing markers (the reconstruction of
the broken text in the case of the third leaves no space for a di-

vision). All of this points to the proto-Tiberian character of 1QIsa’.

1.2.2. Ein Gedi Burnt Leviticus Scroll

According to preliminary analyses (Segal et al. 2016; Tov et al.
2019), this scroll, found in the remains of the Ein Gedi syna-
gogue, dates to a period ranging from the late 1st century CE to
the late 4th century CE. It was damaged by fire between the late
3rd/early 4th centuries CE and ca. 600 CE, and subsequently dig-
itally unrolled and scanned. The first two columns are to date the

only columns to have received careful examination.

scribe mistook the end of v. 13 for the end of v. 12, resulting in omission
of the former between vv. 12 and 14.
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Ein Gedi Burnt Leviticus Scroll col. 1 [link]* || MT Lev. 1.1-9; 2.1-11
5A%n ¥R M 9271 awn S g !
R YR M FT AwRTOR xgpn

AAARY SR 12 R 727 98Y TYIn
RRRI 98D 12708 78T hKD TRin >
7 MY AP Don AP eI ER 3
N M2 13 0gn P oiv oy 2
AR 12PN R ™ paA A nnan 4
"Ny 127p0 INETTIY TR3TTIR NN
a1 9pan NP 1YY oR oap S
221 anTn hiap Myron :opiap P
29 T Snr nna Sk wanp oan ©
2P Twin SNk NNgOR 1AM 0NN
WRI Y 7 A0 M aab urh ik 7
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* See also the image and drawing in Segal et al. (2016, 5, 20).
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The Ein Gedi burnt Leviticus Scroll is proto-Masoretic in every
sense of the term—orthographically, textually, and in terms of
content it is identical to MT Leviticus as preserved in L. The

agreement extends to paragraph divisions (parshiyyot): the closed
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divisions (parshiyyot setumot) in between MT Lev. 2.3 and 4 and
between 2.4 and 5 correspond to vacats in col. 2 1l. 6 and 8, re-
spectively, while that between MT Lev. 2.6 and 7 may be recon-

structed in the lacuna in col. 2 1. 11.

1.3. Inner-Tiberian Orthographic Development

Scholars have also detected diachronically meaningful spelling
variation within BH, especially that distinguishing CBH from LBH
material. A well-known example is the spelling of the proper
name David. Freedman (1983) argues that defective ™7 is char-
acteristic of CBH, whereas plene 717 of LBH and late non-Maso-
retic biblical and extrabiblical material (see also Gesenius 1815,
30; Kutscher 1974, 5, 99-100; Qimron 1978b, 146; 1986, 91;
Greenfield and Naveh 1984, 120-21; Andersen and Forbes 1986,
6-9; Rooker 1990, 68-71; JM §3a, n. 5; Hurvitz 2014, 88-91).

Others downplay the diachronic significance of ortho-
graphic variation in the specific case of 7(*)17 and more generally
(Rezetko 2003, 223-24; Rezetko and Young 2014, 456-59; cf.
Hornkohl 2014b, 654). For such sceptics, orthographic instability
carries with it the possibility that the current Masoretic distribu-
tion of defective 77 and plene 717, as well as of other spellings
cited as diagnostically early or late, is the result of secondary
processes, in no way representative of the earliest forms of the
relevant texts.

Specialists more optimistic about the diachronic signifi-
cance of such spellings do not deny the reality of orthographic
instability and variation, but merely hold that meaningful pat-

terns have been preserved despite secondary processes. Thus,
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along with 77, Hornkohl (2014b, 647-49, 653-67) includes
forms (and derivatives) of the numeral vw ‘three’ and the qal
infinitive construct as plene forms especially characteristic of LBH
and other Second Temple forms of Hebrew.>

In a series of publications, Andersen, Freedman, and Forbes
utilise three disparate analysis techniques—clustering, scaling,
and seriation—to investigate spelling in the Tiberian tradition of
the Hebrew. On the results of seriation, it is worth quoting An-
dersen and Forbes (2013) in full:

Seriation uses the characteristics of analyzed objects to or-
der them in terms of some underlying attribute(s), typi-
cally time in archaeological contexts. Andersen and Forbes’
seriated text portions lie along a time gradient, beginning
with Exodus, running throughout the other Torah books,
proceeding through the Former and Latter Prophets, on to
the Writings, ending with Ezra-Nehemiah. The portion po-
sitions exhibit scatter, suggesting that time is not the only
operative underlying variable.

Andersen and Forbes argue that the data demonstrate that
the received spellings of the Hebrew Bible are neither en-
tirely random nor completely rule-governed, but rather
contain both ‘signal’ (remnants of evolving spelling con-
ventions) and ‘noise’ (random fluctuations introduced dur-
ing text transmission). When properly analyzed, these per-
turbed data show that spelling practice was, in fact, de-
pendent on vowel type, on vowel stress level, and on text
portion, and that the text portions can be projected onto a

5 Hornkohl (2014b, 648-53) also discusses obwi for nhwi, pwnaT for
»PwnT, and the theophoric suffix i*- for 11°-, but these written differences
reflect distinct phonological realities and are thus not merely ortho-
graphic in nature.
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time line, with Exodus as the earliest and Ezra-Nehemiah
the latest.

2.0. Orthographic Distinctiveness of the Tiberian
Torah

Andersen, Freedman, and Forbes also reveal interesting details
about the Torah specifically. Their studies involving clustering
and scaling demonstrate, among other things, (a) that spelling in
the Tiberian Torah, while not homogenous, both unifies the
books of the Pentateuch and sets them apart from the rest of the
Masoretic Bible; (b) that Torah orthography is conservative, i.e.,
comparatively defective; and (c) that the Pentateuch’s conserva-
tive defectiveness, while not untouched by late penetrations of
plene orthography, correlates meaningfully with typologically
early conventions (Andersen and Forbes 1986, 285, 312-314;
2013, 610-11; Freedman 1992, 10-12; see also Cross 1966;
1985).

Intriguingly, when it comes to the historical periodisation
of the reputed Pentateuchal sources, orthographic evidence pat-
terns like linguistic evidence. Just as all Pentateuchal sources
show CBH constellations of features to the exclusion of LBH al-
ternatives, so the spelling of the Torah is classical across all
source material. It is worth quoting Andersen and Forbes (1986,
314) at length:

So far as spelling is concerned, the most conservative book

in the Pentateuch is Exodus, followed by Leviticus, Num-

bers, Genesis, Deuteronomy. That is, Exodus and Leviticus

have by far the most old-fashioned spelling in the entire
Bible; and they are dominated by priestly material. There
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is a lot of P in Numbers too, and about one quarter of Gen-
esis is P. So, the more P, the older the spelling. This means
either that old spellings were still in use in priestly circles
well after the Exile, or—more likely—that the P document
is actually a pre-exilic composition, and that the whole of
the Pentateuch was complete by the time of the onset of
the Exile.

Certain claims are more dubious. For example, though
Cross reasonably opines that the orthography of the Tiberian Pen-
tateuch is not as developed as that of other parts of the Bible, his
use of the term ‘pristine’ (1966, 86) in reference to the Torah’s
spelling seems unfortunate. Not only do Andersen and Forbes
(1986, 314) note the vagueness of the term, but, as has been
demonstrated above (§1.1), certain biblical DSS manuscripts pre-
sent clear evidence of apparently more pristine pre-Tiberian or-
thography in the Torah.

It is also worth entertaining the possibility, often raised
elsewhere in this volume, that conservative spelling conventions
now especially characteristic of the Pentateuch may once have
been more broadly typical of what Andersen and Forbes call the
‘Primary History’ (Torah and Former Prophets). They quote
Breuer (1976, XXXII) as saying “The Jewish sages took tremen-
dous pains clarifying the orthographic text of the Torah, but did
not exercise the same care with respect to the text of the prophets
and hagiographa.” Limited evidence of orthographic develop-
ment in the Former Prophets emerges from a comparison of
4QSam® (4Q52) and MT Samuel, spelling in the former only
slightly more defective than in the latter (Andersen and Freed-

man 1989). Limited evidence of the preservation of typologically
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early defective spellings in the Former Prophets may be adduced
from MT Kings, presenting orthography nearly as conservative as
that of the Torah (Andersen and Forbes 1986, 314-15).

Even so, the fact that the extant orthographic differences
between the Torah and Former Prophets in the Tiberian tradition
can be explained as due to secondary interventions in the latter
does not necessarily mean that they should be so explained. Such
an explanation arguably fits the data in the case of several lin-
guistic features discussed in the preceding chapters, but it is un-
suitable in the case of others (see above, Introduction, §7.0),
where the specific distributional patterns are better explained on
the assumption of sub-chronolects. If simplicity is a priority, and
a single comprehensive explanation is preferable to a combina-
tion of different explanations, then a hypothesis positing dia-
chronically distinct CBH sub-chronolects explains the most data,
with no need to assume that secondary contemporisation, while
a reality, is the main factor responsible for the distinction be-

tween CBH, and CBH, language and orthography.

3.0. Summary

In sum, notwithstanding the obscuring effect of secondary fea-
tures, quantities of primary data sufficient for periodisation are
perceptible. These show a distinction between CBH and LBH ma-
terial, as well as a distinction between the CBH, of the Torah and
the CBH, of the Prophets—though there is some question as to
whether the orthographic distinction between the Torah and the
Former Prophets is due, at least partially, to secondary develop-

ments allowed to affect the Prophets more than the Torah. In any
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case, it remains possible that the linguistic and orthographic con-
servatism seen in the Torah is related to the antiquity of the rel-
evant traditions, whenever they were first committed to writing
or reached their extant form. It is again worth quoting Andersen
and Forbes (1986, 313) at some length:

The Torah was canonized first and canonized early. The

usual critical theories do not place this event earlier than

the time of Ezra. If it was a matter of recognizing an old

and already fixed text, that would permit an earlier canon-

ization. But if it was a matter of publishing an edition, in-

cluding post-exilic priestly works (document P), then we

have to explain why that work does not display more evi-

dence of the influence of post-exilic spelling; more partic-

ularly, why it is so different in its spelling from the con-
temporary work Ezra-Nehemiah.
Since purported P material, traditionally regarded as among the
latest in the Torah, differs conspicuously from LBH in both lan-
guage and spelling, patterning as typologically earlier than both
LBH and TBH, it is more likely substantially to reflect pre-exilic
provenance.

While the reality of secondary orthographic developments
finds support in the evidence, an argument can be made that such
processes were not sufficient to account for all changes. Only the
assumption of inner-CBH diachronic development accounts for
certain linguistic distinctions, making it likely that this also con-
tributed to the orthographic and linguistic discrepancies that
might otherwise be explained solely on the basis of secondary

processes.



