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Summary

This work tries to take a new look at the Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible. Based on the assumption that
the masoretic vocalization has its roots in the oral tradition it asks what is the character of this text, why it
was transmitted orally, and in which context it was written down only at such a late date. It asks further
what was the function and mutual relationship of the other masoretic elements: the Hebrew vocalization,
the accentuation and the Masoretic notes, and whether they all can be traced back to a common denominator.
Lastly, this work tries to answer a question whether the masoretic tradition presented a reinterpretation of
the consonantal text to some degree. To answer these questions this thesis analyses phenomena connected
to the masoretic vocalization, accentuation and masoretic notes. Further, it observes some grammatically
unusual masoretic forms. It comes to the conclusion that all of the masoretic elements of the Hebrew biblical
text are to be traced back to an institutionalized oral study of Bible, which was the prevalent way of learning
before the literacy became common. The present work could not testify any interpretative tendency in the
Hebrew vocalization.
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Anotace

Tato prace se snazi nové prozkoumat masoretsky text Hebrejské bible. Na zakladé pfedpokladu, Ze masoret-
ské vokalizace ma svij zaklad v astni tradici, se taze, jaky byl charakter tohoto textu, pro¢ byl predavan
ustné a v jakém kontextu byl zapsan teprve v dosti pozdni dobé. Déle se tato prace pta, jaka byla funkce
a vzajemny vztah jednotlivych masoretskych elementa: hebrejské vokalizace, akcentuace a masoretickych
poznamek, a zda-li vSechny tyto elementy maji néjaky spole¢ny zaklad. Tato prace se rovnéz taze, zda-li
masoretska tradice pfedstavovala do néjaké miry reinterpretaci hebrejského konsonantniho textu. K zod-
povézeni téchto otazek analyzuje tato dizertace jevy souvisejici s masoretskou vokalizaci, akcentuaci a s
masoretskymi poznamkami a dale si v§imé nékterych gramaticky nezvyklych masoretskych tvart. Prace
dochazi k zavéru, ze vSechny masoretské elementy hebrejského biblického textu lze chapat jako vysledek
institucionalizovaného tustniho studia biblického textu, které bylo bézné dokud se dostateéné nerozsifila
gramotnost. Prace nepotvrdila Zadné interpretativni tendence hebrejské vokalizace.
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a) general abbreviations

BA Biblical Aramaic
BH Biblical Hebrew
ed. editor, edition.
lit. literary

LXX The Septuagint
Mm masora parva
Mp masora magna
ms. manuscript

Okl Okla we-Okla
Qr qere

Kt ketib

MT The Masoretic text
Symm Symmachus

TaNaK The Hebrew Bible (7730, Torah—Nebi’im—Ketubim)
var. variant

VUL The Vulgate

b) bibliographic abbreviations

BHS Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS)

BHQ Biblia Hebraica Quinta (BHQ)

BL Bauer-Leander Hebrew grammar (Bauer-Leander 1922)
DJA Dictionary of Judean Aramaic (Sokoloff 2003)

DJBA Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic (Sokoloff 2002)
DJPA Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (Sokoloff 2002b)
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GesK
HALOT
JE

KBL
MMB
Mur]
OHB
PL

Gesenius-Kautzsch Hebrew grammar (Gesenius-Kautzsch 1909)

Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon to the Old Testament (Koehler 1994-2000)

FJewish Encyclopedia (Siger 1901-1906)
Koehler-Baumgartner Hebrew Lexicon (Koehler 1985)
Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae series

Muraoka-Jotion Hebrew grammar (Muraoka-Jotion 2000)

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

Patrologia latina

The Arabic translation of Rav Saadya Gaon

The Septuagint and other Greek translations
Theodotion

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

Masoretic Text—textus receptus

Biblical text(s) from Qumran

Samaritanus

Syro-hexampla

Pesitta

Targum (ed. Sperber)

Targiim Onkelos

Targam Jonathan (Prophets)

Targam Neofyti

Targiim Pseudo-Jonathan

The Vulgate
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Abbreviations, Sigla, Signs

d) mediaeval Jewish commentators

P7aRT Rabi Abrahab ibn Ezra
s Radak (Rabi David ben Qimbhi)
el Rashi (Rabi Simon ben Yishaq)

e) Tiberian masoretic codices

A Aleppo codex (see Yeivin 1980, §§26-29)

C Cairo codex of the Prophets (see Yeivin 1980, §32)
L Leningrad codex, Evr. I B 19a (see Yeivin 1980, §30)
M1 Madrid codex M1 (see below chapter 6.1, p. 112)

f) other manuscripts or manuscript collections

H ms. Halle of Okla we-Okla
ms. Paris of Okla we-Okla

T.-S. The Taylor-Schechter collection of Genizah fragments at Cambridge
g) signs

<32N> word in question (if quoted in context)

Labc ] explicative additions (in translations etc.)

Vxa Hebrew (or Aramaic) root

by hypothetical form

A>B form A developed into / was translated as B

A<B form A developed from form B

X not extant
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Masoretic and Other Notation Systems

a) masoretic punctuation systems”

vowel Tiberian Babylonian Palestinian

punctuation

~ 1

games (d)
patah (a)
segol (&) o —patah [or ]
sere (e)
hireq (i)
holem (o) o/
Sureq/ qibbus (u) o/ o

Swa (%) o I X?

Table 1: Basic vocalization signs in all three Hebrew punctuation systems

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

Segol, sere or patah may be used for Swa mobile.

iv
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Masoretic and Other Notation Systems

b) the Judaeo-Arabic notation (in Hebrew script)

phoneme trans- Hebrew | Arabic
-scription script script
ta t n o
ta t n &
gim g 3 z
ha h n c
ha h 5 ¢
dal d 7 P
dal d 7 3
sin s 0 o
Sin § v 5
sad s 3 o
dad d ¥ =
ta t v L
za d/z v b
‘ayin ¢ Y ¢
gayin g by ¢
kaf k ) gl
ta marbuta -a(tun)... 3- 5

Table 2: Judaeo-Arabic Notation



Chapter 1
The Problem of the Masoretic Text

For a very long time, the “Masoretic text””

of the Hebrew Bible, i.e. a text containing Hebrew
consonants, vowels and accents, has been seen as a result of the “work of the Tiberian Masoretes”.
According to the accepted view (which saw the emergence of this text through the prism of the
“modern” literate society) the Masoretes worked as a kind of grammarians and “punctuated”
the consonantal text with vocalization and accentuation signs, and annotated it with marginal
notes. As to the reason for this presumed work several explanations were proposed. Some saw
the need for “fixing” the Hebrew text even to the smallest detail to be under the influence of the
“exegetic school of Rabbi Aqiba”?. Negatively formulated, the vocalization signs were thought to
“to limit the midrashic excesses”. The proponents of such a thesis, however, didn't explain why
the vocalization signs were introduced only at such a late point and not much earlier. Paul Kahle®,
on the other hand, claimed that the Masoretes strived to reconstruct “the original” vocalization
of the Hebrew Bible. According to Kahle this should have happened as a response to the early
Jewish-Muslim polemics and as an attempt to equal the readers of the Qur’an. His theory was,
however, already opposed, with good arguments, by G. Bergstrasser, who above all pointed out
the fact that if the Tiberian vocalization was a reconstruction, much less irregularly and peculiarly
vocalized forms would be found”.

On the other hand, some more recent scholars don't regard the vocalization of the masoretic

codices as a direct outcome of the work of the Masoretes themselves but rather as being based

on an older oral tradition, which was only then written down by these Jewish scholars. This

. The use of this term is inconsistent in biblical scholarship: often it refers to the (consonantal) Hebrew textual tradition
that eventually led to the text of the masoretic codices as opposed to other ancient versions. I, however, use this term
strictly for the vocalized (and accentuated) biblical text as found in the oldest masoretic codices, such as the Aleppo codex
or Codex Leningradensis.

. For the overview about the scholars who held this thesis see Albrektson 1977, p. 53). Albrektson himself criticises the
approach.

. Levy 2001, p. 5

. Kahle 1961 and Kahle 1947.

. Bergstré’lﬁer 1924, P. 585.



Chapter 1: The Problem of the Masoretic Text

was claimed, for example, by James Barr®, Moshe Goshen-Gottstein” or Shlomo Morag®. Their
argument is, most notably, supported by the character of the masoretic vocalization itself, which
shows many irregularities (whether they are to be explained as dialectal deviations or rather as

textually corrupted forms), inconsistent with the idea of the Masoretes as “grammarians”.

1.1 Basic Questions of the Present Work

In this dissertation I generally accept this later mentioned approach as the best way to explain
the masoretic material. It seems, however, that this opens more questions which need to be in-
vestigated and that I'm trying to answer in this work:

1. If the Masoretic text as found in the early masoretic codices reflects by its vocalization
an orally transmitted text of the Hebrew Bible, what was the relationship between the two basic
elements of the masoretic text, namely the masoretic oral tradition and the consonantal biblical
text? To what degree were they transmitted independently and how much were they they in-
fluenced each by other, respectively? This provokes further questions: What was the reason for
the existence of an oral tradition, parallel to a written Biblical text? And if indeed the written
and oral versions of the same biblical text existed in parallel why were they written down as a
compound text only at the end of the first millennium C.E. and, in addition, why hadn't it been
done before?

2. Furthermore, in the masoretic codices we find three basic elements in addition to the con-
sonantal text: the vocalization, the accent signs and the masoretic notes, and occasionally other
para- and meta-textual elements. We shall, thus, ask why all these elements appear in the ma-
soretic codices and what is their mutual relationship (if any)? Are these “separate traditions” that
were integrated into their final form only by chance or is there a common denominator of all these
new elements? Can some of these elements (like the masoretic notes, or the puncta extraordinaria)
be catalogued under the “scribal practices” or did they originate in external traditions that were

incorporated into the “compound” Masoretic text only at a late stage by the Masoretes?

6. Barr 1968, p. 194-203. Similar opinion he expresses elsewhere, most notably in Barr 1981 (see also below, chapter 4.1, p. 31).
7. Goshen-Gottstein 1974.
8. Morag 1974.
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We should further ask who was the “recipient” and “target” of the Masoretic text and what
was the milieu it emerged in: was it scribal circles or was this text rather directed towards the
readers and exegetes?

3. Lastly, we shall ask whether there was some relationship between the Jewish exegetical
tradition and the masoretic elements of the Hebrew Biblical text. As said above, the Masoretes
were regarded by many biblical scholars as those responsible for inventing the vocalization and
the accentuation and were thus also suspected of having influenced the “masoretic reading” by
their own interpretive traditions. However, if we regard the vowels and accents as representing
an oral tradition the question still remains: Can some sort of systematic exegetical or midrashic
features be found in these elements of the Masoretic text? Note, that for the accentuation, at least,
this has already been claimed by several scholars”. In the present work we should, therefore, ask
whether the same is true for the vocalization or even the masoretic notes, and what is typical for

each of these components of the Masoretic text.

9. See e.g. Cohen 1974. See also the book of Simcha Kogut who analyses the accentuation as one of the Jewish exegetic

traditions (Kogut 1996).
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Chapter 2

The Jewish Bible between the Scribes and the Oral
Tradition

2.1 Socio-economic Conditions of the Transmission of Biblical text in the

Rabbinic period

If we look at the material evidence concerning Jewish written sources from the rabbinic era we
can see that in the period from roughly after the Jewish revolt (i.e. after the time of the Dead Sea
scrolls) up to about the eighth or ninth century almost no Hebrew written witnesses survived.
The first datable manuscript emerging after this period is the Masoretic codex of Prophets from
Cairo written (if we are to believe its colophon) in the year 896". Obviously, some of the materials
with unknown dating may have been written before the 8-9™ century, as is presumed for many
of the fragments from the Cairo Geniza. Some of these fragments may possibly even go back
to the pre-islamic times (this has been claimed for the Avot de Rabbi Nathan®), but such dating

th/e'h century®. At any

remains uncertain. Also, some amulets are reportedly dated to about the 5
rate, evidence for a mass production of biblical texts in this period (and with the exception of the
Qumran texts in the antiquity in general) is lacking®. This is in striking contrast to a significant
number of Christian biblical manuscripts produced in their scriptoria® which emerged in about
the third century C.E.

Clearly, there must have been some biblical texts written in this period among the Jews, as
can be deduced alone from the fact, that the consonantal text of the Masoretic codices is very close

to that of some biblical scrolls found in Qumran, and one can assume that the TeNaK was copied

at least in the emerging centres of the rabbinic Judaism. Also, the post-talmudic tractate Soferim,

Some scholars consider the colophon, however, not being authentic, see Lehman 1974, see also Yeivin 2001, p. 18.
See Hezser 2001, p. 478, Sirat 2002, p. 11.

Hezser 2001, p. 482.

Hezser 2001, p. 146.

ibid.
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Chapter 2: The Jewish Bible between the Scribes and the Oral Tradition

even if its final text is to be dated between between the eighth and tenth century C.E., witnesses
to the scribal practices of the late Roman and early Byzantine times®. The Torah scrolls must have
been very expensive, at least at the beginning of the rabbinic era, and it seems that until the third
century C.E. Jewish scribes were relatively rare”. From the fact that Samaritan and gentile scribes
are discussed by Mishna and the Yerushalmi in connection with writing the Torah scrolls®, we
can conclude that, even if the Samaritan scribes are actually rejected by the Yerushalmi as those
who had “forged the Torah”, at least some Torah scrolls may have been produced by non-Jewish
(professional) scribes. That would speak for a certain lack of scribes within the Jewish community.
Mostly, Torah scrolls must have been owned by local Jewish communities, but the story of Rabbi
Meir, who is said to have written down a scroll “from his mouth””, shows that some smaller
communities may even have existed, which possibly owned no Torah scrolls (note, however, that
the story of Rabbi Meir speaks rather about the Ester scroll, the Megila). Private ownership of
biblical books was very rare and limited to wealthy persons. We have several records of wealthy
rabbis owning a Torah scroll. Apart from these, only a king is depicted as an individual possessing
a Torah scroll'®. The situation didn't change much even in the amoraic times'®.

In the rabbinic period we are, also, witnesses to a widespread illiteracy: the legal system
was still largely based on oral transactions and the testimony of witnesses, instead of written

12)

documents'”. Even in the amoraic times, the Yerushalmi discusses the possibility that the witness

does not know how to sign'”. In the Roman times it seems that even the members of the higher
strata of the society were often unable to sign documents'.

This situation apparently changed only in Islamic times. Among the genizah fragments sev-

eral pieces of children's exercise books were found (the TS Box K5 contains a whole collection of

Hezser 2001, p. 479.

Hezser 2001, p. 122.

Hezser 2001, p. 123, YSOT 7:3, 21C; YSOT 7:5, 21D and MSOT 7:5.
See below figure 2, p. 8.

Hezser 2001, p. 147.

Hezser 2001, p. 148.

Hezser 2001, p. 111ff

Hezser 2001, p. 484.

Hezser 2001, p. 483.
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Chapter 2: The Jewish Bible between the Scribes and the Oral Tradition

them)'®. At this time, many of the oral traditions were put into writing and codices started to be

used more widely beside the scrolls*®

. This is explained by some as the result of centralization
and the organization of the Jewish community under the Islamic rule, which allowed for a wider

distribution of written texts and their acceptance as being authoritative'”.

2.2 The Role of Orality in the Rabbinic Times

Not only was literacy rather uncommon among the Rabbis, but there are enough indications
left that they frequently used oral techniques in their studies, instead. This becomes obvious if
we consider that the illiteracy of the rabbinic Jewry didn't mean a lack of education, but on the
contrary, the Misna, Talmud and the midrasim attest a highly developed culture based on close
study and interpretation of the Jewish law and (to a lesser degree) of the only written document
accepted in rabbinic circles: the Hebrew Bible.

The oral study was in no way uncommon practice in the ancient world and was not solely
limited to the Jews. Much of Graeco-Roman education, even the higher one, took place by oral
means, without the necessity of using written texts or fixing one's own arguments in writing®.
We can even see a sentiment against writing among some of the philosophers, most notably with

19)

Seneca'” or Galen?”. Even if written rhetorical handbooks existed and speeches were occasionally

written down®”, as L. Alexander states, “as late as the fourth century C.E., rhetors discouraged the
use of shorthand note-taking, ‘in keeping with their tradition of memorization, public exhibition

and limited distribution’”??.

Hezser 2001, p. 88, n. 247; Goitein 1971, p. 557, n. 21.

Hezser 2001, p. 504.

Reif 1990, p. 145-146, Hezser 2001, p. 504.

See Rawson 1985, p. 51; Hezser 2001, p. 99.

See e.g. L. Alexander 1990, p. 232ff.

See L. Alexander 1990, p. 255, quoting Galen, De compositione medicamentorum secundum locos 6. See also Hezser 2001,
p- 99.

Hezser p. 99.

L. Alexander 1990, p. 255 with reference to Norman 1960, p. 126. See Hezser 2001, p. 99.
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Similarly in the Jewish tradition, even if some accounts of Rabbis taking private notes exist*”,
the study of rabbinic teachings as well as the disputes thereof were mostly carried out orally.
Most notably, this is true for the main corpora of rabbinic teachings—the Talmud and Misha, and
is evident from the rhetorics of these texts. Even if Shaul Lieberman's thesis** about an “oral
publication” of the Mishna is disputed among the scholars, this rabbinic opus clearly shows “oral
characteristics” (Neusner?”), i.e. the text is composed in a form suitable for memorizing and oral
discussion.

This led later to the emergence of a doctrine of “Written and Oral Torah” (an3aw nmn and
na Syaw nmn)*®, which decisively stressed the importance of the oral teaching. This concept shows

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

Hezser 2001, p. 96-97.

Lieberman 1950, p. 87. See also Hezser 2001, p. 427ff.

Neusner 1987, p. 75; Hezser 2001, p. 4271f.

According to Jaffe, the doctrine is “problably a late third-century development”; the term “Oral Torah” doesn't appear in

the Mishnah and Tosefta, only in the Talmudim and related literature, see Jaffe 1997, p. 534. See also Hezser 2001, p. 201.
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How impetuous was Shamai, the elder! A
story was told about a man who stood be-
fore Shamai and said to him: “Rabbi, how
many Torot do you have?”. [Shamai) said:
“Two, the written one and the oral one.”
|He replied): “The written one, I believe
you, but the oral one, I do not believe.”
|Shamai] shouted at him and drove him
angrily out. |'The man] went to Hilel and
said to him: “Rabbi, how many Torot were
“Two, the
written one and the oral one.” |'The man

given to you?” Hilel] said:

said): “The written one, I believe you, but
the oral one, I do not believe.” |Hilel said
to him: “My son, sit down, write for me
an alphabet.” And he asked: “What is this
lletter?” |'The man] replied: an “’alef”.
|Hilel said:] “|No,] it is not ’alef, it is bet”.
And he asked: “What is this?” | The man]
replied: “bet”. (Hilel said:) “[No,J it is
not bet, it is gimmel”. | The man asked:]
“Where do you know from that this is
‘alef,, this bet and that gimmel”? |Hilel)
said to him: “So handed down to us our
ancient fathers that this is ’alef, this bet
and that gimmel”. And as you accepted
this with your belief, so you should accept
that with your belief.

WY TINAR LIPTA ORAW Sw imaTap n an
MAIN IR2°37 19 R IRDW 18D TRYY TR 0TR
TR 18 5pa nnR1 anaa nnr onw H ns odb v
PRARN TR 18 5Yaw NR ;T PARA IR AN23w DR 15
17,05 0K 550185 K3 .9 2 W T
DARY 2023 DR D NW 5 AR 1IN MM And
AR PR 119 HYa AR IR An23 19 R L0 Hya
J9NR . 9HR D N0 ,aW 13,0 R CTINRRN
3 RHR 9HR AT PR D R AR 5 nR I an
ROR 112 71 PR 9 AR 1730 90K 10 9 0K
A AN 9OR MW YT ANKR AN 0 R Snn
MY L, DMWRIT IPMAR 1Y 100 72,5 nR Hnn
T2 ,ANNARA N NHapw Dwa S an A an ahR
SRR N TOY Hap

Figure 1: The Written and Oral Torah. (ARNA 15:14-16)

Clearly, as can be seen also from the above anecdote, the doctrine of “Oral Torah” wasn't only
meant to describe how study in rabbinic circles was performed but its actual goal was to give
legitimation to the rabbinic teachings, which stand parallel (on the basis of both their use and
authority) to the text of Torah (and the Hebrew Bible in general). Nevertheless, even if the cir-
cumstances of the rabbinic education became itself an ideological statement, it is actually also a

strong witness to the conditions of the rabbinic study itself. That the memorizing was not limited
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to the rabbinic traditions but was a common form of intellectual activity and thus also possible in

the case of the transmission of biblical text, can be seen from the following text:

Rabbi Shimeon ben Eleazar said: “A story | <°N2°2727wyn TWoK 12 WA 227 IR

lis told) about Rabbi Meir that he went | ,7%%» QW 7°7 K21 ,R0V2 T 029 70w
to spend a year in ‘Asya and they had no TRIPY 1297 72N
scroll [of Ester) there, so he wrote [one]

from his memory and read it.”

Figure 2: Rabbi Meir and his “scroll” written from memory. (BMEG 18B)

2.2.1 The Ability to Read but not to Write?

According to Catherine Hezser, the Jewish elementary in the rabbinic times education was focused
on the reading of the Torah?”, however, as she states, there is “no unambiguous evidence that
(the instruction of writing in Jewish elementary schools) ever took place”*®. Further, Hezser gives
examples of rabbis who could not write (e.g. YGIT 9:9, 50D quotes R. Abbahu and R. Chisda who

29 and notes

supposedly signed with simple signs resembling the letters 8 and o , respectively
a comparable example of an Egyptian Christian church “reader” Aurelius Ammonios (living in
the 4™ century C.E.) who is described as someone “who did not know letters”. Hezser concludes
from these examples that, while the ability to read written texts was common among the Jews in
the rabbinic period (and in their surrounding world), only a small fraction of them were actually
taught to write and were capable of writing.

While it's certainly possible that certain people in various cultures and times may have been
able to read but were lacking the knowledge of writing techniques (or at least were without the
ability to write longer texts), one can hardly believe that Rabbis, who were fluent in the biblical
text (and one should therefore assume that they had a good practice in reading the Torah), would
not be capable of signing with their full name! There is, however, another way to understand

rabbinic text concerning the teaching of children to read the Torah (and Torah-reading in general),

which I would propose here: The Hebrew Yx1p can express a broader variety of meanings than

27. Hezser 2001, p. 68ff.
28. Hezser 2001, p. 88.

29. Hezser 2001, p. 181.
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just “read from a book”. Its basic meaning is “to call”/“to shout” and, having a text as a subject,
“to proclaim” or “to read aloud”™®. It is thus possible that it could have denoted not only (loud)
“reading from a book”, but also “reciting” (from memory).

Interestingly, on many occasions, 81p, “to read” is found parallel with mw, “to repeat” (or
its Aramaic counterpart, 81n). For example, concerning the synagogues is said: pwawm rawy pp
172°Y. It is generally accepted that miw denotes an oral study of Mishna or later rabbinic traditions.
xp apparently must then point to a complementing or even competing educational institution.
Therefore, a question should be raised as to whether this “reading” really meant “reading out of a
written text” in the modern sense. It is well possible that in the time after the “publication” of the
Mishna two competing textual traditions were memorized and studied by a somewhat broader
circle of students than that of the professional scribes, namely the Migra and the Mishna, and
only later did they both become a part of the common Jewish curriculum. While the former was
more specifically connected with the education of children, the latter posed rather the basis for
“higher education”.

Obviously I'm not claiming that Vx1p would always point to a recitation of a memorized
biblical text and never to a reading from a written book (scroll). It may well be the case that
the same utterance was understood in different stages and by different Rabbis in the one or the
another way, or maybe could have meant both. There are, however, indications that memorizing
was, at least to some degree, part of the “elementary education” in the Torah. If the Torah-scrolls
were so costly, one could hardly imagine that each child had access to its own copy, nor does it
seem realistic that several children would read from one scroll at the same time. Rather, it would
seem that the teacher alone “read” (be it from a scroll or from his memory) a portion which was
repeated by the pupils (probably on a verse-by-verse manner) and so memorized by them. Such a
picture would fit well into passages from the Rabbinic literature depicting various people passing
near (or behind) the synagogue and hearing the children “read” their Torah-portion®”. If this
reflects the ancient reality, it is not clear whether the children were taught to read from a book

at all—such reading apparently was not the obvious goal of the education. The ability to read

See KBL.
TMEG 2:18; see Hezser 2001, p. 43Hezser 43. See also ARNA 8 or BSOT 21B.

ARNA 15, YHOR 2:5, 46D. See also Hezser 2001, p. 51, 77.
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the Torah portion correctly as part of the synagogal liturgy depended on oral teaching anyway
(consider the consonantal nature of the Hebrew Bible texts!) and a collective teaching/study was

also easier done by oral means.

2.3 Liturgy or Study?

Sometimes, in the biblical studies a question arises whether a particular text emerged from—or a
particular textual feature had its Sitz im Leben in—the context of liturgical reading or whether it
rather emerged as part of the study of the text. The same question applies to our discussion about
the term &7y and the Sitz im Leben of the biblical text in rabbinic times.

Clearly, we should assume that there existed an established tradition of teaching/study of the
Hebrew bible as can be heard from the following well-known passage from the mishnaic tractate
Pirge Avot:

He was saying: “at five years to the Mikra, | -y 13 8pn? 0w won 12 iR 10 KI0
at ten to Misna, at thirteen to ‘the com- | TinoRY My wnn i3 nivaY mivy WHY 13 nawn?

mandment’, at fifteen to the ‘learning’ ( ... 189 MY NYinY 12
mon, ‘talmud’)...”

Figure 3: The ideal of rabbinic education. (MAVOT 5:21)

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

support the authority to the mishnaic traditions) we have the following tradition:

33. Hezser 2001, p. 8o.
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Rabbi Levi said that Rabbi Shimeon ben | nn ,wp5 12 pynw a1 a8 1H 27 N8
Lakish says: “What [does it mean that| ,POMWAN IR AYAIR DWYA nowIpn 1N 190
this bride is adorned with twenty-four | oHwya rn npa nvab 7% oon n5n 1o
kinds of precious stones? So should the .08 NP
student of the sage be skilled (nps ) and
nimble (1) in the twenty-four books of
the Bible).”

Figure 4: The “students of the sages” and 24 books of the Bible. (TANH KI-Tissa, 16)

Apparently, the skills described by this passage (npa, literary “quick-witted” and rn : lit. “quick”,
“nimble”) don't deal with scribal or literary expertise but with abilities to handle the Biblical text
orally (and most notably it points to a profound knowledge thereof). Moreover, the quoted utter-
ance doesn't speak about the knowledge of the Torah (which can be acquired purely by listening
to synagogal reading) but rather of the whole TeNaK, i.e. the “twenty-four books”. Furthermore,
it can be shown on a couple of rabbinic texts that the liturgical reading of a particular text pre-

supposed that these texts had been previously memorized. See for example the following baraita:

Our rabbis taught: “If a scribe omitted | I"P1P3 R NPMKR 90 N3 ODWA 237 U0
letters or verses in |a Torah scroll) and the R¥? - DIANNA [DINNNI RIPA IR
reader read them [in the same way | as the
meturgeman translates - he fulfilled (the
rule).”...

Figure 5: A baraita in BMEG 18B on reciting the Torah by heart.

Apparently the text presupposes that the Targum is known by heart by the meturgeman, and in
the same way the Torah may be “read” even if some part of the text is omitted by the scribe. This,
however, shows that the reader who recited the Hebrew Torah text in the synagogue already knew
it by heart. This only seems to be practically possible on the basis of some kind of oral study. This
also seems probable, given the fact that there were few Torah scrolls available and the reader may
not have had access for private study.

Further, a list of passages forbidden “to be read” (liturgically) and to be “translated”* is

mentioned by the Rabbinic literature:

34. See P.S. Alexander 1976.
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There are |passages| that are read and | &% pRainn X9 PRIPI PRIINM PRIPI ©°
translated, read but not translated, not 12772 50 DM ... RN R PRIPI
read and not translated ... but the scribe

will teach as usual.

Figure 6: Forbidden passages from the Bible and Targum. (TMEG 3:19)

Apparently, a distinction is made between the liturgical “reading” and “translating”, and between
analogous processes “taught by the scribe” and certain passages are forbidden to be “read” or
“translated” liturgically. It seems therefore, that the reading of the Hebrew Bible had two Sitze
im Leben: the study lesson and the synagogal liturgy, both being generally similar but some minor
differences existing between the two contexts. The most striking differences concern the choice of
the texts “read” and “translated”: Apparently in the lesson more texts (and lengthier ones) could
have been read than in the liturgy which, in turn, was aimed at the broader public. Furthermore,
we should consider additional possible settings for the study of Biblical text: perhaps a teaching
of children or “laymen” existed beside a more professionalized study by specialized scholars (one
can probably think about rabbinic academies or similar institutions). Clearly, the ordinary people,
even the rabbinic scholars, did not have the capacity for memorizing the whole Torah, Prophets

and Writings:

13



Rabbi Abahu said: “All forty days Moses
was up lin the Haeven| he learned the
Torah but was forgetting it. At the end
he said to Him: ‘Lord of the Eternity,
forty days are over and I don't remember
a |single; word.” And what the Holy, be
blessed, did? After forty days he gave him
the Torah as a gift, as it is said: "And he
gave to Moses’ (Exop 31:18). ‘When he
finished’ (in23, ibid): Did Moses learn the
whole Torah? Isn't it written: ‘Its measure
is longer than the earth’ (JoB 11:9)? But
the Holy, be blessed, taught it to Moses as
principles (o593) only, as it is said: in%23
(lit. “when he finished’).”

Chapter 2: The Jewish Bible between the Scribes and the Oral Tradition

awn AwYw or opaIR 9o ,nan a0 ans
;9 AR moh  nown an b e Lovnhn
227 PIY PRI DY DPAIR IR 0,09 Hw anan
oY DYIIR DHWAYA LRIN TNA WITRR WY n
SWN ORI RRIY N3 ANnn nr 1Y
7998 200 KM ,awn b annn 52 o1 anbaa
T2 wITpn ATRb o9ha obha RHR TR PIRN
an5a0 nRIY ,nwnd Ri

Figure 7: A Midrash: Moses didn't succeed in memorizing the Torah. (TANH K1-TIssA, 16)

It seems, however, that the memorizing of the Hebrew was institutionalized and specific schol-
ars were trained to memorize either the whole TeNaK or at least parts of it either (single books
or a couple of them). Such scholars, the “readers” of the Hebrew Bible, seem to be mentioned

occasionally in the rabbinic sources:

The generation of Rabbi Eleazar ben Rabbi
Shim‘on were saying about him: “Who
is she that comes up from the desert Like
columns of smoke, In clouds of myrrh and

1P AW DR A POY R INT 7 WA RN

Npar Han n1as MR NNvIPA WY MARN 93T

™I <MIP> AT ROR 5 npar Hannn Hon
AT omD)

frankincense, Of all the powders of the
What does “Of
all the powders of the merchant” mean?

merchant?” (SONG 3:6).

That he was a <reader> (" p) and a Mishna
expert and a paytan and an exegete.

Figure 8: Talmudic “Bible professionals”. (LEVR 30:1)

Clearly, a profession (™ p, gdrdye, “a reader”) is mentioned here along with »in (tdndyé, a tannaite,
i.e. the Mishna reader) a paytan and a darshan (i.e. a “exegete”, a midrash professional). Already

from the terminology alone it can be concluded that this profession has something to do with the

14
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“Mikra”, i.e. the Hebrew Bible, and designates someone who “reads” it. Another rabbinic passage

from the Babylonian Talmud can be of interest with regard to our question:

Our sages taught: “In order to become | XIpw 3 ,RI™P ARW NN 5 337 U0
xrp (‘a reader’), if (I only) read three | wm...,nwTipn 0 - D137 N3 O'PIDA NWHY

verses in the synagogue: it is approved” | Tp7T TP R R 7Y R DR 1P H7RT HN

. and why is the word &1 used? I can oo T IRW TIN DY LRPIT T2IND1 ORI RO
only be called x1p (qara, “a |professional] TV LRIR RIN 79 KR HAR LRIIN 70 NKRT SN M
reader”) if I can “read” the Torah, Prophets .RNHDIN ™M™ 8180 &N ANT

and Writings accurately. “In order to be-
come ‘a repeater’?” ... And why is the
word x&mn (“a repeater”) used? I can only
be called xin (tannaite) if I can repeat the
Halacha, Sifra, Sifré and Tosefta.

Figure 9: “Bible professionals” in Talmudic times. (BQID 49A-B)

This passage from the tractate Qidushin is even more important in two aspects: First, the Rabbis
discuss the “reading” of the Bible and two very similar terms are used: 81p and 87p (gara). Both
have something to do with “reading” the Bible. Presumably, the first word (at least according
to the text) depicts someone who reads in the synagogal liturgy. It seems that the requirement
of being able to read three verses is best explained by the fact that it describes memorizing and
accurate reciting by heart rather than reading from the written text in our modern sense (if one can
“accurately read” a written text it doesn't make any difference if it is one verse or a hundred). On
the other hand, according to our text, someone can call himself 87p only when he can “accurately
read” the whole Hebrew Bible. In my opinion there is no fundamental difference in reading three
verses or the whole Hebrew Bible from a written text, unless we consider that the reader must
have known the text by heart. It seems therefore plausible to me to regard the x1p as someone
who has memorized the whole (if we are to take the text seriously) Hebrew Bible. Of course, one
could argue that since the Hebrew text is unvocalized, one must prepare/learn how the text is
to be read (even from the written text) and it therefore does make a difference whether someone
learned three verses or the whole corpus. However, I would argue that preparing even a short

lesson is actually very close to a memorizing of a larger text.
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Moreover, the terms x81™p and &7p don't come alone but are paralleled to &0 and 81n which
denote similar phenomena, differing only in that the latter terms have the rabbinic traditions
and not the Hebrew Bible as their object. Clearly both arguments apply equally with regard to
the “Bible readers” and the “Mishna repeaters”: in both cases a man can only carry the more
honorable title if he can “read”/“repeat” the appropriate textual corpus. Obviously in the latter
case concerning the rabbinic traditions memorizing is meant. It stands to reason that analogous
is expressed by the term x7p. Note, that in Islam similarly only someone who is able to accurately
memorize the whole Qur’an can be called Li\- (hdfiz), analogously.

Obviously, one could ask why a resemblance of the “tanna’im” remained well rooted in the
Jewish tradition, while only small traces of the tradition of an oral study of the Hebrew Bible
remained. I'm convinced that the reason is that the term &7p received another meaning in the
post-talmudic times: “a member of the Karaite sect™”. However, as the name of some of the
important mediaeval Rabbis show, the title was still used occasionally even in later times, among

the Jewish scholars who were considered to be “Bible experts” (e.g. Rabbi Yosef Qara and others).

2.3.1 Liturgical Reading as a Ritualized Form of the Study of the Bible

On the basis of the above said I'd like to propose here a thesis about the connection between the
public “liturgical reading” and a study of the text (whether done by more specialized professionals
or made by “laymen” in context of their educational curriculum). First, it seems that of these two
contexts the study is actually the primary one: the synagogal lessons are prepared by a “study”,
i.e. the memorizing of the text. But note that some passages are a subject for study but are
forbidden to be read publicly which means that the study had a broader goal than just to prepare
for the liturgical reading.

I would therefore like to propose that the liturgical reading developed as a ritualized form of
the study of the biblical text. This can explain why initially no special “study houses” existed but

that the synagogues are reported to be the place of the study.

Note, that some scholars have even proposed that the name of the sect has its origin in the “Bible professionals”, see Erder

2004, p. 319ff.
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Moreover, if this thesis is correct, it may have consequences for our understanding of ancient
translations of the Bible: sometimes the “liturgical” origin of a particular translation is thought
to be a competitive explanation to a “study” translation. Obviously, if the liturgical reading is
profoundly connected to the study, as I am suggesting, one translation may be the outcome of a
biblical study (in the form of memorizing!) and at the same time be used for the public reading.
Clearly, if we spoke about a special “liturgical” translation, it would rather present a mere selec-

tion from the “study translation”, while there wouldn't be many differences in the text itself (if

any).
2.4 The Complementarity of the “Written-” and “Oral Torah”

It is a well known fact that the Rabbinic literature attests a strong sentiment against writing down
the rabbinic traditions. However, these sayings also show that the written (biblical) text became

autonomous beside the oral traditions. A story is told in the Yerushalmi:

Rabbi Haggai said: “Rabbi Shmuw’el bar Rav | &nw13% 5xp pnw 31 92 SRinw = 0k ™0 A
Yishak went to a synagoge Land| saw one | TR 5”& K190 13 12 KMIIN LW 190 TN KRAN
scribe who read*®his targium out of a book. | 2n33 1ARIW ©™M3T NI N5 MARIWY OMAT TH
He said to him: ‘It is forbidden to you. The | 2n3a

words that are said by mouth, [should re-
main] in mouth; |things| that are said by

writting |should remain) in writting.””

Figure 10: A prohibition to read the targum from a book. (YMEG 4:1, 28A)

As we can see, according to Rabbi Shimeon, the written and oral traditions are to be strictly
separated from each other, each representing its own realm which shouldn't be mixed with the
other one. Interestingly the person who, according to the story, broke the rule formulated by
Rabbi Shimeon, was a scribe, i.e. a professional who possessed an authority regarding the written
biblical text. Clearly the scribes were actually the only persons who were able to write and were
therefore typical characters to be depicted in such anecdotes as those who read from a book. I
would, however, argue that the choice of a scribe may rather mirror their role within Judaism in

the rabbinic times, as being those who guarded the transmission of the written Torah, and as such

36. 'The term used, vwin, is not completely clear.
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possessed a certain authority. If writing (and reading) was practically inaccessible to the broader
masses, an attempt by a scribe to write down a targum could have been seen as an attempt to
control the knowledge thereof and was, consequently, opposed strongly by the rabbis.

As can be further seen from other rabbinical utterances, in the rabbinic times there was
not only a strong feeling against writing down the oral traditions, but activities in the opposite
direction were also opposed, i.e. it was perceived inappropriate that the written biblical text be

influenced by the oral tradition, as shown, for example in the following passage from Genesis

Rabba:

Rabi Zeira and Rabbi Hananel |handed | %7 078 "ax 'a7 owa bRan 22 xpr a0
over a tradition] in the name of Rabbi: | wn xm ,ama1 ran Rp & &S ,RW2 AMna
“Even a man as fluent in the Torah as | =nox nbun ow ma 89 RPORI A7 W AWYD
Ezra should not read from his mouth and | 13,302 m%3sn nw panK a0 ,A7an021 Pan 1o 8P
write.” But didn't we learn a story about MW DR O AWK DR
rabbi Meir in ’Asya where no Ester scroll
was present and he read it from his mouth
and wrote? About [this story] it was said
that he wrote two scrolls, he has hidden
the first and left the later.

Figure 11: A prohibition of writing down the Torah from memory. (GENR 36:8)

Clearly neither the “Written Torah” nor the oral traditions (and in the first place the Targam) is
shown as being superior to the other and both are depicted as two authoritative sources whose
authorities should not be mixed. Interestingly the actual meaning of the “oral traditions” is some-
what variable. Mostly they are represented by a targum recited along with the Torah (and other
parts of the Hebrew Bible) in the synagogal liturgy. On the other hand, in other passages, they

are the “aggadic traditions ™"

or even parts of the liturgy:

He, that writes halel and Sema“ to the chil- | %p a8 12 795005 pnd ynw 550 anman
dren, even if he is not allowed to do so, O™ DR RNLA — MWPH 'RWA PRY 0
lsuch written halel and Sema‘) make the

hands unclean.

Figure 12: On writing down the halel and Sema“. (TYAD 2:11)

37. YMEG 4:1, 74D; YSAB 16:1, 15C. See also Hezser 2001, p. 202.
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It seems that the exact type of literature which can be taken as a counterpart to the “Written
Torah” is not really important and what matters is the opposition between the written and the
“oral literature”. Also, the fact that the targim appears several times as representing the oral
literature may be attributed to the fact that it was the targiam, which was the most striking oral
tradition being publicly displayed as a counterpart to the written Torah. This was due to the fact
that both texts were recited together as part of the synagogal liturgy. It seems that it was exactly
this question as to how the public would understand the relationship between the two texts which

was the determining factor for these rabbinic rules:

He that reads from the Torah shall not help | x5w 72 jpannb pror 85 AN xpn
to the meturgeman so that |people] won't 7702 N3 DN AR
say: “The Targum is written in the Torah.”

Figure 13: The Targum and the Torah. (BMEG 324)

Apparently, it was the symbolic value of both texts that was the reason for keeping them apart
and defining the rabbinic sentiment against writing down the oral traditions (and orally transmit

the written Hebrew Bible):

|What's the difference between) the | %anonb 1% 708 N2 8MPY D3NN

meturgeman and the Torah reader? It | yrp 5 1% 7oK ,AMNa RWpM .00 Ana
is forbidden for him [the meturgeman) to .aN23 ROR 77NN a0 R5W NN 0 pIn
look into the Torah |scroll] and to trans-
late. And he that reads the Torah, it is
forbidden to put his eyes outside the Torah
Lscroll], because the Torah was not given

other than in written |form|.

Figure 14: The meturgmenan and the Torah-reader. (TANH, KI-TissA, 34)

Interestingly, our text is concerned mainly with the symbolic meaning and the picture it evoked
among the public present at the liturgical reading in the ancient synagogue. It doesn't primarily
try to answer the question as to whether a targum is recited from memory and the Torah not,
but whether the reader and the meturgeman look into the Torah scroll during the reading or not.
Note that is even possible that some of the Torah-readers weren't actually able to read a written

text. Actually, the consonantal character of the Hebrew script forced the reader to memorize
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his portion at least to some degree. Given the illiteracy rate in the rabbinic period (see above
chapter 2.1, p. 4), our assumption that a large number of synagogal readers actually memorized
the text becomes rather plausible.

It would seem, therefore, that the reason for the rejection of writing down the oral traditions
has mainly something to do with the authority of the texts and traditions and is not primarily
caused by other motives. Catherine Hezser, for example, assumes that this sentiment was caused
by the importance of a teacher for his student which would be reduced if the student had direct
access to the (written) sources.*® While this motive could have played some minor role, it doesn't
seem to be the main reason for such a rejection of literacy. Actually, even from the gaonic times
onwards, when the paradigm changed into a more literary one, the authority of a Rabbi among

his disciples didn't suffer any damage.

2.4.1 Rabbis and Scribes: A Dispute over Authority

Interestingly, it seems that the role of the written Torah in the rabbinic era played rather a

»39)

“symbolic and artefactual role™”. It was the oral traditions that crystallized into the Mishna
and later into both Talmudim that were essential for the life of the Jewish community. The Torah
scrolls remained, however, the main symbol of the antiquity of the Jewish religion and as such
was shown and read from during public synagogal services (however, its symbolic value can be
demonstrated in other phenomena, such as the magical use thereof*”).

Apparently the very existence of the written Torah could have posed a problem for the au-
thority of the rabbis: it was the scribes who, as a professional elite, were responsible for the
transmission of the written biblical text and must have had of a great degree a control over it.
Clearly, the scribes were a distinct group within the Judaism of the first couple of centuries C.E.
(and the fact that occasionally a Rabbi was also a scribe doesn't change this basic setting much),

are were not to be equated with the rabbis. Sometimes even conflicts arose between the two

groups*”. Also note that already before 70 C.E. there were two competing groups (among others)

Hezser 2001, p. 161.
Hezser 2001, p. 207; 193-195
Hezser 2001, p. 210, 213.

Hezser 1997, p. 467-475; 67.
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who disputed authority amongst themselves: the Sadducees, coming mostly from the upper class,

“2 who saw

possibly connected with the priestly circles and the scribes located in the Temple
themselves as the real “guardians of the Torah”. On the other hand we have the Pharisees who
were targeting a broader public (i.e. the lower and middle class) and concentrating primarily on
their “ Ancestral laws”*¥. Obviously the latter group later became the basis for the emerging rab-
binic movement, while the scribes of the rabbinic times may have their roots in circles connected
to the sadokite movement before 70 C.E.

Based on these premises I would like to propose a thesis that the sentiment of the rabbinic
movement against writing down their oral traditions was a direct result of the “democratic” char-
acter of this movement. The opposition to the authority of the written text was, in my opinion,
primarily an opposition to the scribal elite trying to control the study and interpretation of the
“Holy text”. As we have, however, seen, the written Torah had a highly symbolical value as it
defined the Jewish national identity by pointing to the “ancient history” of God's nation, and ap-
parently the Jewish scribes were, therefore, needed by the Rabbis to help to preserve these Jewish

national scriptures. It seems, therefore, that the sentiment against mixing the oral and written

tradition is a result of exactly this kind of dispute over authority between the rabbis and scribes.

2.5 Conclusion

As we have seen, it may be assumed with a reasonable degree of plausibility that the biblical
text was transmitted through two distinct (but possibly interconnected**) means: through the
copying of the written biblical text by the scribes, and by memorizing it and oral study. The main
Sitz im Leben of the latter text lay primarily in the context of the oral study of the biblical text and
further in the liturgical reading (which itself can be seen as a special case of the oral study of the
Hebrew Bible). The Biblical text was studied most probably by some professional scholars who
were trained to memorize the biblical text accurately. As such, the orally transmitted biblical text

must have presented a parallel phenomenon to the Mishna and other rabbinic traditions (already

Hezser 2001, p. 123.
Hezser 2001, p. 199.

See chapter 7.2.3, p. 199.
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in the mishnaic times there were possibly two groups of Jewish scholars, one learning Mishna and
the other Migra) and been opposed to the written Bible, which was in the hands of the scribes.
Clearly, the reason for the oral study (whether of the Bible or of Mishna and later traditions)
seems to be the desire to target as broad a spectrum of Jewish people as possible.

This changed only with the massive advent of literacy and its techniques in the Gaonic/Islamic
period. Presumably, only when a large number of people were able to read and write in their
everyday life was it more and more difficult for them to learn using the old oral techniques. What
is more important, however, is that with a more widespread literacy the oral means of the study
was no longer necessary to keep the learning “democratic”. This is, in my opinion, the context in
which the Masoretic text emerged, striving to combine the “written Torah” with the (dying out)

oral biblical traditions.
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Masoretic Text and its Character

3.1 Masoretic and Proto-Masoretic Elements of the MT

There are two sorts of typographic elements (other then the basic consonants) in the masoretic
text: we can call them “proto-masoretic” and “masoretic” elements. Not only is the former group
found in the masoretic codices but these elements are also the only signs (besides consonants)
allowed by the halacha to be present in the Torah scrolls designated for a liturgical use®. All
the other elements® are found exclusively in the masoretic manuscripts and consequently in the

printed editions of the Hebrew Bible.

. See Yeivin 1980, §7, p. 8..
. There exist, however, some examples of later (8" century and later) Torah scrolls which have verse-end markings: some
of them marked with two dots as in the masoretic codices, others with a point pressed into the parchment with no ink,

see ibid.
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sign, element function context

masoretic elements of the MT

vowel signs vocalization oral performance

accents cantilation oral performance

magqgef connecting words oral performance

paseq pause between words oral performance

ge‘aya syllable prolongation oral performance

sof pasuq sign verse division oral and scribal(?) context

masoretic notes learning / oral learning
verification of the text scribal techniques

«

proto-masoretic” elements of the MT

puncta extraodrinaria | editorial sign (originally) | scribal techniques

nun invertum editorial sign (originally) | scribal techniques
“suspended letters” correction (originally) scribal techniques

big letters emphasis scribal techniques
special letters coincidence® scribal context
“crowns” (oun) ornaments scribal techniques
parasiyot text division scribal and oral context

Table 3: Masoretic and proto-masoretic elements, their function and context.

As we can see, most of the “proto-masoretic” elements belong to the context of scribal prac-
tices. Some of them (puncta extraodrinaria, nun invertum and “suspended letters”) are examples
of ancient editorial techniques, although their meaning was later almost lost and they were just
taithfully copied by the scribes who may no longer have known their original purpose. They

inspired, however, a number of hagadic interpretations® which tried to explain their existence.

3. See Tov 2001, p. 58.

4. For puncta extraordinaria, see e.g. Lieberman 1950, p. 43-46; Shinan 1994.
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Excursus: The “Suspended letters”

The last mentioned phenomenon, i.e. the “suspended letter” (mm5n nrmix) is, however, somewhat
ambiguous with regard to the issue of written biblical text and the oral tradition. A scribal practice
of correcting words by writing the emendation (whether a single letter or larger cluster) above
the word is well known to us from the Dead Sea scrolls®. If we take a closer look, however, at
the four examples of the “suspended letters” in the Hebrew Bible, we notice that three of them
(Ps 80:14, ¥ ; JoB 38:13,15, ¥w1 , oYwan )® point to a misspelled variant of a word containing
the letter ‘ayin, i.e. a laryngal, which is known for not having been pronounced in several ancient
reading traditions of Biblical Hebrew (mostly influenced by non-semitic languages). It is thus
reasonable to assume that the addition of “suspended letters” did not present a correction made
by the original scribe” (who omited theses letters apparently due to the fact that in his reading
tradition the laryngals were not pronounced) but by some later scribe who did pronounce this
consonant. The fact that we are dealing here with laryngals makes it plausible to assume that
the correction was done on the basis of the oral knowledge of the later scribe who corrected
this text — otherwise we would have expected to find other similar corrections which are not
connected to the pronunciation issues.

The fourth occurrence of this phenomenon, nw*n in Jupc 18:30, is of another type. Here we
have to deal with a variant which may have an ideological background or at least resulted from
a textual variant. From Rabbinic sources we are told that the addition of the letter nun is meant

to disqualify the Danite priest Yehonathan by denying his relationship to Moses. The best known

See e.g. Tov 2001, p. 215.

Note that all the examples are from the three “poetic” books. This may, of course, be a coincidence, but it may be a hint
to a common transmission history of these books (e.g. through some specific community).

Note, however, that some scholars assume that in a similar case, 77w in 1QIsa® (IsA 1:1) is a correction of the original
scribe of the scroll, for more see e.g. Person 1998, p. 607. Such an opinion cannot be proven, though, as is the case with
all such examples where one scribe is assumed to be the author of both the original text and its correction (unlike other

cases where a correction looks different to the underlying text and one can discern a “second hand”), see Tov 1997, p. 222.
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rabbinic passage® commenting on this name change is to be found in the Baba Batra tractate of

the Babylonian Talmud:

...and is his name not Jonathan, as it is
said: “Jonathan son of Gershom son of
Manasseh, and his descendants, served as
priests to the Danite tribe...” (JuDG 18:30)?
LRava said to him: How can you explain

12 DWI3 12 103 CRRIY W NI RO

SPH MR 1T LAWY OUAD PR IR RID AW

LRI AWR 13 RO PRIA wIn 3 o [ nyo

WYY TINA L,ROR 1MYHR DWW Awn A :2naT
AWINa 21027 WRON - NWIn IwYn

that he was the son of Manasseh? Was
it not a son of Moses, as it stands writ-
ten: “The sons of Moses: Gershom and
Eliezer” (1 CHR 23:15)? But because he did
the deed of Manasseh, the Writing hung
(75n )”ithe letter 1 for him so that he

becomes| Manasseh!

Figure 15: A haggadic interpretation of the “suspended letter” in JuDG 18:30. (BBB 109B)

We may, of course, ask how far this Talmudic saying attests that the Rabbis (or the scribes?)
intentionally changed the biblical text in this particular word. Our Talmudic passage discusses
the problems of family names and inheritance issues and the matter of Manasse's name presents
an ad hoc haggadic argument which is only a minor point in the course of the discussion. The
rabbinic report is, therefore, most probably no more than a haggadic explanation for the written
form. If we consider the ancient versions, however, we will see that both variants (i.e. n7wn and

nwin) are well attested:

JupaG 18:30

Wi 170 VIVYH OIS PO M NI <TWIN>TT2 DY Tnaim

Ancient Versions
Q: X || & xai lovabav vids Typowp viod <Mawvudfi> || 6°: <Mav(v)agon> || T Xia <Twin> T2 ||
G <lawo> || Syh:  # viog <Mavvaagi> viol * I'npoap viod <Mwaij> # adtos « || B: et Ionathan

filium Gersan filii <Mosi>

8. 'The other places being YBER 13D (also quoted in Yalqut Sim‘oni) and in MiprasH SiR HA-Sirim II, 5:3.

9. My translation follows the pun on the Jewish term for the “suspended letters” - mmbn nrmx.
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The LXX*, as well as the Vulgate'®, attest the presumably older spelling nwhn , while LXX5,
the Peshitta and Targum comply with the masoretic reading (nwin ). Interestingly, there also exists
a conflate reading found in the Syro-hexaplaric tradition'” which combines both names, Moses
and Manasse.

What conclusions can be drawn from these readings? First, we may assume that the double
reading of the Syro-Hexapla is a result of some interpretation (both names are arranged in this
reading making them plausible in the context of biblical historiography texts according to the tra-
ditional interpretations!) and it stands to reason that it had emerged from the study of the biblical
text. Most probably this was done orally and not through reading the manuscripts. Such an inter-
pretation goes, in my opinion, far beyond what would be expected from an ordinary scribe, even
if we assumed that he did more than just copy a text from a single source, but also collated variant
readings from other manuscripts. It seems to me much more probable that the conflate reading
in question is a result of an exegetic discussion about two known variants, brought perhaps by
different scholars into the debate.

Secondly, we can see that the reading nwi is found in the LXX*, i.e. in the Codex Aleandrinus
that seems to mirror an older version of the Greek translation (which was also accepted by the
Christian church)'. All the other variants (except for the Vulgate which most probably goes back
to the same tradition as that of LXX*) support a reading which we later find in the Jewish tradition
(MT and the Targum). Note that LXX® presents this later “revision” of the Septuagint following
much closely the Masoretic text. Note also, that this “relative chronology” agrees with the one
we have seen in the shape of the consonantal text, i.e the original nwWh being extended into nwin .

Further, this sort of textual change' that tries to avoid a blasphemous or other inappro-

priate reading is more typical of an orally transmitted text, see e.g. the high frequency of such

The Vulgate could have depended either on some of the Greek or Old-Latin versions or on the Hebrew tradition Hierony-
mus received from his Jewish teachers (see e.g. Hayward 1995, p. 19), which has possibly its source in the Jewish oral
teaching.

See Field 1875, sub loco. Cf. also McCarthy 1981, p. 229.

See e.g. Fischer 2009, p. 121.

I generally agree with McCarthy (McCarthy 1981, p. 229) who regards this word as a “genuine emendation”.
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phenomena in the targumim or among the geré cases (this is the only geré variant where a whole
offending word is replaced by another one)'.

In the light of these findings I would propose a hypothesis that the consonantal form nw*n
presents a correction of the consonantal text according to the oral tradition. This assumption
is strengthened by the fact that also the other three examples of “suspended letters” in the He-
brew Bible concern phenomena typical for the oral performance of the text. If this is correct we
may interpret the phenomenon of these four “suspended letters” that occur in the (masoretic)
consonantal text as a sort of complement to the gere/ketib cases and to those forms where the

vocalization is adapted to match the consonants™

. Here we are obviously dealing with only a
very small number of cases in which the consonants could have been affected by or changed to-
wards the oral tradition. Most probably other such cases existed (and maybe many more if we
went back to the time of the stabilization of the biblical text) but we have little possibility to find
them due to the lack of sources. Most notably we are lacking evidence for the shape of the an-
cient, pre-masoretic oral tradition of the Hebrew Bible—the biggest corpus of such traditions, the
second column of the Hexapla being too sparsely preserved.

Whether this theory is correct or not, we can certainly see the “suspended letters” as a gen-
uinely scribal phenomenon, even if we presume for good reasons that the variant represented by

this phenomenon in the Hebrew Bible has its roots in the oral transmission of the Hebrew Bible,

i.e. not just in memorizing the text but also in the thorough study thereof.

Besides the three above mentioned phenomena (puncta extraodrinaria, nun invertum and
“suspended letters”), there also exist “big letters”, “special letters” and “crowns” which belong
beyond any doubt to the realm of scribal practices and habits, even if we do not always know

their exact function'® or the original meaning of these phenomena.

See chapter 4.3, p. 56.
See chapter 7.2.3, p. 199.
See e.g. the big letters in DEUT 6:4 which agrees with the liturgical significance of this verse in (ancient and contemporary)

Judaism.
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On the other hand, most of the “masoretic” elements describe, or are somehow connected to,
the oral performance of the biblical text: the vocalization specifies the precise pronunciation be-
longing to particular consonants and the accentuation describes the exact “musical” performance
of the biblical text and, as I will argue later, actually seems to have originally been a mnemonic
device'”. Also, the three peculiar signs, maqqef, ge‘aya/meteg and paseq specify more exactly
the oral “shape” of the text: maqqeéf points out clusters of words which are to be read as one

unit*®

, paséq marks a ceasura between words (this can even sometimes contradict the division
that follows from the accents'”). Ge‘aya indicates, most probably, a prolongation (or a certain
high-tone pronunciation) of a particular syllable. Even the sof pasiig sign belongs to this con-
text, as the division of the biblical text into verses presents the smallest self-contained unit of the
oral performance of the Hebrew Bible (note that the accentual system is structured primarily into
verses).

The only phenomenon which may at first glance be seen as being of purely scribal nature is
the Masoretic notes, i.e. the Masora in the narrow sense. However, as I will argue later®”, there
are indications that even the masoretic notes were of an oral nature originally, being based on the
oral knowledge of the text and only later became a (written) guide for the scribe.

The last thing not yet mentioned is the “open and closed sections” (parasiyot)*®. These spatia
can be regarded as text divisions which belonged to both the oral performance and memorizing
on the one hand, and the study of the biblical text on the other®”. Moreover these sections are

also related to the habits and techniques of the scribes. These divisions are well known not only

from the Masoretic codices but also from liturgical Torah scrolls, and we can find them already

See chapter 5.2, p. 64.

On the differences in the perception of word boundaries in the written and oral context see Person 1998, p. 603f.

See below p. 40.

See chapter 6, p. 112.

The markings of liturgical sections (7w1a, 770) are to be regarded rather as a special form of a Masoretic note and they are
only found in the Masoretic codices (similarly to the other masoretic elements). Note, that the open and closed sections
were not marked by the letters 8, o initially; the marking of the parasiyot by these letters is probably slightly later;
Oesch speaks about twelfth-century manuscripts containing such signs (see Oesch 1979, p. 131. This is most probably to
by attributed to the influence of Maimonides' canonical list of petuchot and setumot.

The parasiyot are, for example, the principle according to which some midrashim, like Bereshit Rabba, are divided, see JE,

p- 63f.
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in the biblical scrolls among the Dead Sea manuscripts. It can be shown that the correspondence
between the former and the latter is relatively high®®. This can be explained by the assumption
that the parasiyot also presented a division scheme used for the copying of the text, and mark the
portions of text that had been copied at once®®.

We can thus see that the “proto-Masoretic” phenomena (along with the consonants, obvi-
ously) are all connected to the way that the Biblical text was copied by the scribes (even if some
of them touch the realm of the oral transmission of the Hebrew Bible), whereas the “masoretic”
signs and elements all describe the oral shape of the text, with the only exception of the masoretic
notes. As we will discuss later, even masoretic notes show a clear connection to the oral study of
biblical text*”. Thus it stands to reason that the “Masoretic text” itself is a mixture of the writ-
ten text traditionally copied by the scribes, and the oral tradition learned by heart, either by the

broader public or by a small group of professional Bible specialists.

Oesch 1979, p. 181ff; 247.

The Babylonian Talmud (8YoMm 37B) discusses a misna about the Queen Helena who presented to the Temple of Jerusalem
a golden tablet with two verses (NUM 5:21F) written on it. There existed, apparently, a rule not to copy a sequence of
a biblical text which in itself didn't constitute an open or closed section. Therefore the Rabbis had to explain here how
only two verses could be written on this tablet. The explanation given by Resh Lakish (and later repeated by Rashi) may
suggest that the shorthand (71'o) system (see also below, chapter 4.1.3, p. 47) was seen as a particular form of written
representation of the Biblical text which didn't have to follow this rule. See Friedldnder 1896, p. 87.

See chapter 6, p. 112.
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The Vocalization

4.1 The Qeré and Ketib

The gere/ketib cases present a peculiarity of the text of the Hebrew bible that each student of the
Biblical Hebrew must learn as soon as he starts reading actual texts. As is well known, in such
cases the consonants “inside” the Hebrew text have a vocalization which (in most cases) doesn't
fit well with the consonants themselves. The consonants which correspond to this vocalization
are then written “outside”, i.e. in the right- or left-hand margin of the codex as a part of the
masora parva notes, introduced by the abbreviation {, =p (¢°ré or ¢’ri), “| to be] read . Therefore
actually we have two variants: the consonantal form (“inside” the text) with no vocalization,
and a form consisting of the consonants “outside” the text with the corresponding vocalization
“inside”. As we can see, even though the ketib variant (i.e. the consonants “inside”) usually
receives a vocalization in the biblical studies®, this is, however, always a reconstruction and no
such vocalization is found in the sources. Thus the gere and ketib variants are asymmetrical, in
that the ketib is lacking the vocalization while with the geré the vocalization seems, by contrast,
to be more important.

Furthermore, a variant of the same phenomenon named gere perpetuum exists, which differs
from the basic gere/ketib only in that it is not mentioned in the marginal Masora, and it concerns
four words occurring very frequently (mn* read as **dondy or perhaps $°ma, #1n and 871, and
obwr). Clearly, each of these variants represents separate category, usual among the regular
qgeré/ketib cases: nim is a “euphemism” intended to avoid reading out the Tetragramm, &1 and

87 are simple variants originating in most cases from a scribal error (caused by the similarity of

Mostly, p is written under the consonants of the geré form. In some of the codices, however, a simple line (somewhat
resembling the final letter 1 ) is made instead of “p ”. See below chapter 4.1.3, p. 47.

So does, e.g. Gordis in his treatise on geré/ketib (Gordis 1971) and many others. Actually, most of the modern textual
databases (Based on the “Westminster Leningrad Codex” digital text of the Hebrew Bible) include also the ketib variants

vocalized. Note, that such a vocalization is not more than a modern reconstruction.
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the letters 1 and * ) while 09w represents dialectal variation between the consonants and the
“qere”.

Two other variants of the phenomenon also exist: the geré ve-la ketib (2103 8 "p) where the
gere variant adds a word not present in the consonantal text (a space between words receives the
vocalization signs) on the one hand, and ketib ve-la geré ("7p 89 2n3) marking cases where the
geré variant omits a word (the word is not vocalized). Additionally, some alternatively worded
Masoretic notes also exist which may be seen as equivalent to the geré/ketib phenomenon, such
as the yetir notes (1), pointing out cases where the consonantal text has a superfluous letter.

There are basically three approaches to the problem of geré/ketib among the biblical schol-
ars. The first one views these alternative readings essentially as variants collated from various
manuscripts”. Such an interpretation seems to go back to the opinion of Rabbi David Qimhi* (and

can be traced even further back, to an “anonymous Masorete *):

The men of the Great Assembly, who | mw®b mmnn 1naw abn noid war
returned the Torah to its original state, | =nx ona 125 ,0ReNIT D™D NPHAN INEND
found contradictions in the extant scrolls, 5 onpT Arwn KO opnar .onpT b Lamn
and they followed the majority of them, | &% pinam 1ans R 73 8% TAKA 1200 MR
according to their opinion. And if they PINAN NINKRM 07930 TNK 12021 ,0%931 AN
came to no conclusion about the clarifica-
tion | of such a case] they wrote one but did
not vocalize, or they wrote from outside
and not from inside, or wrote one [form]|
from inside and another from outside.
(On 2 SAM 15:21)

. This was held e.g. by Gesenius, De Wette, Dillman and Koenig, see Gordis 1971, p. 11. This theory had some variations,
some maintained, e.g. that the ketib presented the older forms. Orlinsky (Orlinski 1974) claimed that the geré/ketib were
manuscript variants chosen on the basis of the Rabbinic principle to “follow the majority .

. For mediaeval Jewish views on this phenomenon see Ofer 2007, p. 255-270.

See Ofer 2007, p. 55.

32



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Chapter 4: The Vocalization

And we already wrote our opinion about | ma P 203 uPYT wana Ay

the katub and geri: In the Exile the ver- | 72 nnR Xnoia pren PM,MINRADIN WaAnw)
sions got corrupted and they found one | nnxm12021,0791M2 5% 1Y 85 ;70 NONKR KADIA
version so and another version so, and PIN2N NANRM 01930
they didn't reach a resolution and they
wrote one from inside and the another
from outside. (On 1 KGs 17:14)

Figure 16: Rabbi David Qimhi on the gere/ketib.

Others have argued that these cases rather represent a correction done by the “Masoretes”™.

Compared to the previous hypothesis this can explain why there is a clear asymmetry between
the gere and ketib in both the external form (see above) and internal logic: it seems namely, that
in the vast number of cases the geré represents the more plausible variant than ketib. These cases
could be much more easily explained by the assumption that the gerée provided a correction to the
ketib. On the other hand, other examples can be found, although rather exceptional, in which the
geré does not seem plausible whereas ketib represents the regular form. See e.g. GEN 8:17”, Qr=
xyn, Kt=rwin : clearly, the usual form of impt. hif of Vry' would be xyin ® which corresponds
with ketib while the geré shows a form without a reasonable explanation. Therefore some propose
an explanation which combines both theories”

About the same time S. Levin'®, M. Breuer'” and J. Barr'” came up with a completely dif-
ferent solution and this was more recently asserted by Y. Ofer’®. R. C. Steiner also comes to a

»14)

similar conclusion but, his starting point is the function of the “letter sin”**. According to this

This was first claimed by Isaac Abrabanel and further by others, Jewish and Christian scholars, up to modern times. Among
those were e.g. H. L. Strack or C. D. Ginsburg. See e.g. Gordis 1971, p. 12-13.

This is the most discussed example of such cases.

See e.g. GEN 19:12; EXOD 3:10; LEV 24:14.

See Tov 2001, p. 62.

Levin 1970.

M. Breuer 1976, p. 104-105. See also M. Breuer 1997 .

Barr 1981.

Ofer 2007.

Steiner 1994. For Steiner, the $in sign also represents sort of geré/ketib variant in which the letter is written as w (=$) but

read as s (=p).
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theory the ketib simply represents the written text as copied by the scribes, while the geré reflects
an oral reading tradition. Such an understanding can explain the above-mentioned contradic-
tion reasonably well. Clearly, a reading tradition seeks a meaningful text and if it produces an
error it is mostly due to some sort of harmonization with the (nearer or broader) context, while
the written text is mostly corrupted by scribal errors including the misreading of certain letters,
metathesis, haplography, dittography and other sorts of errors which are all connected to the way
the text is copied. The later cases, obviously, often produce nonsensical forms or texts. If the gerée
represents the oral tradition, it is no surprise that its variants are usually those that conform with
the context and make more sense. This fact alone, however, doesn't prevent the gerée from occa-
sionally also representing the opposite. In the above-mentioned example in GEN 8:17, 8’0 can
be explained as representing a reading tradition which emerged through an attempt to “correct”
(through some sort of “guessing”) an older, grammatically correct reading tradition (hosé) from
a particular manuscript containing a scribal error (x¥'n ). Clearly, if such an exceptional form
becomes a part of the oral tradition (and therefore presents a basis for the geré variant) it says
nothing about the majority of such cases and the character of such variants.

This theory can be supported by several arguments, many of them formulated already by
James Barr. As he notices, the gere/ketib variants involve a difference in the consonantal writing
and practically never a difference purely in the vocalization of the identical consonants'>. On the
other hand an abnormal pléené or defective spelling doesn't usually lead to a geré/ketib variant'®
(Barr shows nn&a, Ps 10:14 as an example of a form whose consonants would normally be read
as Tnx7, but no geré/ketib note is found at this place). Furthermore, apart from euphemisms and
some rare cases the geré/ketib variants differ mostly in only one element of the consonantal text'”.
Also, if the gere/ketib variants were a result of a manuscript collation, one would have expected
that more than two alternatives had been preserved, at least in some cases. I would like to point

out, however, that in the targumic Masora'®, where variants are introduced with the abbreviation

Barr 1981, p. 24-25.
Ibid.
Ibid.

Klein 2000.
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Ri (R3nR &non), multiple alternative variants occasionally occur, see e.g. the following example
from GEN 25:27:

127wni, other variant: 127wna , other vari- | W N1 83127 wni Ri27wm RipYwm

ant: 137" wny , other variant: 12w M =

Figure 17: GEN 25:27: Multiple variants in the targumic Masora.

Another fact that Barr points to is the frequency of the gere/ketib notes in different biblical
Books'”. Obviously, the lowest frequency of this phenomenon can be found in the Torah where
the contact between the written text and the oral tradition was most frequent, due to the regu-
lar and systematic liturgical use of Torah readings. On the other hand, for example, the book of
Daniel has a very high number of geré/ketibs, most of which are in the Aramaic section®”. This can
be understandable if we consider that the geré emerged in an environment of Aramaic-speaking
Jews whose dialect differed from that of the Biblical Hebrews and sometimes contradicted the

shape of the consonantal text.

4.1.1 Explicative qeré/ketib Notes?

There is, however, one group of the gere/ketib notes which, at least on first sight, cannot seem
to be explained in this manner. There exists a relatively large set of geré/ketib variants of several
patterns where the ketib is not in contradiction with the oral shape as presumably noted by the

gere:

Barr 1981, p. 32
See also Morrow 1986 who tries to date the tradition of the geré according to the features of the Aramaic they expose into

the first half of the first millennium C.E.
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verse ketib qere
Kt=1-, Qr="::-
Exop 27:11 1T PTIRY)
Exop 28:28 | wnpavn | ropavn
Exop 32:19 AN n) i)
ExoD 39:33 m™a A
LEV 9:22 T L
1S5AM 21:14 nn on
Prov 23:6 Bigle! PRON
SONG 2:11 non aich
Kt=n-, Qr=i-
GEN 13:3 nonx R
GEN 49:11 Yy Ry
GEN 49:11 amo ino
Exop 22:4 Ry w3

Kt=o"-, Qr=o-
DEUT 29:22 o™aw Do
Ps 79:10 o™ia oviaa

2 CHR 24:25 | o"™onna | onHnna

other
Num 23:13 2 12
2 SAM 5:2 pialy ma
Ps 74:6 )9l nny
Ps 90:8 nw igl

Table 4: Examples of explicative gere notes?

Clearly, if we take the example of Exop 27:11, there is no problem having 1y to be read as

we-‘amiidaw (=Qr: v1n1 ), similarly, it is perfectly possible for n5nx (GEN 13:3) to be pronounced
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>dh°lo (=Qr: 978 ) or for o1 (Ps 79:10) to be read baggoyim (=Qr: 0%aa ). It would seem, therefore,
that such qgeré/ketib variants would contradict the hypothesis that the ketib represented the con-
sonantal text as copied by the scribes and the geré a version transmitted orally by memorization,
since there would be no need for such notes if geré and ketib didn't actually present alternative
versions®”.

One solution to this problem may be to assume that such gere/ketib cases are only explica-
tive; this was already claimed by Gordis*”, who assumes that such a notation existed before the
emergence of the vocalization and it represented a similar guidance to the reader as the vowels
later on. Similarly, according to Barr®”, these notes were meant “to avoid mistakes in reading”.
Ofer, on the other hand considers such geré notes to be explicative and shows how they can be
interchanged with other notes, like those commenting on the defective spelling®. Ofer shows this

on the example of the defectively written form 1277 . It is marked in the Mp and Mm of A and L

as follows:
verse ketib | gqere | Mp/A Mm/A Mp/L Mm/L

1 5AM 8:3 [=Ra =N =yl on A P Yo7

1 5AM 18:14 D77 YT | PYDIT | O AT on T

JER 17:10 29T | MO on A P T
Ps 10:5 277 YT | PO P whaa
Oli=nySs=)
PO P

JoB 26:14 1977 2T ona | on AT P

Table 5: Alternative notations for1277 A7 in the marginal masorot (according to Ofer®”).

It seems to me unlikely that the ketib would represent a real variant, i.e. for example 11 standing for w1, but rather
an ancient orthography. Unfortunately, the ketib form is too often mechanically taken to be a real variant in the biblical
studies and its vocalization is assumed on the basis of the consonants only.

Gordis 1971, p. 35f.

Barr 1981, p. 29.

Ofer 2007, p. 63-64.
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4.1.2 The Homophonic Qeré/Ketib &5 /15

Even more problematic is a very specific group of gere/ketib “variants” of &5 /i, both of which

were apparently pronounced in exactly the same way:

verse ketib qere targum plausibility
Exop 21:8 <RD> ATYY <i%> WK [in1] <> g~k (context)
LEV 11:21 <R9> 19375 Sunn 0w <iH> WR <"97> q>k (context)
LEV 25:30 <RD> nnn <i9> WK w1 <P77> q>k (context)
1 SAM 2:3 <RD1> ni%%w 31303 <i> M niyT 58 2 <9~> q-k
1 SAM 2:16 <> DN AP 73 <NY> DR <X? / 7> gk
1SAM 202 | <nwy > 5173 927 "8 <S> nIn <TIS X9> q
2 SAM 16:18 <®9> AWK AR MR <i9> <T7> q>k
2 Kas 8:10 <89> mnn N <> 0K <> q>k (context)
Isa 9:2 <R9> T MnW Annwa nYmn <> <> q>k
ISA 49:5 <RH> qox? <i> HxIm <9~> q>k (context)
IsA 63:9 <R9> ¥ <i9> ony 503 <R7~> q>k (context)
Ps 100:3 <RD1> UMK <> B RIN <PPT> q-k
Ps 139:16 <XD1> 003 TR <> MR o <> k>q
JoB 6:21 <RD> <i9> oo™ NP °3 <ima X9 imins> g~k
JoB 13:15 <RH> o <i> 0 11 <19~ TMTP> g>k
JOB 41:4 <RH> ™73 WnR-<iv> <R9> g>k (context)
ProV 19:7 <RH> nRn<io> DMK 970 <7 R9> q~k
ProV 26:2 <RD> ¥an <i%> oan nHHp 12 <X%> q-k
EzZrA 4:2 <RD1> o'mat PR <> 0ORY Wi X g~k
1 CHR 11:20 <ND> nwUihwa ow<-in> <> q

Table 6: The 15/R> qeré/ketib cases.

As we can see, in most cases, both readings, the geré and ketib, are possible on the most basic level

of the syntax. Mostly, however, the geré presents the more plausible variant; sometimes this is
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evident from the syntax of the sentence/verse itself, in other cases it only becomes apparent from
the broader context. Only in two cases (1 SAM 20:2, 1 CHR 11:20 ), we do find one of the readings
which doesn't make much sense regarding the syntax of the verse. In both cases this is the ketib
variant. On the other hand, in both of the two variants occurring in the book of Proverbs both
the gere and the ketib are equally possible. This may, perhaps, be due to the more “enigmatic”
nature of the Proverbs where each verse presents a fairly closed unit, not connected syntactically
to other verses.

The most interesting question regarding this group of geré/ketib variants is how to interpret
them if we assume that the phenomenon of geré/ketib is based on the dual, i.e. oral and written
transmission of the biblical text. At first sight it would seem that the very existence of this group
proves that the geré could not have represented an oral tradition for the simple reason that 8
and 15 are pronounced the same®® (10). There would be no point for the Masoretes to note such a
“variant” if it didn't differ in pronunciation from the reading already written “inside” the text.

There are two possible explanations to this problem: first there is the possibility that the
Masoretes didn't want to note a variant in the margin at all, but their note was solely explicative
and interpretive, calling attention to the fact that the consonants do not fit well in the context (or
don't go well with the accepted interpretation, at least). Similar Masoretic notes which comment

27)

on the meaning®” or even interpretation®® of some words do occasionally occur, even if they are

quite rare.

While it cannot completely be ruled out that the 8 of 8% could possibly have been pronounced as a glottal stop in
some dialects (see modern colloquial Arabic dialects where the negative particle /@ may under certain circumstances be
pronounced as [a’), I'm not convinced that this was the rule for the pronunciation of the Masoretic text. For example, in
cases where a word following &5 begins with one of the letters n"a3 7733 one would expect those to be pronounced as
plosives, if 85 were read as a closed syllable ending with the glottal stop. In the common case, however, such letters are
read in the Hebrew Bible as fricatives; see e.g. Ya8n 85 , GEN 2:17. (Forms, like npa-&% , GEN 24:37 can be explained as
having dehiq in the first consonant of the word following &5 .)

Yeivin 1980, §122, p. 72.

Ibid.
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Another solution, already suggested by M. Breuer®”, lies in the possibility that for the
qgere/ketib notes not the consonantal text was initially the primary reference but the oral tradi-
tion. If this assumption is correct, such notes were primarily “ketib” remarks on the oral tradition,
i.e. stating that a particular word whose pronunciation and meaning is known to the “reader” is
to be written using some non-standard or special orthography. If this is correct, the observation
on the shape of the consonantal text must have been made orally and even transmitted (i.e.
learned) by heart as well. Only later, when the Masoretes prepared their biblical codices, was
the logic of these comments reversed to fit the goal of extending the written biblical text with
a vocalization based on the traditional oral performance of the Bible. Note, however, that the
nature of such presumed original “ketib” remarks is still interpretive to some degree (as with
the first explanation) as it pre-supposes a particular meaning to be present somehow in the oral
tradition itself. But this should not surprise us when we consider the much more “integrative”
nature of the oral tradition compared with the sole copying of written texts.

Moreover, I would argue that this proposed solution could also plausibly and easily explain
the “explicative” qeré/ketib cases mentioned in the previous chapter: if, for example, vy in
Exop 27:11is not the primary form that the masoretic note comments on, but the oral w>-‘ammadaw
(=Qr: v7ny ), it makes good sense to note the unusual orthography of the written text with a
ketib variant, namely 1791 in our example. This would also nicely explain the unusual cases,
where the “ending” - is not a pronominal suffix but a part of the root, such as Kt=1non, Qr=

"NeN in SONG 2:11.

Excursus: Some Peculiar Qere/ Ketib Examples

1 SAM 2:16

M :npIn3 ARG N77DX1 AN NAY 3 <19> 17RR)

M. Breuer 1990, p. xxviii. Note, however, that Breuer didn't interpret the perspective shift from ketib notes into the gerée
ones in terms of oral/written transmission of the biblical text but assumed that originally the ketib was directed at scribes

(as some sort of scribal guide) while later the geré notes were directed to the “reader”.
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Kt <% || Or: <>

An interesting case is found in 1 SAM 2:16 where a paséq is found before the &5 /15 gere/ketib

variant. The division of this verse according to the accents would fit the ketib 15 quite well but

reading the geré variant 85 here is also not impossible*®:

B0 ARY 3 K9 1nK)

L |_,II |

Figure 18: The division of 1 SAM 2:16 by the accents and by the paseéq sign.

Clearly, grouping &5 and "3 together into one cluster would make more sense but, on the other
hand, having the phrase 10 npp '3 somewhat separated from the previous one seems equally
plausible (the 85 would be more emphasized in the latter case). It is, therefore, hard to decide
whether the division of the accents agrees with ketib or if it just represents an alternative division
of the geré version. At any rate, we can see that a paséq is used in this verse to further divide
the phrase X 7nx1 . If the accents follow an interpretation which considers the oral form 16 as a
preposition with suffix (i.e. as 19 ), it would indicate that the paséq further interprets the verse,
opposing the accents. If, however, the accentuation reflects an understanding of 16 as a negation
particle &% , the paséq is not in contradiction with the accents but rather merely seems to serve
the goal of making sure that the oral form 16 is not misunderstood. Obviously the easiest way
is to consider the paséq on an oral basis, i.e. as a slight pause between the words during their
recitation. Interestingly, the musical logic of the accentuation is broken by the paséq (even if the

accentuation doesn't contradict the appropriate interpretation of the oral form [6).

LEV 25:30
M nnn <iH>"wWR TYIWR N0 opt

Kt <x%> || Qr: <iv>

When analysing the structure of a Hebrew verse according to the masoretic accentuation I follow the methodology of M.

Breuer as described in M. Breuer 1956 and M. Breuer 1988.
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In LEV 25:30 we may see how the gere/ketib variants provoked midrashic interpretive traditions.

Rashi mentions following Rabbinic tradition:

nnn &Y qwr - we are reading 15 . And the
Rabbis, their memory be blessed, said | that
it applies alsoj if |the town] has no wall
now, but had one before. And ="y is femi-

0 5y a8 5717 IR 1P 10 - AN RY R

7API Y 2% 0Tp 1 A RN oy 1 PR

K5 21n2% TRw TInn KOR 19 21005 7w &R
a5y Hau nr ,nmona h upn 002

nine and should, therefore, have been writ-
ten n5 . But this |reading emerged| from

the need to write 85 “inside ™", so they

corrected it to be 1 in the “masoret”, one

imposed “on top” of the other.

Figure 19: Rashi on LEV 25:30.

Apparently the Rabbinic tradition quoted by Rashi combines both possible ways to interpret the
form pronounced as 6 into one explanation. This could possibly explain why the ketib variants
may have been useful even in the illiterate context of an oral study of the Hebrew Bible: it may

have provided material for the midrashic exegesis®?.

Note also that Rashi's world is already a
literary one and he thus attempts to explain the traditions in such a context. Similar can be said,
for example, about the attempts of David Qimhi or Don Isaac Abrabanel to explain the geré/ketib

variants®®

. Clearly, the knowledge of the oral techniques of transmission of the Biblical text must
have been lost and replaced by scribal techniques in a relatively short time, and the assumption
of the use of a written text within the textual history remained unquestioned up to the present

time.

DEUT 32:5

M 505N wpp 17 opin ma <Ky 9> nnw

In the “inner” text of masoretic codex where the consonants stand and not in the margin (“outside ”) where the masora
parva stands.

For a similar phenomenon, midrashic treatises based on the masoretic notes, see Keller 1966 and Contreras 2005.

See above chapter 4.1, p. 31.
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Ancient Versions

QX || o <kY 5> M || & Loawy Lis <od fo> aan || T0: ®11 <70 ®9> <pAv> 1A
R}y 1oeT || TP paa kmm MONWR XP2AM X012 <X0a0 NTaws an || N m2an mia <ommps 1an
N2 IONWRT 7N NAY AR 1220 <MTP RD> || O YudpTooay <olx adTE> Texva pwuntd || B: peccaverunt

<ei non> filii eius in sordibus

I'd like to mention another interesting case, not directly connected to the gere/ketib variants, but
showing an interesting case of homophony of &5 /i5 . First, note that in some ancient versions (&,
®) the words in question have an opposite meaning to the MT: i 85 instead of the masoretic 85 1.
Apparently, these variants are based on an oral shape of the Hebrew Bible in which both words
are homonymous. Also, the 2 and T contain, apparently, a conflate reading of both possibilities.

This seems to be reflected in the accentuation, as well:

o ma &, i nnw
L IL ]
L ]

Figure 20: DEUT 32:5: Homophony of 85/15 .

Clearly, the only plausible explanation of the division following the accents in this verse is one that
views the 85 as an elliptic expression, accompanied by an explanation not expressed in Hebrew
but thought when this word was recited. Such an explanation fits well into our thesis which sees
the function of the Hebrew accents to be (among others) a synchronization device between the
MT and its targum, as we will argue later (see chapter 5.4, p. 73). It therefore seems, that most of
the ancient versions mentioned show either a variant going back to either an oral version of the
text (which doesn't per se differentiate between &5 and i ) or to phenomena typical for an oral
transmission, such as the “double-readings”**. Apparently only a few remaining versions follow

the written text closely, such as the 22 or 8.

Another peculiar case of homonymous geré/ketib variants occurs in EZEK 14:4:

Interesting is the version of ¥’ which apparently understands the words in question very freely. Most probably this is a
result of some midrashic discussion about what the words meant, done presumably in an oral manner.

Hieronymos' choice may have been done on the basis of theological considerations, though.
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EZEK 14:4

M x2307HR 821 1D 23 o inip Hiwom 129758 PR N WK SR mran wr v
193 393 <na> 1 np M AN

Kt <na> || Qr: <x21>

Masoretic Comments
OKkl: (Frensdorf §43; = Esteban §44) in moax~n ppan 85 n - “18 words without a mappiq in n

in final position”

Ancient Versions
[ X[ & INwyy e <oo> Jyow o Jool ki L[| 2 ¥ani SnXT *¥da> 7% PRriwn v Kik
Y 19 H0a TNt 3 T N <nTp n YR || 6 éyd xlplog dmoxpibaopal adTd <> év ols véxeTa

7 Owavota adTol || B: respondebo ei in < > multitudine inmunditiarum suarum

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

P
“na written with hé but read with ‘alef, | "a5nnnng nrms 1 a7583 P R7N2 N3 N3
because the letters »nx interchange. And | nag m%5 ™73 mpr PM% 212 8aw Naya "o
the interpretation [is): because he went ( | TInR IARWY 1N 125
x1) with the multitude of idols I will an-
swer him so that he can find (%5 ) the un-
derstanding of his heart and this is what he

»

says further (v. 5)

This verse is not completely clear and its interpretation presents some difficulties. Even though
the consonantal 712 may reasonably be explained (i.e. in the sense of “I will answer against
these™®, where na, “against these” refers to what is described in the first part of the verse),
for most of the ancient translators this word presents a crux interpretuum. See, for example, the

Septuagint and Vulgate which left it out completely. We see, on the other hand, that the word in

See the Yniy with the preposition 2 in similar meaning in: GEN 30:33; NUM 35:30; 1 SAM 12:3; 2 SAM 1:16; MICAH 6:3;

RuTH 1:21, cf. KBL.
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question is reinterpreted in the Targum (“I, the Lord, will ask him in my word to come to seek
for an instruction, even though he got involved with the multitude of idolatry”) and in Peshitta
(“I, the Lord, will be for him what he will bow to, in |the time] of big fears.”). It is not surprising
therefore, that even the “qere tradition”, which reads 81, “coming”, presents a reinterpretation
of its own. The reading itself is rather enigmatic and ambiguous, and can be understood in two
ways. The first one would associate the verb 83 with the following 73 172, see e.g. Qimbhi's
comments above*”. In my opinion, such an interpretation doesn't explain the verse very well, and
the last clause (153 292 83 ) would actually be superfluous and would not provide any significant
information.

There is, however, another way to read these words, if we understand the syntactic division
of the verse in slightly different way: if the words 8211 are considered to be an asyndetic relative
clause, “(I will answer with) what he deservers”. Such a reading would be in accordance (opposite
to Qimhi's interpretation) with the division that follows from the masoretic accentuation of this
verse:

(i 373 Na D s Al
L |

Figure 21: EZEK 14:4 qeré and masoretic accents.

We can see that the words 83 1% 'np1 have only one disjunctive accent closing the whole cluster.
This means that no distinction is made, according to the accents, between the possibility of reading
81 17 as a relative clause®® and simply having a verb with two prepositional phrases. In other
words, the division of this verse, as attested by the accents, makes the above mentioned gerée
reading (with relative clause 81 i ) perfectly possible, as it is true for the ketib variant na (in
the above proposed sense of “against these”). This could indicate that in this particular case the
accents may be older than the vocalization change reflected by the geré/ketib variants, i.e. that

through this change the accents did not need to be adjusted accordingly.

It seems that for the Jewish tradition the second part of our verse is interpreted positively, see already the Targum Onkelos.
Such a reading is, however, still very plausible, due to the fact that both words (prepositions with suffix) are very short.

Otherwise we would expect 'nmp1 to have a disjunctive accents and the cluster be broken into two smaller ones.
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Even more interesting is the material known to us from the masoretic lists. In the collection
of masoretic lists ’Okla we-’Okla we find a list (see above) of cases where a final 1 in a word is
not marked with mappiq, even though one would perhaps expect one to be there. Among these
cases®” our verse is also listed, although our form (the geré variant) isn't written with 7 but in a
semantically correct way with x .

Also, this masoretic list counts rather disparate forms. For example, p¥p npy in JosH 19:13
is obviously a regular and correct form (with cohortative he*” exactly as nnn nnTp and nn3
san—considered regular—have in the same verse); similarly to Jupc 1:31 (12510 ) and EZEK 39:16
(minn ) which are just normal feminine proper names and no mappiq would ever make sense if
placed in their final n . In EZEK 16:44 (PR32 K3 ) a variant with mappiq is theoretically possible
but makes less sense in the context (comparing her mother with her daughter, i.e. a grandmother
with her granddaughter is surely not what the text intended here). Similarly: EZEK 24:6 (QWx
nRY 89 AnxomM A2 AnRn) and EZEK 47:10 (R0 ).

On the other hand, there are cases where the masoretic reading emerged most probably in
response to some crux interpretuum in the text. See nWNI7 1287 DR ®¥iM (ZECH 4:7), T'237 N33
mwn (1 KGs 14:12) or perhaps 0%iy mn Annm (JER 20:17). There is also another case important for
our discussion: &3 DiTR"511 *¥ where not even the consonantal text contains the letter i **!

This shows clearly that our masoretic list from °Okla we-’Okla is based primarily on the oral
shape of the text and not on the consonants. The list actually counts all forms that sound simi-
lar, i.e. end with -a@; more precisely the cases catalogued in this list are those which may sound
unfamiliar in their context. Given the fact that in EZEK 14:4 both the gere note in the Codex
Leningradensis and the list from °Okla we-O’kla attempt to describe the same phenomenon from

different points of view, it becomes apparent that our geré form cannot also present some vari-

The listing contains: EXoD 2:3; 9:18; NUM 15:31; JOSH 19:13; JUDG 1:31; 1 SAM 20:20; 1 KGs 14:12; IsA 21:2; 30:32; JER 20:17;
EZEK 14:4; 16:44; 24:6; 36:5; 39:16; 47:10; ZECH 4:7; JOB 31:22. For other occurrences of this masoretic tradition cf. Dotan
1994, p. 9%

See also 1 SaM 20:20.

See p. 184.

Actually, the reason for this form to be read without a mappiq is most probably due to an assimilation of the oral tradition

to the consonantal text.
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ant collated from a dissenting manuscript but has its roots in an oral tradition and thus reflects a

particular pronunciation of our form.

4.1.3 Qere/Ketib in Manuscripts with Palestinian Pointings

An important witness for the development of the gerée/ketib phenomenon (and the Masoretic
text in general) are manuscript fragments with Palestinian pointing, especially those written in

“shorthand” notation (see below).
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Figure 22: A manuscript with shorthand notation. (Kahle 1930, fol. 11)

Most notably the development of geré/ketib notation can be shown on these fragments. Some of

these were published by Manfred Dietrich and on their basis Dietrich briefly describes the general

47



43.
44

Chapter 4: The Vocalization

development of geré/ketib notation in one of the introductory chapters of his edition*”. Here I'd
like to summarize Dietrich's findings:

In the simplest variant of the geré/ketib notation (as represented by the ms. CB 7, according
to Dietrich's enumeration), a word in question is written according to the ketib variant (as known
from the later masoretic codices) with a dot above. This occurs twice in the fragments ("nn1 in
EzEK 16:18 and '1"wy in EZEK 16:31). In another case (EZEK 16:18) such a form is not marked with a
dot at all. On the other hand, in other cases the form is unmarked and agrees with the gere, most
notably this is the case in EzEk 28:3, n™n (near another already marked qeré/ketib; see above).
As Dietrich notes, a possible further development can be seen in EzeEx 16:55 where two dots (7)
are marked at the margin, most probably pointing to the form niawn , written in the Masoretic
codices as jan . Clearly this form in the standard Masoretic text should be seen as a sort of latent
geré where the orthography of the consonants doesn't precisely match its vocalization. The form
written in the CB 7 is that of geré while the dots in the margin (possibly added by another hand)
point to a ketib variant. Note that there are no other Masoretic notes in this manuscript.

The above-mentioned double dot also appears in other fragments in the margin. Alternatively
a simple dot is used in some other manuscripts, instead. A further step in the development is the
use of a line resembling the final letter nun (7 )*. In some fragments (CB 8) this is even combined
with the double dot (7 ). Finally, in the last stage the appropriate geré variant is noted in the
margin as well. Even later the sign noting such a variant is replaced by j» as known from the
complete Masoretic codices and editions of the Hebrew bible.

Note that these observations bring us interesting evidence about the phenomenon of
qgerée/ketib itself. For example, sometimes a ketib (and not the geré) was marked in the margin (see
above EZEK 16:55). Also note that in the oldest development stages no (qgeré) form is written in

the margin, there is only a sign that notes the variant. Clearly this is not surprising if we assume

Dietrich 1968, p. 94-96

Dietrich assumes that this sign is to be understood as an abbreviation for &now, “a variant”. He doesn't, however, explain
why this sign would be a final letter-form and never written as a regular 1. The proposal of Kahle who sees it as an
abbreviation of {p seems therefore more plausible, but, as Dietrich mentions, normally the Hebrew abbreviations are
made of the first letters of the abbreviated word and of the last one. I'm personally not convinced that this sign must

necessarily be seen as a letter nun.
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that gere represented the oral tradition. On the other hand, in the above-mentioned example of
EZEK 16:55 the ketib is marked at the margin but no form is written. This would mean that the

ketib form was also known from another source, possibly learned orally.

4.1.3.1 The Manuscript Cb 1 (M. Dietrich)

In this section I would further like to discuss one manuscript from the Cairo genizah, written with
the Palestinian pointing, also published by Manfred Dietrich*”. Today this manuscript exists in
three fragments found in the Taylor-Schechter Genizah collection of the Cambridge University
Library: Mss T.-S. K 25 and T.-S. N.S. 249. It represents the so-called “shorthand” notation*®
(»'o) in which the first word (or two) of each verse is written, followed by single letters (or two)
each standing for a whole word or sometimes even a cluster of words. Each word (or a letter
representing a word) has an accent sign attached to it. Some of these letters are occasionally

vocalized. Each verse is written on a new line. For example, LEvV 13:26-27 reads as follows:

LEV 13:26 70y n1pavarixon
LEV 13:27 [A19-17W B -X 7 7R
LEV 13:28 PIY -2 AYRY -2 A N
LEV 13:29 PR 7271 2 -3 U [o]

LEV13:30 9A10nnTayanRudan
Figure 23: LEV 13:26-27—in “shorthand” notation (Dietrich, CB 1)
Clearly, this notation would only be only useful to someone already having a good knowledge of

the biblical text, as without it, it makes little sense. If we marked the above cited letters on the

Hebrew texture of the biblical text we would get:

Dietrich 1968, p. 36*-50%, 32-42.

See also Neubauer 1894 and Revell 1974. For shorthand manuscripts with Babylonian punctuation see Yeivin 1962.
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IO 7R3 N VD 1PN A9 Y TP MBI A 1hn miEY 5N 13

100 NPAW 1757
:RI[1] nYIY P37 INR {790 KpYY HiPa 1Poan NWE-OR v oa 1790 RN *113

1990 1001 80 MoRa NRY nA2 NI MPA Anwa NS nnan Thpn pnntoR 2813

SR MR N3TED
R R ORI PIT T Ml noR ik TN 13
Pr {720 Gk 80Y PT 2T 7DY 3 0 phy N8 mm yEa e Han AR 13

SRIN TPID IR WD NpIY RIT
Figure 24: LEV 13:26-27—in “shorthand” notation: a reconstruction
As can be seen in this example, the choice of the marked consonants seems rather haphazard, and,

generally speaking, they don't match the disjunctive accents (as is the case in other groups of the

shorthand manuscripts). Sometimes, apparently, a phrase of more than one word is marked on the

first word, having a conjunctive accent (e.g. 17910 7387 in LEV 13:26), and not on the last word with
a disjunctive. Sometimes two words connected with the magqef are marked on the first of them (
nnwa~x5 in LEV 13:28), in other cases on the second word (MA32 & in LEV 13:26) and sometimes
even on both of them (mbi-@ , LEV 13:26). Usually only an accent is marked on a particular letter
(mostly the one having the word-stress), but sometimes also vocalization signs are present. See
also MR (LEV 13:26) where two letters are written, presumably to show a vocalization feature
(the gemination of 1) together with an accent on & . Note that some words and even larger clusters
of words are not marked at all (see e.g. repeatedly nna & ). Interestingly, this happens a couple
of times at the end of the verse (X371 1p1n i WN17 in LEV 13:30 or on npaw in LEV 13:26).

These observations can be explained most plausibly by assuming that only those words are
marked which are crucial for the memorizing of the text, while others, which can be more easily
learned, are omitted. This fragment must therefore have served as some sort of aide-mémoire,
possibly for the needs of a study house where the text was memorized. It seems, on the other

hand, unlikely that this would serve as a guide for the naqdan to help with the “accentuation”

of the consonantal text. (Note, that the fact that letters are marked mostly with accents and only
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occasionally vocalized fits well with the assumption that the Hebrew accents served primarily as
a mnemonic device*”.)

48)

If we observe the gere/ketib in CB 1*® some interesting features can be shown. Firstly, there
are two sets of gere/ketib variants used in this manuscript. The first set of variants are included
inside the text and marked with an abbreviation “; ”, which is included within and as part of the
text as well. The other set of variants are marked in the margin.

If we look at the former cases we can see that in the text the consonants of the ketib are vocal-
ized according to the geré form. For example in EZEK 35:9 we find in the text: j w’n . Apparently
the consonants match the ketib as found in the Masoretic codices (732w°n ) while the vocalization
matches the geré (n1awn ), however no consonants thereof are written. The only exception can
be found in EzEx 36:14 where the text reads: 5¥n i *%wSn . Clearly, the difference between the
gere and ketib is a result of a metathesis in this case and it is therefore impossible to mark such a
variant by using a different vocalization of the consonants.

In the other cases the text itself contains a geré variant but is not followed by | inside the text.
In the margin, however, a note (apparently by a second hand) is written and marked with the 3
abbreviation, standing, apparently, for ketib, “written”. Additionally some seven more geré/ketib
cases, known to us from the complete Masoretic codices, are not marked in this manuscript at all,
all corresponding to the standard gerée version*”.

These facts seem to be rather puzzling, but, in my opinion, there seems to be a plausible
solution to this problem: it appears that the text is based on the oral shape of the Hebrew tradition
(this seems obvious if we return to what has already been said, namely that clearly the shorthand
notation is meant for someone who already knew the text well by heart). However, if the gerée
differs from the ketib the latter is written and not the former. This shows, in my opinion, that the
“ketib cases” were memorized together with the rest of the orally transmitted text of the Hebrew
Bible, and when this oral tradition was written down, the ketib was used for the consonants while

the basic variant (i.e. the gere) was only used for the vocalization. Apparently not all such cases

were recognized and memorized (as some oral meta-textual tradition), and that may be the reason

47. See chapter 5.2, p. 64.
48. As summarized by Dietrich in: Dietrich 1968, p. 37.

49. Dietrich's interpretation that the manuscript included them “as kethib” seems wrong to me.
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why such ketib cases were only marked in the margin later. In any case, the ketib comments seem,
to represent the original form of such variants, and these cases were most probably memorized
as an integral part of the oral Hebrew text, rather than stand-alone “lists”.

In this point I disagree with E. J. Revell’” who has analysed a similar manuscript also written
in a kind of shorthand notation. He concludes that, rather than an aide-memoire, the manuscript
he refers to might have been “intended as a handbook or guide for a nagdan or a cantor.” Accord-
ing to Revel “all the ‘shorthand’ manuscripts seem to have had the same intention—to present
the accent system and a small amount of other information along with it”. However, if we un-
derstand the accents not as a mere melody attached to the text for aesthetic reasons, but rather
as a mnemonic device, this makes little sense. It seems to me much more likely that the accents
are written in the “shorthand” manuscripts in order to make it easier to recollect the memorized
text. Only when an unusual form appears, which is difficult to remember, does it also become also
vocalized. This can also explain why certain manuscripts, like the CB 1 (according to Dietrich)
presented above don't mention certain word clusters at all: it seems that these were considered
to be so easily remembered that they never needed to be noted in the manuscript. Also note that
in some cases a cluster of words is marked by a letter taken from the first word in the cluster (i.e.
from a word being accentuated with a conjunctive accent) and not from the last one (having a
disjunctive accent). Apparently the first word was considered to be more typical and easier to
remember than the last one. Note, however, that another group of shorthand manuscripts ex-
ists (and among them the one analysed by Revell) where only letters with disjunctive accents are
noted. The notation of these manuscripts is much more regular and completely lacks word clus-
ters which are not marked in the manuscript. It is doubtful, though, whether we can infer from
the regularity of this group of the “shorthand” manuscripts that they were written with a distinct
goal and for a different Sitz im Leben than the more irregular ones.

To sum up, “shorthand” biblical manuscripts (with Palestinian pointing) apparently repre-
sent an oral tradition of the biblical text. Most probably such manuscripts were used in the context
of the study of the Hebrew Bible at the time when the transition from oral techniques of trans-

mitting and studying the texts started to shift to more literary means. The fact that additional

50. Revell 1974.
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marginal notes were made, presumably by another hand, seems to indicate that these still repre-
sented a collectively owned and used manuscript rather than private notes. It would seem that
the version analysed agrees with the geré forms unless the geré/ketib phenomenon is explicitly
marked in the manuscript, in which case the ketib form is written. It seems therefore that this
was based on the memorized text combined with an oral tradition concerning ketib variants, pre-
sumably memorized together with the actual oral version of the Hebrew Bible. This agrees with
the conclusion mentioned before®” that the primary concern of the geré/ketib variants is the ketib
form, from the point of view of someone who knew the text by heart. Maybe this was an attempt
to bring the written tradition to those who might not have been able to read (a written text) or at
least had no easy access to it. Apparently only some of the gere/ketib cases were memorized (and
written down) initially and these were then later supplemented, as we have seen above.

Only later when the oral tradition was combined with the written text of the Hebrew Bible
and started to be copied by the scribes, the logic of the gerée/ketib notes was presumably reverted,
and the notes became a hint on the reading tradition rather then on the written form.

Finally I'd like to point out even more evidence which seems to strengthen my interpre-
tation: among the Geniza fragments, besides the “shorthand” of the Hebrew Bible, analogous
manuscripts of the Targum were found as well, as pointed out by Klein’®. Unfortunately Klein
didn't include the accents and vowels in his publication of these fragments, so that a more thor-
ough analysis of these fragments would require the manuscript evidence to be reexamined. Such

a new analysis remains a desideratum and could shed a new light on the problem.

4.1.4 Further Evidence

4.1.4.1 Evidence from the Targumic Masora

As with the Masoretic notes accompanying the Masoretic Hebrew text, a similar phenomenon is

found in some of the manuscripts containing the Targum Onkelos. Michael L. Klein published®® a

See p. 39.
Klein 1992.

Klein 2000.
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collation of targumic masoretic notes from various manuscripts, most notably the Vat. Ebr. 448°*
and Rome Angelica Or. 7. These Masoretic notes are mostly concerned with counting unusual

translations of a particular Hebrew form, for example:

"R which is translated pmar Loccurs) five DITR AR 2P MIRA A PMAR 30T AR
ltimes] in the Torah: =1y (GEN 10:21), nRy 12wy
axin (GEN 19:37), o} (GEN 36:9), Wy

(GEN 36:43) and jinp™2 (GEN 19:38).

Figure 25: Targumic masora magna on GEN 10:21.

Interestingly, the term mp, “gere” is frequently used in the targumic Masora, but it doesn't denote

a variant reading®”

as in the Hebrew text, but points to the biblical text itself, and its counterpart
is not the 2'na (which doesn't, to my knowledge, exist in the targumic Masora at all), but to pniann,

“It is translated”, for example:

'3 which is read but not translated |occurs LINR3 A dnn RS pT
twice in the Torah: ...

Figure 26: Targumic masora note on GEN 3:1.

Clearly this can easily be explained if we consider the Biblical geré to represent the original orally
transmitted biblical text, and the ketib the written text as copied by the scribes. The term "p would
then denote the same oral version of the Bible in regular and targumic Masora. It also shows nicely
how the (apparently orally transmitted) Targum was paired with the memorized Biblical text, and

not with the written Bible as copied by the scribes.

4.2 Evidence from Biblical Quotations

LITERATURE: Murtonen 1958, p. 67

Containing both the MT and the Targam in a verse-by-verse manner.

Actually there do exist specific notes marking a variant: & for panxrT o8 (“and some say”) or for paxinnT rx (“some
translate”) and &3 for xranx xnou (“another version”), see Klein 2000, p. 13, 26. Interestingly, these notes have about
the same frequency in the whole Torah (unlike the other notes which are attached to the first occurrence of the form in

question in the Torah and whose frequency decreases gradually in the later parts of the Torah).
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Another way to approach the problem of the existence of an established oral version of the Hebrew
Bible is to analyze biblical quotations as found in the (early) manuscripts of the rabbinic and
cognate literature. As this task is out of the scope of the present work, I'd like to show here one
example only.

In 1958 A. Murtonen published fragments of Psalms and liturgical poems (the so-called
piyyutim) found in the Cairo geniza and vocalized with the Palestinian punctuation. Because the
piyyutim contain some passages “which are apparently intended to be relatively exact quotations
from the Bible”™®, Murtonen briefly describes those quotations and their relationship to the
Masoretic text®”. As Murtonen states, there are several observations which lead to the conclusion
that the text was written down from memory: 1) the frequent plaene spelling where the Masoretic
text has a defective (the opposite being very rare); 2) interchange of the Tetragram with 278 and
even the appearance of the cluster on%& mn» where the Masoretic text has mm 278 or even 178
mrav’®; 3) the style of the quotation where only a few words from the beginning of the passage
are cited.

No less interesting are the variants deviating from the MT. In LaM 3:20 the piyyut reads
mwm which corresponds to the masoretic gere (niwny ), which strengthens the theory that gere
corresponds to the orally transmitted Hebrew biblical text.

In ZecH 7:13 the text has mm (which, as Murtonen notes, makes better sense) instead of
the masoretic " and in Prov 7:24 the initial nppy is missing. In DEUT 32:4 the masoretic 811
is spelled in the piyyut as w1 . All these cases can be reasonably explained by assuming that the
Biblical text was transmitted orally prior to being incorporated into the piyyut: n"m is an example
of a harmonization to the nearest context, which is one of the textual changes typical for an oral
context. The same applies to npp1 at the beginning of the verse, which can easily be omitted
without changing the structure and meaning of the verse itself. The orthography 1 for xin also
suggests that the text was not copied from an existing manuscript but was written down from

memory.

Murtonen 1958, p. 67.
Idem.

It seems than mray was understood as a form equivalent to °adonay (i.e. the Tetragramm), see idem.
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Murtonen further points to variant reading (MICAH 7:19) umgon 53 for om&en-52 in MT.
This actualising reading is attested also by the LXX, Symm and VUL*”. Moreover it is followed in
the piyyut by a “lengthy addition” (for Murtonen it resembles the style of old Palestinian targums
and Samaritan Pentateuch): 25 5p 15y 851 17057 851 1721 8 WK D1pRa HRW A Tay morn 91 . Both
variants can possibly be explained by assuming that they have an oral origin; note, however, that
the character of the variant in MicAH 7:19 can also go back to a scribal error (11- xo-).

To sum up, the example from Murtonen's edition of liturgical poems shows how the biblical
quotations included in these piyyutim appear to be based on the memorized text of the Hebrew
Bible and not copied from manuscripts. This seems to attest the existence of an independent orally
transmitted version of the biblical text.

It has been noted that the Targum agrees in the vast majority of the cases with Qere*® and
it is to be expected that oral characteristics would be found in biblical quotations present in the
Rabbinic literature, as it is well-known that the Rabbinic literature itself was memorized and

studied in an oral manner. Such an analysis is, however, outside the scope of the present work.

4.3 The Qere as a Reinterpretation of the Consonants?

If, as argued above, the gere variants represent the oral tradition we should ask whether there are
any traces of some tendency to reinterpret the consonantal shape of the text. The vast majority
of the gere/ketib variants present only a minor change, mostly of a single letter and they can be a
result of several text-critical phenomena: a scribal error of Kt®®, a scribal error of a Vorlage of Qr
(or maybe rather an error in a manuscript according to which the geré was “corrected”), dialectal

differences®” or they may show different stages in the development of the Hebrew. However, there

This shows that different Jewish reading traditions existed before the emergence of masoretic “master codices” which
could have preserved older readings. Further material for such variants preserved in rabbinic literature can be found e.g.
in Aptowitzer 1970.

See e.g. Houtman 2005, p. 8 (with regard to the Targum of the Prophets).

E.g. most of the cases where the geré and ketib differ in the letters waw/yod.

E.g. cases in which the Kt has a matres lectionis 1 while in Qr we find the games vowel (whether qgames gadol or games
qatan), see e.g. Kt=wibm , Qr=wHm in 2 SaM 13:8, Kt=nrmx , Qr=nig in 2 CHR 8:18 or Kt=nvipwx , Qr=nvpwy in

IsA 18:4.
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are some categories of gere/ketib which can be attributed to certain kinds of reinterpretation done
on the level of the oral tradition:

1. Euphemism: In couple of case the geré reads as a completely different word to the ketib.
All of these variants are euphemisms concerning either the sexual sphere (Kt=\%w , Qr=v12v ,
see DEUT 28:30; ISA 13:16; JER 3:2; ZECH 14:2) or the thematics of “excretions” and related issues
(Kt:\/mn in 2 KGs 6:25; 10:27; 18:27; IsA 36:12; Kt=vrv in 2 KGs 18:27; IsA 36:12; Kt=0%80p , Qr=
o, “haemorrhoids” in DEUT 28:27; 1 SAM 5:6,9,12; 6:4,5). These euphemisms do not, actually,
change the meaning of the original text but rephrase it in a way acceptable for public reading.
See e.g. Kt=omrw , “urine” (2 KGs 18:27; IsA 36:12) rendered as o930 "o , “the water of their
legs” by the gere. This reading doesn't intend for any other meaning but is referring to exactly
the same object as the original version; the target audience knows very well what the euphemism
is pointing to—differing only in the use of acceptable language. The same applies to the other
mentioned forms as well. Interestingly, such euphemistic gere/ketib variants occur only within
the Torah (twice in DEUT 28) and in the Prophets (13x°*). This may indicate that these euphemisms

9 rather than from a

emerged chiefly in the context of the public synagogal biblical readings
context of the study of the biblical text. This may, on the other hand, only be by chance, as the
words in question occur in the first two parts of the Jewish canon only.

Moreover, two of the above mentioned euphemistic geré variants have their parallels in the
ancient Hebrew versions: in the MT, DEUT 28:30, Kt=m%w» is read as 1322w and similarly s has
nny 20w, Analogously, n1%wn in Isa 13:16/MT is read by the geré as n120wn and apparently the
same reading is also attested to by 1QIsa® (n31a3%¥n ). This may indicate that the oral tradition as
reflected by the geré variants may have its roots already in the time of the Qumran scrolls—or at
least in the way offending words were handled in context of the oral study (or liturgical reading?)

which was already established in the times of 1QIsa**. The euphemistic geré readings are also

already quoted by a toséfta which indicates their early origin:

63. Note, however, that only once, in ZECH 14:2 this passage happens to be read in the modern synagogal liturgy as a haftara.
64. They must stem from the time before the haftarot passages became standardized, then.

65. More detailed study about the relationship of 1QIsa® and the oral study of the biblical text should be done.
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Every case that is written as “an insult”
should be read as “a praise” ... Every place
nibsw is written, it is read as n123vw ... in
every place oopa is written, it is read as
onva ... And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Qerah
says mxInn innpn is read as it is written
because it is [intentionally| an insult.

nawh MR P RS MANan mRapRn 5

o 2DV IR PP T 2Now oipn Do .

T .. DNV MR IR ohowa ;now oipn 5

197 12122 MK PP DAMWM RIR AP 12 YW
IRI} RITW

Figure 27: Euphemistic qeré cases. (TMEG 3:20)

2. Word division. In a couple of cases the geré divides the Hebrew text in a different way to the

ketib. Clearly, some of them are insignificant or there may even be no real variant at all:

verse ketib qere
ExoD 4:2 mn migrals
1 SAM 9:1 | pRvian PRIan
JER 18:3 13 NITTIM
EzEx 8:6 jaala) onnn
LaM 1:6 nain “nan

Table 7: Qeré having two words, but insignificant.

See especially Exop 4:2 and JEr 18:3 which actually both sound the same when pronounced and

the gere note of the masoretic codices should, therefore, be regarded as explicative only*®. Other

examples, on the other hand, show a tendency where the geré can be described as some sort of

reinterpretation of the ketib:

66. See above, chapter 4.1.1, p. 35.
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verse ketib qere
GEN 30:11 po! T R3
DEUT 33:2 TR nT UK
JER 6:29 DNWKRN on WRn
Ps 10:10 o'Ra5N oR3 n
Ps 55:16 mnwr mn "
NEH 2:13 sisiamlalatal s Smi=Raly]
1 CHR 9:4 715 T O o T WO
ISA 44:24 IR M TRD

Table 8: Qeré having two words, representing possibly an (re-)interpretation.

Note, that also here the pronunciation of the form in question may (originally) have differed only

very slightly whether it was conceived as one or two words. It seems that in some cases the

gere has two easy-to-understand words whereas the ketib represents a crux interpretuum (see e.g.

DEUT 33:2; NEH 2:13). In other cases the ketib is possible, but the gere is to be easily understood

in the context (e.g. GEN 30:11°”). It seems therefore, that the geré indeed can be seen as a sort of

reinterpretation of the ketib (if we are not dealing with scribal errors as may possibly be the case

e.g. in NEH 2:13). However, it is clear that the reason for such a reinterpretation lies primarily in

the textual difficulties and not in any sort of “midrashic creativity” or an ideologically motivated

attempt to change somehow the utterance of the text.

3. Additions. In some other cases (known as geré we-la ketib*®: “read but not written”) a

word not included in the consonantal text is added as a “qgerée”:

We interpret the ketib 732 to consist originally of the preposition -1 together with 73 (i.e. to be understood as “with a

luck”). It doesn't make much sense to assume that the ketib reflected the N, “to betray”.

The complementary phenomenon, ketib we-la gere, “written but not read” (2 KGs 5:18; JER 38:16; 39:12; 51:3; EZEK 48:16;

RuUTH 3:12) doesn't seem to have implications for the interpretation of these verses and represents thus only insignificant

variants.
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verse ketib gere
JuDpG 20:13 3 A3 "3
2 SAMm 8:3 a2 9033
2 SAM 16:23 HRW? TWRD WRHRY? TWRD
2 KGs 19:31 mn niRay M

2 KGs 19:37 || w120 7RI TORTRY | 3020 M3 3R 19978

JER 31:38 o' "IN D83 O 137
JER 50:29 nvha 7 HR noba Aoy
RuTH 3:5 MPRN WK 92 HR MANATIYR 59

Table 9: The gere we-la ketib as an interpretive addition.

Basically, two explanations seem to be possible for these cases: either the ketib omitted the word
in question (presumably as a result of a scribal error) or the word is being added by the gere as
some sort of explication of the original consonantal text. While the former possibility cannot be
ruled out, and there are indeed some examples which seem to be possibly explained in this way
(see e.g. JER 31:38 above), it seems that most of the cases present an explicative addition of a word
in the text, resembling to a great degree the phenomenon of “targumic additions”. Some such
cases only complete a sentence or phrase, which can be perceived as elliptical in its consonantal
shape (see e.g. JER 31:38 or JER 50:29) and in doing so the geré variant actually points to the same
meaning as shown by the consonants. In other cases, however, the gere adds some new idea not
present in the original text, e.g. 2 SAM 8:3 the Kt=1n1, “river” is rendered by the gere as a3,
“the Euphrat river” in a way typical for a midrashic or targumic exegesis. It is thus possible, that a
significant number of these cases are actually “targumic additions” which slipped into the biblical
text.

4. Other cases. In some other (rather rare) cases, a geré (differing from the ketib in only a
small detail) can be suspected to represent some sort of reinterpretation of the consonantal ketib.
E.g. a several times the ketib o (“(of) strife”) is rendered by the gere as oyn , “Midianites”

which resembles a known ancient Jewish exegetical technique of identifying an enemy in the
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biblical text. Other candidates may be Isa 52:5, Kt=na "5 'n , Qr=h5"%nn or 1 CHR 25:1, Kt=
DRI, Qr=o'Ra3n .

To sum up, we occasionally find geré variants which can be seen as some sort of reinterpre-
tation of an older tradition as reflected by the consonantal text, i.e. by the ketib. However, given
the fact that there are some 80o-1300 marked gere/ketib variants (depending on the manuscript)
and yet more “latent geré” cases®”, the interpretive geré variants present only a small fraction
of them. Moreover, a significant number of them can be explained as being the result of some

textual problem. A reading which can be attributed to some midrashic interpretation or being

induced by some theological consideration are very exceptional.

69. See chapter 7.2.2, p. 198.
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Chapter 5
The Hebrew Accents

One of the puzzling phenomena of Tiberian Masoretic text are the so called Hebrew “accents”
(omyv, “flavours”, “senses”, mra, “melodies”, or mmp1, “ornaments”, “embellishments”). How
did they emerge, what exact function did they have and why are they one of the textual elements
present in the masoretic codices (and consequently in our modern editions of the Hebrew Bible")?

The accepted view among the scholars sees three basic functions® of the o'myv: a) they mark
the position of the word stress (thus their English name “accents”), b) they reflect the syntactic
structure of a verse to some degree and can therefore sometimes point to a particular meaning of
otherwise ambiguous text, c) they have musical values and describe (or prescribe) how the text is
to be liturgically sung (“cantillated”) in the Jewish synagogal services.

We can see that the function first described, i.e. onyv as a stress-position markers, although
frequently referred to in the Hebrew grammars, is clearly of a secondary nature. This can be
shown by the fact that in the Palestinian and Babylonian punctuation the onyv don't, generally
speaking, indicate the word accent, and that this feature is consistently found only in the Tiberian
system.

Also, nowadays it is clear that the second mentioned feature of the accents, namely their
ability to point out to a particular syntactic division of the text, doesn't represent their primary

goal. Even if up to the 19™ century the scholars (especially the Chrisitan hebraists) tended to view

There seems to exist a lot of misunderstanding and misconceptions about the accents. Many, and particularly western
Christian scholars (or secular scholars influenced through Christian biblistics) take them to be a mere “diacritics” of some
sort. So, for example, the Oxford Hebrew Bible project (“OHB”; see http://ohb.berkeley.edu/), which strives to prepare a
new eclectic critical edition of the Hebrew Bible, adds the masoretic accents, as found in the Codex Leningradensis, to a
newly reconstructed text which tries to be as close to the old Hebrew original, as possible. Sometimes, words are added
or removed according to the old textual witnesses, such as the Septuagint, or due to other text-critical considerations. In
doing so, however, the accents remain exactly the same as in L (newly added words have no accents marked). I do not
dispute the effort in reconstructing a text as close as possible to its original, but the use of masoretic accents in OHB is
simply nonsensical and completely misses their character, function and strong dependence on the accentuation of adjacent
words (besides other factors).

See e.g. Yeivin 1980, §178, p. 158.
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the accents as a kind of diacritics that defined the correct meaning of the text, it is clear that the
accents show far too many irregularities, which is incompatible with the idea of a grammatic or
syntactic system of division. Alone the great number of accent signs used in a comparable function
and position in the verse, clearly shows that their primary objective is to be sought elsewhere.
Today, the consensus among the scholars is that the primary function and the Sitz im Leben
of the Hebrew accents is the synagogal liturgy and the cantillated reading of the Biblical text. For
example, Israel Yeivin speaks in aesthetic terms when he describes the primary function of the
accents and the dependence of the other functions thereupon: “This chant enhanced the beauty
and solemnity of the reading, but because the purpose of the reading was to present the text
clearly and intelligibly to the hearers, the chant is dependent on the text, and emphasizes the

logical relationship of the words.”

5.1 The Prosodic Nature of the onyv
LITERATURE: Dresher 1994

In 1994 Bezalel Elan Dresher published an article” in which he analyses the Hebrew accents on
the basis of modern prosodic theories. He comes to the conclusion that the Tiberian accentual
system is constructed in terms of units comparable to the modern prosodic hierarchy. The car-
dinal argument Dresher brings into the discussion about masoretic accents is that the hierarchic
structure as expressed by the accents may to some degree reflect the syntactic division of the
verse, but when it deviates from the syntax it does so in ways that are characteristic for prosodic
representations. According to his analysis and comparison with modern prosodic models he con-
cludes that “the hierarchical structures indicated by the Tiberian accents have striking points of
contact with some contemporary research into hierarchich prosodic structures™.

Dresher admits, however, that phenomena do exist which can only be explained in musical

terms, such as a substitution of certain accents with other ones, in specific circumstances. For

example, the accent pashta (i: ) becomes replaced by jetiv ( :: ) when it would be due on a mono-

3. Yeivin 1980, §178, p. 158.
4. Dresher 1994.
5. See Dresher 1994, p. 28.
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syllable.® As both accents, however, have the same disjunctive value their interchange cannot be
explained on prosodic basis (and obviously not on syntactic one).

By contrast, other phenomena can be observed in which the phonology and morphology
is influenced by the accentuation, and can therefore only be explained on prosodic basis”. The
accents can, for example, have influence on the spirantization of n7s3 7733, gemination (see the
so-called conjunctive dagesh) or rhythmic stress shift (“nesiga”).

In other words, the masoretic accentual system shows both prosodic and musical features. It
seems therefore that the musical or aesthetic element is also not the primary one. Clearly, the text
was liturgically sung in antique Judaism® as done right up to the present day. It doesn't, however,
represent “music for its own sake”” but the musical element of the accentuation is very tightly

bound to the text itself and its prosodic structure.

5.2 The Accents as a Mnemonic Device

One important fact about the Hebrew accentuation is that the phenomenon of a (liturgical) chant
of the Bible is not unique to Judaism and its TeNaK. Usually Christian Syriac accent signs'®, and
maybe the byzantine ekphonetic neumes (and consequently the eastern and western Christian
liturgical chant in general) are given as examples of parallel phenomena. However a much broader
repertoire of historical parallels existed: apart from the Islamic chanting of the Qur’an (albeit
without a written notation system) similar systems were in use in the Armenian, Coptic and

11)

Ethiopian Christian tradition'”, and even beyond. Egon Wellesz notes that the same phenomenon

can be observed on the Manichean as well as Christian fragments written in the Soghdian script'?,

and that even in India, China and Japan similar “musical” signs appear in old manuscripts*”

Dresher 1994, p. 48.

Dresher 1994, p. 48.

Revell 1971.

Dresher 1994, p. 6.

All Syriac systems of vocalization and accentuation and their development is best described in Segal 1953.
Wellesz 1923, p. 30, 95ff.

Wellesz 1923, p. 32-36.

Wellesz 1923, p. 64-65.
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Moreover, David Carr notes the use of music in many of the ancient Near Eastern cultures
in connection with the study (i.e. memorizing) and public performance of a particular text'®. I
would, therefore, argue that the chant (together with the accent signs as its written representation)
doesn't have its primary Sitz im Leben in the liturgy (i.e. its function is not primarily an aesthetic
one either) but in the context of an oral study of texts. Therefore I'd like to propose that the He-
brew accents (as well as similar phenomena in ancient cultures) were primarily mnemonic devices
intended to facilitate the memorization of a particular text and ease its recitation. Of course, in
the synagogue they were also used liturgically and they obviously have a certain aesthetic value
as well, but this is only of secondary importance. Actually, as I argued before, I would propose
regarding the liturgical reading as a ritualized study of the holy text. Clearly, after literacy be-
came more widespread, it was no longer necessary to use the chant as a mnemonic device and its
knowledge was largely lost'” and was preserved only in a liturgical context (being conservative

in the best sense).

Excursus: The Byzantine ekphonetic neumes

A phenomenon comparable to the Hebrew accents also existed (among others) in the Byzantine
church. Manuscripts of lectionaries are extant in which “musical” signs, the so-called ekphonetic
neuemes'® have been added to the Greek text. As opposed to later notation systems of both the
Eastern and the Western Christianity, these signs don't mark a direct musical value (i.e. don't
function as ordinary notes) but resemble much more the Hebrew accents, in that they mark a
particular musical figure which is sung with a certain phrase. Differences between the two sys-
tems do, however, exist: the ekphonetic neumes, for example, are not marked on each word, but

at the beginning and end of a particular phrase'”, and also no counterpart of “conjunctive ac-

Carr 2005, p- 28, os5ff, 124, 181, 289.

Note that this may not be true for some communities, like the that of the Yemenite Jews living in an Islamic environment
which preserved many of the oral techniques for a long time.

For the description of the ekphonetic system see Hoeg 1935 and Engberg 1995. For a discussion about the relationship
between the ekphonetic neumes and the Masoretic accents see Engberg 1966 and Revell 1979.

Note, however, that some type of phrases may have an auxiliary sign written in the middle of the phrase.
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cents” is found in the ekphonetic system. Interestingly, the pericopes for the weekdays of lent
are taken from the “Old Testament” and therefore allows a direct comparison with the Hebrew
accentuation.

The following example can, in my opinion, shed a little more light on the nature of the ek-

phonetic neuemes and the underlying chant of the Biblical text:

—
\

— ~ ~
GEN 6:13:"® xal 100V éyw | xatadleipw adTo Ug xal THY Yy -

— — /!
ExOD 14:17:'  xal idob éyw | oTepew T xapdiay Papaw
P

— — /!
\

GEN 6:17:2% gyw 0t | 0o émdyw TOV xaTaxAuoudy | Uowp éml TV Yy
g 2

P4

Figure 28: The structure of GEN 6:13,17; EXOD 14:17 according to the chant of the Byzantine lec-

tionaries.

Clearly the division in GEN 6:13 and ExoD 14:17 doesn't really fit the Greek syntax: if a meaning of
“see me” was intended, xai idob ne would be translated here instead of xat 0o £yd. In the current
text, however, the ¢y would (according to the Greek syntax) rather be connected with the fol-
lowing verb (xatadbeipw, oTepew) contradicting the division of the neumes. It is only in GEN 6:17
that the neumes match the Greek syntax. The neumatic division of GEN 6:13 and ExoD 14:17 can,
however, be explained if we assume a “semitic background” to be reason for this division: both
the Hebrew 13m and maybe also "7 181 (and their Aramaic/Syriac counterparts) can be the
source of the division found in the byzantine lectionaries. The division according to the Greek

neumes doesn't apparently match that of the Hebrew accents, though:

MMB /3, L 15b, p. 207.
MMB I/1, L 2b, p. 58.
MMB 1I/3, L 15b, p. 207.
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GEN 6:13: TPIRDTOR DOMWN WM
II I II
EXO0D 14:17: DIRN JpNR PION 1N IR
.' . '.
I |
GEN 6:17: PIRIOD B 120078 R0 IR
L

Il |
L |
! |

Figure 29: The structure of GEN 6:13,17; EXOD 14:17 according to the Masoretic accentuation.

But if we compare our verses with the targumim, we can see that at least in the case of GEN 6:13
the unusual division of the Byzantine lectionaries may be seen as direct translation of the targum,

especially if taken as a word-for-word translation®”:

verse o k2 ™ S
GEN 6:13 . 7NN RIR R .. N9IND RIR K7 ... ann IR RM e bl Nas o
EXOD 14:17 | ... RDR RIRDRIRY | ... PPOR RIR K7 RINY AR RA R | L W s o Lo
GEN 6:17 c TN NIRRT RIND e ROMA RIRA RIRY | oW IR RARIRY | e b A o Lo

Table 10: The Aramaic versions of GEN 6:13,17; EXOD 14:17.

In ExoD 14:17, the division of the ekphonetic neumes can be seen as being dependent on the
targumic wording, if we assume that the Greek version may have omitted the first 8181, perhaps
for stylistic reasons. Alternatively, the wording and cantillation of EXOD 14:17 may simply be
a result of some inner-Greek harmonization process (assimilating towards the version found in
GEN 6:13). Furthermore we can also see that the Peshitta version is very close to that of the
targumim, differing only in that it puts the word I/ (“I”) after the participle. Most probably this
follows an inner-Syriac development aimed at matching the usual Syriac syntax better.

To sum up, we have seen an example of a division of the Biblical text as reflected in the
liturgical chant of byzantine lectionaries, which can plausibly be traced back to a semitic Vorlage.
It shows that these cantilation techniques were able to preserve textual features (such as the

prosodic structure) over a long period of time. Moreover, it seems to imply that at least at some

point in the transmission the chant must have been used with both the Greek and a particular

See below, p. 78.
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Semitic version simultaneously (see below chapter 5.4, p. 73). This could, in my opinion, only

happen within the framework of some sort of oral study of the Biblical text.

5.3 Accents in the Whole Hebrew Bible

Further evidence for the primary use of the accents in the context of memorizing and study of
the Biblical text is simple fact that the masoretic codices contain the whole Hebrew Bible, i.e.
all of The Torah—The Prophets—and The Writings, marked with accents, even if not all of the
parts of the TeNaK received the same attention in the context of the “liturgical reading”. Even
if the Pentateuch has probably been read since earliest times as a whole (see the Babylonian
annual and Palestinian triennial cycles®”), the Prophets were already only read selectively in the
rabbinic times (which in the end lead to the establishment of a fixed prophetic reading system
- the haftarot®). It should however, be mentioned that some passages were already excluded

24)

from the haftarot readings in early rabbinic times®”. The readings from the Writings were even

less systematic and more sporadic®”

, and even if some passages or books were read on various
occasions, it is hard to imagine that the whole Hebrew Bible would be read liturgically in such a
systematic manner that it would allow the creation a well-established reading tradition. It seems
more likely that some sort of institutionalized memorizing (and study on an oral basis) of the
Biblical text must have existed in the rabbinic period. Most probably professional Bible “readers”
must have existed at least as part of the rabbinic academies.

I would like to suggest, therefore, that the primary Sitz im Leben of the Hebrew accentua-
tion belongs to such an institutionalized study of the Hebrew Bible (see also chapter 2.5, p. 21)
which would obviously also be the basis for public “reading” as part of the synagogal services.

A liturgical explanation of the existence for the Masoretic accents in the whole TeNaK doesn't

seem plausible: there are no parts of the Hebrew Bible which would show a significantly differ-

Mulder 2004, p. 138-143.
Elbogen 1931, §26.4, p. 177.
See e.g. Mulder 2004, p. 144.
Elbogen 1931, §27, p. 184-186.
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ent accentuation than the Torah and traditional haftarot. On contrary, the irregularities (such as
doubly accented words®”) and some rather peculiar features of the vocalization, which seem to

27)

be connected with the recitation of the Biblical text (such as the pausal forms®” or the nesiga®®),

are to be found in the whole TeNaK.

5.3.1 The Accentuation of the “Poetical Books”

There is, however, one exception from the above statement: the “poetical books”, namely Psalms,
Proverbs and Job, do have their system of accentuation, distinct from the rest of the Hebrew
Bible. Traditionally this special accentuation system is attributed to the “poetical” character of
these books. This is usually shown with the example of the book of Job which has its introductory
and final narratives (JoB 1-2; 42:7-17) accentuated with the usual system (of the so-called “prosaic
books”), while the main discourse has the special accentuation of “the three books”.

However, is this really the reason for the existence of this second accent system? How much
more “poetical” are Psalms, Proverbs or Job that the Song of Songs, Lamentations or prophetical
books? How much different is the Proverbs from Qohelet that the former should need a specific
accentuation? And why don't even those special “songs” (such as the o'n nw, “The Song of the
Sea” in ExoDp 16, w1 nw, “The Song of Moses” in DEUT 32, “The Song of Deborah” in Jupc 5
or “The Song of David” in 2 SAM 22), which are traditionally written in a specific form®”, use the
accentual system of the poetic books?

It may be suggested that the main difference between the two systems lies in the typical
structure and, what is more important, in the length of the verse: the “prosaic” system is built
upon the division of the verse into two main parts (the first being closed by the accent ‘atnah,
while the second by the final silliiq) and only rarely do we find a verse so short that it has no
’atnah. In the “poetic” system, on the other hand, the verse has no major binary division and

the system is thus more suitable for texts with shorter verses. However, even if we accept this

See below p. 86.

See e.g. the list published by E. J. Revell on the Pericope-project web page (http://www.pericope.net/Assets/pericope_texts/
/Pausal_Forms_Revell/Pausal TNK.pdf, retrieved on 2011/08/19).

See Revell 1983, p. 39.

As prescribed by SoF 1:10.
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kind of argumentation, there still remain enough other texts with relatively short verses and thus
suitable to be accentuated with the “poetical” system.

If we compare the two accentuation systems we can see that the “poetic” one seems to be
more complicated. First and foremost the accentuation of Job, Proverbs and Psalms contains more

compound accent signs whose graphical representation comprises two different signs:

accent name appearance composed of

“prosaic” books

munah legarmeh(“ legarmeh”) 1927 munah(C) + paséq

4T T

Salselet(R) Iﬁj’j SalSelet(see below) + paseéq

43

poetic” books

’azla legarméh IW‘;’I ’azla(C) + paséq

mahpak legarmeh g mahpak(C) + paseq

Salselet gedola I'Ié'-j SalSelet getana(Po,C) + paseq
‘ole wejored '1;'1' ‘0le(U) + merka(C)

revia‘ mugras 'lg:f{ geres(Pr,D) + revia‘(D)

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

Table 11: The compound accents of the “poetic books” compared to the “prosaic” ones.

As we can see, in the prosaic system practically only one accent (the munah legarmeh which
is a disjunctive one) is composed of another accent (miunah, a conjunctive) together with the
additional paséq sign. The function of such a compound accent seems to be clear: an accent
which normally serves as a conjunctive is made into a disjunctive one by adding a sign which,
when used on its own, denotes a pause between words. Most probably this pair of a disjunctive
and a conjunctive accent had (at the time the signs were invented) the same, or a very similar,
melody but each served a different function. The salselet is a very rare accent in the prosaic books
(occurring only six times) and is probably borrowed from the poetic system.

In the poetic system, on the other hand, three compound accents serving as disjunctives and
made up of a conjunctive accent and the paseq sign exist. Moreover, two other accents composed

of two different accent signs exist in this system.
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Moreover, even if the way both systems function is basically similar, the poetic system is more
complicated*”. The most peculiar phenomenon represent the “disjunctive accents after atnah®"”.
Whereas in the system of prosaic books (and in the rest of the poetic system) the division hierarchy
proceeds backwards from the accent with the highest disjunctive rank, i.e. “to the right” of the
respective accent, within the poetic system there is an exception: if an ’atnah occurs in the verse
(which is not necessarily the strongest disjunctive accent within the verse of the poetic system),
all other disjunctive accents following atnah (i.e. “to the left” of ’atnah) are attached to ’atnah.
Moreover, these accents proceed “from right to left”, i.e. in the opposite direction to the rest of the
system and within the prosaic books (actually only one revi‘a mugras or salselet gedola followed
by one mahpak legarmé may occur after ‘atnah, all the other accents in this part of the verse being
conjunctives).

Furthermore, some accents can possess multiple functions depending on their position in the
hierarchy of the accents, most notably the revi‘a which can have three different functions (plus the
above-mentioned compound revi‘a mugras), but pazer and mahpak legarmeh also have multiple
functions®”

In the poetic books there are also a relatively large number of words having two accents,
sometimes in rare combinations®”. Also the disjunctive accent sinor has an variant (called sin-
norit*®) appearing as the first accent in a combination with mehuppak on a single word (e.g.
5233 in Ps 11:4) and therefore considered a conjunctive accent. We will discuss this problem
later®”.

How can we interpret these irregularities of the poetic system? Traditionally, this complexity
is attributed to the fact that these accents are attached to poetic texts which themselves possess a
higher grade of syntactical complexity. Furthermore, poetical texts are assumed to be performed

more solemnly in public reading, being sung with more complicated melodies. However, as we

See e.g. Yeivin 1967, p. 281ff.
See M. Breuer 1988, p. 214.

See e.g. M. Breuer 1988, p. 212ff.
See Yeivin 1980, §374, p. 273.
Yeivin 1980, §374, p. 273.

See p. 90.
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have argued before, there are a number of other apparently poetic texts accentuated with the
prosaic system, which do not show any significant accentuation deviation or any complex excep-
tional patterns.

Considering the above-mentioned deviations in the poetic system, we rather got the impres-
sion that we have here some sort of mixture of two disparate cantillation systems, or we can at
least assume that the poetic accentual system was heavily influenced by another tradition. Some
of the phenomena described (e.g. the compound accents) can perhaps even be the result of an
adaptation of the signs created to serve the prosaic system, to the chant of the poetic books (we
have no exact knowledge of how the accents were pronounced at the time of the Masoretes and
cannot be sure that the same sign, apparently having several functions, really represented exactly
the same melody in all its variants, or whether some slight differences were discernible that could
differentiate between the distinct functions of this particular accent).

I would, therefore, propose a hypothesis that the accentuation system of the poetic books has
its roots in a distinct context of the study of these books. Whether the poetic cantillation has its
origin in a different geographical area, a distinct Jewish grouping or sect® or just in a different
institution of the study of Biblical text, is hard to decide, nor is it clear when these two systems
merged into one “masoretic” tradition. From the fact that all the Masoretic manuscripts have the
division of the accentuation of the book Job into the poetic and prosaic part already fixed it would
seem to have happened possibly long before the transition from an oral tradition to the writing
stage.

This proposal, that a different accentuation system for the three “poetic” books points to a
distinct context of the (oral) study of these books, can further be supported by the fact that the
targumim of Psalms, Job and Proverbs have an unusual form not found in other Biblical books:
two (and sometimes even three or four) targumim are given to each verse, the first being basically

37)

literal, and the others, introduced by an& on, “another targum” being haggadic

Apparently, old Jewish sects and grouping have left their traces for a long time in the rabbinic period, see e.g. the alleged
connection between the Karaism and the Qumram sect, see Wieder 2005; Erder 2004.

See e.g. Mulder 2004, p. 225.
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Interestingly, some fragments of non-biblical®® texts accentuated with the “poetical” system
are also extant. Yeivin®” mentions fragments of Ben-Sira which, according to him, “imitate the
biblical accentuation” and “are punctilious in it to the smallest details”. Yeivin shows how in
SIR 10:2 a nesiga occurs on the word vaiwy and the accentuation follows closely the laws of
the accent munah before sillig. Yeivin further mentions a leaf*” from the Geniza (T.-S. H 3.59)
which he describes as an “Introduction on the 613 commandments in the style of Proverbs™". A
full vocalization and acentuation is also marked here. This fragment also shows some unusual
accentuation (e.g. 7v17 where dehi occurs together with ge‘aya) and vocalization (13777 ). Some
unusual accentual issues (geres instead of revi‘a mugras) have parallels in a couple of Biblical
manuscripts.

In my opinion, this would speak more for an oral study of these texts rather than an attempt
to imitate the Biblical accentuation. Note, in the first place, that the phenomena mentioned by
Yeivin are all typical examples of how the oral performance of the text influences the exact shape
thereof. It therefor seems much more probable that both the works mentioned were memorized
using the “poetic accents” known from the Masoretical text of the Bible. Note that the book of
Ben-Sira would fit nicely with the three Biblical books in question—two of which belong to the
wisdom literature, exactly as Ben-Sira does. It seems very plausible that Ben-Sira was studied,
i.e. memorized, together with the other three books in some Jewish circles (perhaps that of the
Hellenistic Judaism?). The second mentioned fragment is, obviously, much younger and it is most
probably only an imitation of the book of Proverbs. But given the peculiar accentuation and
vocalization features this fragment shows, it seems that the text was really still being learned and
memorized using this accentuation system, and that this system was productive even at such a

late stage.

For other non-biblical texts with an accentuation see chapter 5.5, p. 103 and chapter 5.6, p. 105.

Yeivin 1958, p. 49

Yeivin 1958, p. 50.

Note, however, that in the online database of the “Fridberg Geniza Project” is this leaf categorized as a piyut. (Accessible

through http://www.genizah.org/ after registration, no direct link available; retrieved on 2011-09-28)
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5.4 The Accentuation of the Targum

The Hebrew accents are not only attested in the realm of the Hebrew Bible, we also find them
in some manuscripts and editions of the Targum Onkelos*”. Many Genizah fragments with the

*» are extant, containing the Masoretic text together with the Targum Onke-

Babylonian pointing
los. In these fragments both texts are interwoven in a verse-by-verse fashion so that each Hebrew
verse is followed by that of Targum. Similarly, in the first printed Rabbinic editions of the Bible,
both texts are juxtaposed synoptically in two columns, one next to the other.

An interesting feature of these texts is that both the biblical text and the Targum contain
Hebrew accents, and what is more important, in the overwhelming majority of the text, the ac-
centuation of the Targum Onkelos matches exactly that of the Masoretic text. However, some
minor deviations still occur from time to time. Here I would like to make some observations
about the character of the differences in accentuation between the two versions. My analysis
is based solely on a couple of the first chapters of Genesis, as found in the second edition of
Bomberg's Biblia Rabbinica*® and should only be considered a preliminary investigation. Similar
conclusions follow from a brief examination of some fragments with Babylonian pointing*”: the
Biblical text and the Targum both have the same accentuation for a particular verse with the tar-

gumic accentuation occasional deviating slightly from the biblical one. A more thorough analysis

of the fragments with Babylonian pointing should still be carried out, though.

See e.g. Medan, col. 406.

A comprehensive list of such manuscripts can be found in Yeivin 1983. Yeivin's is primarily concerned, however, with the
Biblical text and lists, therefore, such mixed fragments among other biblical texts with the Babylonian punctuation.
Venice 1524/25, accessible online: http://alephso0.huji.ac.il/nnl/dig/books/bkoo1268184.html, (retrieved on 2011/08/14). Un-
fortunately, the online edition uses a rather aggressive compression algorithm which makes some of the punctuation dis-
appear or look incorrect. There may be, therefore, some minor errors in the following analysis. Unfortunately, I had no
access to the facsimile of ms. Vat. Heb. 448 (Macho 1977), which would be more suitable for such a comparison. Only
shortly before finishing this dissertation I was able to briefly check this facsimile and it seemed to confirm my results
presented here.

I could check some of the fragments accessible through the “Friedberg Genizah Project” (http://www.genizah.org/), fol-
lowing the list of manuscripts published by Yeivin (Yeivin 1983). Additionally, I checked some fragments which were
published by Paul Kahle (Kahle 1913). In this edition the texts are transcribed, but a couple of reproductions are also
attached.
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Figure 30: Bible with Targum written using the Babylonian punctuation. (Kahle 1913, fol. 11).

Here I would like to mention an important difference between the Babylonian masoretic tradition
(and its pointing) and the Tiberian (and older Palestinian) one. The Babylonian system lacks signs
for conjunctive accents*” and it seems that not only are the signs missing, but the words in a
conjunctive position in the Babylonian tradition do not seem to have had a distinct melody in
their musical performance (compare e.g. the Gregorian choral where most of the verse is sung on
the same tone). This can be seen in the history of Yemenite Jews whose oldest biblical manuscripts
are written with the Babylonian system, but later they accepted the Tiberian tradition: at first,
marked in the manuscripts using the Babylonian pointing system and only later also accepting

the Tiberian punctuation. However, even their early “Tiberian” manuscripts lack the conjunctive

46. Yeivin 1983, p. 60.
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7, presumably due to the influence of their original oral tradition. For our analysis this

accents
means that some phenomena which become obvious in the Tiberian tradition, cannot be observed
in the Babylonian tradition at all (most importantly the cases of a “double accentuation” of a
particular word, see below!) and this makes the analysis of the Targum of the Biblia rabbinica still
absolutely necessary.

If we, therefore, compare the accents of the Masoretic text with the accentuated Targum
Onkelos as found in the second Biblia Rabbinica, we can see that they mostly fit each other.
Moreover, some of the differences between the two version are very minor. For example, the
accent pasta (whose graphic representation is classified as being a post-positivus, i.e. written to
the left of the actual word) occurs sometimes in the Hebrew Bible on a word with the stress on the
paenultima. In such a case the pasta is written twice: once above the stressed syllable and once

top-left of the whole word. In the Targum the appropriate Aramaic word is only marked with a

single pasta, on the top-left of the word:

verse Onkelos MT

GEN 317 | RopamRy | anpam

Table 12: Pasta on the paenultima and the targumic accentuation.

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

pasta:

47. Morag 1961, p. 17-24.
48. See e.g. Yeivin 1980, §248, p. 198f.
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verse Onkelos MT

GEN 1:11 | PITPR mpN-IaT <R3aws> | vt prm <avps

GEN 2:23 MWD <RP> "ARYN <DRY>

Table 13: Interchange of accents between the MT and T° due to the word stress position.

Moreover, cases are found where a cluster of words, which in the MT are connected together
using the maqqeéf sign, represent separate “words” in the Targum, having a conjunctive accent

added to the first word instead:

verse Onkelos MT
Gen 238 PRTRYR <ITO3 RO oTRR <RI >
O 2222 <D 2> MY <TIRTN> TN

GEN 2:24 | "MAR 20WUNT2 <723 piaws> 2750 | vaRTIR <wrRmans> 1375w

GEN 313 MDD ROPT> A PAPD K| <AORIE> 2100 87
GEN 3:4 PIINR <npn 8> PINNR <NinNY>
GEN 3:23 <TTRT ROPID> <TTR"]R>

Table 14: The interchange of maqqef and conjunctive accent in the MT and in °.

Note, that in all these cases the Aramaic version has more syllables (the only unusual form is
v in GEN 2:24 which seems to have the same number of syllables as the Aramaic piay»
na3—apparently the hatef patah doesn't represent a “full syllable”, which would affect the way
word clusters connected with maqgqeéf are built). We can, therefore, conclude that here again, the
difference between the accentuation of both texts can be explained on the basis of phenomena
connected with the oral performance of the text. It stands to the reason, therefore, that the Targum
as preserved in the Biblia rabbinica must have been recited orally.

Even more interesting are those cases where the MT and Targum have a text consisting of
different numbers of words, which is usually, due to the so-called “targumic additions”*”. In the

overwhelming majority of such cases these additions in the Targum Onkelos (as opposed to the

49. Iwill use this term whether denoting a short addition or a lengthy one, like those known from the Pseud-Jonathan Targam.
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more “free” Palestinian Targumim®?) are fairly short containing usually only one or two more
words than the Masoretic text. There are basically two ways this is reflected in the accentuation.
The first possibility is that these additional words are connected to one of the original words
(which has its corresponding counterpart in the MT and therefore usually its own accent) through

the maqqef sign:

verse Onkelos MT
Cen 122 RV <TOTRTIR> KO namn <oiivR> M
GEN 1:10 R RO N <MYNITIR> | DR RO DN <mipi
GEN 1:11 YITIR <PUTIaT> KA It <> 2y
GEN 1:11 <AATAPNTII> T <iz-ipr> W
GEN 3:20 <RUPR™IT DT> R :<m™H2> DR
GEN 2:9 | w37 <2P7Pa> <PRInTRiveTRIRT> PR |y <aiv> <nwTn> P

Table 15: Targumic additions With a maqqef -connected cluster

In these cases the text is basically extended and there are no other changes to the accentuation. We
can see that such a use of magqef may even apply to a cluster which in the MT already has another
magqqef, so that the targumic accentuation subsequently builds up an even longer block of words
with only one accent at the end (see e.g. GEN 3:20). Such a cluster may become longer than usual
within the accentuation of the Biblical text (see GEN 2:9). In GEN 2:9 an intriguing phenomenon
can also be observed: we can see that two adjacent Hebrew words are each expanded in Targum
and become a larger cluster whose components are connected through maqgqef. It seems (at the
first sight) that the Targum Onkelos was not only a “word-for-word” translation (as is proposed
by some scholars when considering the targumim®®) but rather a “cluster-for-cluster” one, where
the “clusters” are defined in terms of the accentuation. We shall return to this point later.
Another common way that a “targumic addition” may affect its accentuation is that a new

conjunctive phrase is created in the Targum in place of a single word in the MT, for example:

See e.g. Mulder 2004, p. 218ff.
See e.g. Shinan 1991, p. 139.
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verse Onkelos MT
GEN 3:6 <A R9aMORY> <maivnY>
GEN 3:7 iR 970 <jinY wom> naRn 1o <Mant>
GEN 3:9 (<R IR> A" MR :<nR> 19 KRN

GEN 2:17 | <PR2m "0iva PHIRT> (x| upn HaNn &9y aiv <hwTns pom
PR D 8 w37 20711 |

GEN 4:1 :<M DTRTR> RI23 TP L<MTIRS WK TR

Table 16: Targumic additions within a conjunctive phrase

This often happens near the major division of the verse (see GEN 3:6,9; 4:1), but not always
(GEN 3:7). Note that the same addition may sometimes appear as a unit connected through maqqef
and sometimes as an independent conjunctive phrase (compare pRan—niTe%387 in GEN 2:9 with
mon it 1987 in GEN 2:17). However, there doesn't seem to be any obvious rule which would
determine which of the two possibilities is used.

Then again it may also happen that a cluster connected with magqef in the Masoretic text is

reduced to a single word in the Targum:

verse Onkelos MT

GEN 3:9 IRy | DIRTOR

AT T @

Table 17: A Reduction of a cluster connected by maqqef in T°.

Similarly there may also be a reduction of complete conjunctive phrases in the MT. Most notably

this occurs with the translation "W& > -1 (orv= > -7):

verse Onkelos MT

GEN 3:12 | "BY <QIMT> ROMR | 70D <ARD] TWR> UKD
GEN 3:19 <AINT> <3ann 2>

GEN 3:23 :TARN <MANRT> :0Wn <npY TWR>

Table 18: A loss of a conjunctive accent in Targum.
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Interestingly, sometimes the targumic additions don't have any accent signs at all:

verse Onkelos MT
GEN 2:24 AR <AWNTA> 933 Piaw 275 | ran R wwman 27w
GEN 3:15 | PATRYRAG <07apT-n0> 19 770 RIn WK 7o NI

Table 19: Targumic additions without any accent sign.

This may just be a scribal error in the second Biblia Rabbinica (or those manuscripts it is based
on), but it may also mean that these additions were “pronounced” without a particular melody of
a conjunctive accent, however not in a manner perceived by those who wrote down the Targum
as suitable to be expressed with a maqgef sign. This may possibly be a remnant of Babylonian tra-
dition where apparently no conjunctive accents existed (i.e. the words in a position of a Tiberian
conjunctive accent had no special melody, see above p. 75).

Occasionally a word accented with two accents (usually one conjunctive and one disjunctive)
occurs in the Masoretic text. Sometimes in such a case we can find two words in the corresponding

targumic text, each having one accent only:

verse Onkelos MT

GEN 3:16 | TRIRA AN | IOV

Table 20: Targumic additions and doubly accentuated words in the MT

This is very interesting, because it would mean that the emergence of some targumic additions
may be somehow connected with the accentuation or vice-versa. If we, however, consider that the
addition of 'nn in our verse seems to be influenced by the fact that Inpwn Jww-5%1 was perceived
as too “elliptic” by the meturgeman, it seems clear that it was not the accentuation that affected the
targum in this verse but that the Targum must have been the reason for the double accentuation
of 1npwn . We will return to this point later. Note, however, that such a case is rather rare in the
text we have analysed, and the targumic counterparts of words with two accents in the Masoretic

text are usually marked with one accent only (the disjunctive one):
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Table 21: Doubly accented words in the MT corresponding to only one accent in the T°.

Alternatively, the Targum may have both accents on the same word, exactly as in the MT:

verse Onkelos MT
GEN 27 | RODTRTID | (RIRGR
GENz29 | RUWTD | (RN
GEN 3119 RUIRY | ADTROON
GEN 4:1 o) DR
GEN 4:12 RDINTY NRTRDTIN
GEN 7:21 RO ninDm
GEn 819 | TimWIAy | oDipnhawn?

verse Onkelos MT
GEN 3:7 W W
GEN 323 | RODTRT | AOTROTN
GEN 418 | HRUINDTTY | HRUINDTR
GEN 5:29 ﬁ*f ﬁt

Table 22: Words doubly accented in both, the MT and T°.

Interestingly, we can also find a couple of verses where both the Masoretic text and the Targum
have basically the same number of items, but they don't match each other with respect to the

division of the verse by the accents:

verse Onkelos MT
GEN 2:19 DI ) oisnoR kan
GEN 3:11 IR OPNyRIT A WHNIIR 0737
GEN 42 | RPN MO WA | NIRRTV )

Table 23: MT and %°: syntactic versus prosodic structure
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For example, in GEN 2:9 the Targum has a munah sign added, compared to the Masoretic text.
Note however that there still remains a maqqéf sign written in between m? and o . It is
unclear whether this reflects some peculiarity in the pronunciation or if this is a result of a scribal
confusion of some kind. In GEN 3:11 the infinitive -528 /5% is either attached to the first (as in
MT) or to the second () part of the cluster, but in both versions we find exactly the same accents:
merka and tifha (and no other). Similarly, in GEN 4:2 the participle 72p (or its translation: n99-23 )
can either be attached to the verb or to its object, but the essential structure of the accentuation
remains the same (Note, however, that here there are still changes with regard to the conjunctive
accent merka). It therefore seems more important for the Targum to match the main division of
the Masoretic accentuation as well as possible, rather than to mirror the exact syntactic structure
of the Hebrew text. We can, however, find examples where the 20 differs from the MT, even to a

greater degree:

verse Onkelos MT
GEN 3:8 D98 2 DIRTR IONR DIR WA0NT | DR M en I o7 xanm
RO 133] 140 pp Tina]
GEN 3115 | PRTRPRTAY DTIWTID T2 T X7 WNA TN N7
:REIDY M0 IN nXY] 3RV BN NN

Table 24: The different accentuation of T° and the MT.

We can see, though, that in GEN 3:8, even if (to a certain extent) different accents are used in
the Targum compared with the Masoretic text, the prosodic structure of the verse remains exactly

the same:

MT: 1130 PR TIN2 DR M a0 YR oxg Ranm
I Il |

T IROPFTYN 13 DN Y DIRTID OON DN V0]
II IL II II IL II
| |

Figure 31: GEN 3:8, the accentuation of the MT and the Targum.

In GEN 3:15, on the other hand, the situation seems to be more complicated:
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MT: 1P NNWA NORY UKD 7O RI
L 1l 11 ]

L I |

T ingioh wmaornn aR) PATRERTRY? DTAVTIN T2 1T MR
| I | |I ' I|

Il |

Figure 32: GEN 3:15, the accentuation of the MT and the Targum.

As we can see here, even a disjunctive accent is added in the Targum. If we analyse this verse
more in detail, though, we can notice that a single disjunctive phrase in the Masoretic text (721w
wKA) is translated in the Targum with two lengthier disjunctive phrases. We can also see that
both of these clusters are actually separate translations of both Hebrew words (ie. gomw» >

19 a7 and WS > piTpYnAYh nTavTn ). It seems therefore, that the divisions of the Masoretic
accents correspond to the character of the translation itself, in that this translation is carried out
on a “word-for-word” basis. I would, however, argue that, based on our observations, we should
preferably call this a “cluster-for-cluster” translation, where a “cluster” either refers to a word
or words joined together in one disjunctive phrase or, alternatively on a lower level, a word(s)

having one accent. Let's see more examples:

verse Onkelos MT
GEN 3:21 PIVTALRY [ITW TR Y T Wik :0Wa% iv ning
GEN 3:22 APRTRRZLI TP M TR KD WD TR WA DI 1D
w3 20 YY) vy 2t nwT?)
GEN 47 ToPANY? TT2I-20in DR K57 N&Y 20nTOR K7D
TIIRYISIING THVT VLI TRON RPTOM 7130 vin &y byl | PAY INPN NNgh 29D K7 b
T2 PANY? INNTDR) WNNRY7OR] Aa5wnn ARRY INpWn o8]

Table 25: The Targum as a “cluster-for-cluster” or “word-for-cluster” translation.

In GEN 3:21 we can see yet another example of how a single word in the Masoretic text
is translated into a whole phrase (nizna > A7 Pwiah and 7y > jimwa-Twnow ). In GEN 3:22,

however, it seems that 117 becomes min-&nbwa , but the translation actually takes place on a
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higher level (3:3An T8 > mPnxn%a *m ) even if the “low-level” constituents also correspond
to each other too (Bn > AWn-Rnyva, TNRD > T )Y

Much more interesting is GEN 4:7 where an unusually lengthy addition (in the terms of Tar-
gum Onkelos) is found. Here again most of the targumic additions are only small additions to
a single word or a small cluster of words (as we saw in the previous examples) and this is also
reflected in a relatively exact way by the accents (3®'p o8 > JT2ip-2vinDR , NRY > Tr-pany’,
nnak > KI70PY, P2 > TI0RUIADKRY TOwT 3 ). However in the last part of the verse the trans-
lation deviates completely from the Hebrew original. Nevertheless even here, if we follow the
division as shown by the accentuation of both texts, we can see that each cluster in the Hebrew
text is replaced by another (even if completely textually unrelated) cluster from the Targum (7%
NPIWR > MANTRYOR, NRRY > 2INAT0N1, 1275Wnn > 75 panw? ). Note that each of the clusters in the
Targum shows at least some remote resemblance to that of the Hebrew Bible (e.g. inpwn 7o
and 2nn~R7"o8 both contain the letters 8 —5 —n  at key positions). It seems, therefore, that the
text of the Targum (at least in its final stage) was probably already translated in such a way as to
match the accentuation clusters.

Finally I'd like to point out an interesting feature, namely the existence of a paséq sign in the

same verse in both the MT and the corresponding %°:

verse Onkelos MT

GEn 3:14 | Rrmb lomor bR | WnantOR 1o ain hnsn

Table 26: The paseq sign in the MT and in T.

It seems that the paséq's function here is to “avoid irreverent use of the divine name” (as formu-
lated by 1. Yeivin®®), or more precisely to avoid misinterpretation of the Hebrew 5% which could
also possibly be understood not as a mere preposition (“to”) but rather as “god” or “deity”. This
may erroneously render the phrase as “YHWH, the God, the god of the snake”. Interestingly,

this problem doesn't exist in the Targum, as it has the short preposition -7 instead. In this case,

For the possibility to understand the Targum against the accentuation shown above—i.e. "1 belonging to the second
part of the verse see Kogut 1996, p. 41f; 160f.
Yeivin 1980, §284/iv, p. 217.
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therefore, the Targum can be said to “blindly” follow the Hebrew accentuation, or more precisely
a pause in the recitation marked by the paseq sign.

To sum up, from the comparison of the accentuation of the Hebrew Masoretic text with
that of Targum Onkelos, attached to the former in the Rabbinic editions of the Hebrew Bible, we
can firstly see that in many cases the Targum doesn't follow the Hebrew accentuation exactly
but deviates from it slightly. Such deviations can be mostly explained by prosodic or musical
phenomena. Thus it stands to reason that the accentuation of the Targum is not just a “scribal
exercise” done mechanically by the copyists, but reflects an actual recitation of both texts in
parallel, i.e. most probably in a verse-by-verse manner.

Furthermore, it seems that the accentuation most probably affected the process of transla-
tion (or at least the final shape thereof) in that it provided the division “principle” according to
which the Biblical text was made into small clusters, and the translation itself was then mainly
carried out on a “cluster-by-cluster” basis. Interestingly, even in cases where the Targum deviates
significantly from the Hebrew text (see GEN 4:7 above) such a “clusterization” is still observable.

This would indicate that the common accentuation of the Masoretic texts and the correspond-
ing Targum is not a late feature but rather something that emerged before the texts were written
down by “the Masoretes”. If we were considering the Masoretic accents primarily as a mnemonic
device (as I suggested above®®) this would further mean that the text of the Hebrew Bible and its
Targum were memorized in a verse-by-verse manner (and consequently performed in such a way
during the synagogal services), but it seems plausible this was already the way that the Targum
had been translated.

One further indication of this dual oral transmission of the Masoretic text and its targum side-
by-side (or rather verse-by-verse) can be found in places where the need for a cluster-by-cluster

translation contradicts the usual Aramaic syntax, for example in GEN 2:5:

54. See chapter 5.2, p. 64.
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version text
MT PIRAOY DR M <ronn> N9 YD
Onkelos / ed. Sperber RYIR T <Xun> 279R OP <niiRs XY R
Onkelos / Bomberg 2™ ed. RUIROD DTOR 1 <RIONTIMR> R IR
Onkelos / var.’® RYIR HY DTOR » <q0NR> R MR

Table 27: GEN 2:5: The accentuation of Targum as the reason for its textual variants.

As we can see, the Hebrew \vn , hif. (“to let rain”) is translated in the Targum using two words
(xq0on g ). However As xvn  is the object, it tends to be placed after the subject (as Aramaic
is basically a V-S-O language). This, however, breaks the cluster-by-cluster translation scheme as
enforced by the accents. As we can see, both variants (i.e. the V-S-O order breaking the accentua-
tion and the V-O-S order breaking the usual syntax) are attested. Moreover, in the Compultensian
Polyglot a variant is found which solves this problem by simply using a verb in ’af, without an
object at all. This is the most exact translation of the Hebrew =vvnn , but it may be a calque.
Maybe the occurrence of both variants—those that break the accentuation and those conforming
to it—can indicate, that the targumim were sometimes memorized together with the Biblical text
but that on other occasions they may have been transmitted independently. In any case, it seems
that the discrepancies between the accentuation structure enforced by the Masoretic text and the
natural word order can be the reason from the existence of some of the variant readings in the

Targum.

Excursus: Words with Double Accentuation and the Text of the Targumim

Above we have mentioned an example in which one word of the Hebrew text marked with two
accents corresponds to two words in the Targum (in GEN 3:16, see table 20, p. 80). As the analysis
has shown, it seems that the targumic addition of *in is a result of the Hebrew text being some-
what elliptic at this place. Thus it is clear that the double accentuation of the Hebrew ynpwn

should be seen as being influenced by the Targum and not vice versa. Note that this double accen-

=the Complutensian Polyglot.
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tuation is found in all the usual Masoretic codices such as the Codex Leningradensis and is not
specific to the editions of the Biblia Rabbinica. In my opinion this can be fairly well explained if
we assume that the Hebrew accents served not only as a mnemonic device to ease the memoriz-
ing of the Hebrew text, but also as a synchronization device between the Masoretic text and its
targum. While, in most cases, the accentuation of the Targum is supplied by the accents of the
MT, sometimes the opposite may also be true and the wording of the Targum may have influenced
the masoretic accentuation.

Unfortunately, places where a targumic addition in the Targum Onkelos corresponds to a
doubly accentuated word in the Hebrew Masoretic text are rather rare. We can, however, find
substantially more such cases in which a doubly accentuated word in the MT can be traced back
to a wording of some other targiim, see the following (rather randomly chosen) examples (the

accentuation of the targumim is my reconstruction):
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verse targums MT
GEN 5:29 Ko <> 7y i-one p7 dpnn upne Af
. <RMO¥N"RYT> RNYAN KIPANY T
GEN 7:21 N RAM <52>2 nna
GEN 9:23 il Pnad rabnn <> minng 1M
GEN 9:23 ™ PAANaS AR <1an> PaR miang bim
Exop 16:15 | ¥ ANk weK 1R <panntmms Prr-Hx WR 1INk
Exop 25221 | @ RMTAD <MY>T 0 RIFIR <133>1 nIYNIR BN RN
Numz0:1 || B 2% PYT"RI2TA ROV <OP>"90 FamEyiakayitharr!
LEV 23:21 ™ DA™ <> <InR>"H23 Do nawinHaa
Isa 28:4 ¥ RY'wH RODIND <2AT> T | IRIRAN "2 D23 NRY A
INAWN RWIPRTNAT]
Ps 9:10 T R3201Y Mpn M <RID> T T72 3wn o
Ps 10:14 T <IRPWAHY> 1M IR lopd S
Ps 19:5 T <PIPIIY> Nnn o3 Dip Ry
Ps 19:14 s IRIIRINN "I <R 37 ywan np
Ps 31:19 Frovar, <RI <PHnT> Nig'o 1ppann LOPY O nInYRA
Ps 57:8 o M <7ImIRD> 125 1ion Doy 27 1i0]
Ps 118:267? | T < RWTPNTTMTA <pdnn>a7 M man 03073
Ps 135:21 T oW <mnraws FwKT ien (RT3 | o 1w e (nlm 104
JoB 6:18 P NPAMK "VMOR 1HPYPRT <Hon> 0277 NinK gy
PrOV 1:31 T AV NANMIRT <RAW> Y3 D nkDHmM
RUTH 2:11 T pyTINNWR 8T 0P <arrny KPR nuTKRY WK 0H-HK "Hm
Qom 1:7 b, <PN> PO ROMIT RINKRD 0"3%h BomInY DipnoR

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

Table 28: Doubly accentuated words in the MT corresponding to additions in some targumim.
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First, note that the above examples are taken from the whole TeNaK*® and are not constrained
to those books which are systematically read liturgically. See, in the first place, the book of Psalms
of which, even if some psalms are part of the Jewish liturgy, we have no indication that they were
read together with a targium. Furthermore, it is evident that if the (Tiberian) Masoretic text was
indeed memorized together with a targum, it was none of the targumim known to us today. It
seems, however, that this targium was quite close to the Neofyti and to a lesser degree to the
Pseudo-Jonathan. This would strengthen the assumed Palestinian provenance of these targumim.

Moreover, note that the above reconstruction attempts to interpret the existing targumic text,
but in some cases more meaningful reconstruction would be possible, if we assumed the existence
of further targumic additions, not found in existing targumim. See, e.g. EX0D 25:21 where two
words in the Masoretic text are doubly accentuated but a corresponding targumic addition is only
known for one of them. In my opinion, it would make a good sense to assume that 1387 also had
more than one word in the original “Tiberian” targam. It is not difficult to guess that 1387 , “the
Ark”, would possibly have been translated as ‘®A"p 118 (=nman 1y, “the Ark of convenant”).
See also Ps 135:21 where also only the second doubly accentuated Hebrew word can be traced
back to an addition in a targum. It is, however, quite possible the Masoretic nin? 7193 could also
have been extended to match the benediction phrase mn nn& 7172, frequently used in the Jewish
liturgy and beyond.

On the other hand in RuTH 2:11 the “Tiberian” targiim was probably simpler than the existing
one. The addition of arm™ 8RS seems already to be a conflate reading of two versions of the
targum and we can expect that the “Tiberian” targum originally either only had ®4r&5 nom
or afmb nwy . The fact that the Masoretic text has only two accents for this cluster (the manah
and zagef on *35m ) would support this assumption.

If we look closer at the examples, we can observe some more phenomena. First, the addition
must not always mean that the corresponding Hebrew word receives two accents, sometimes
the whole structure of a larger portion of the verse is changed and another word receives the

double accentuation. See e.g. GEN 5:29 (both Neofyti and Pseudo-Jonathan), Ps 57:8 or QoH 1:7.

As stated before, the choice of examples is rather haphazard and the fact that an example is not given for other books

doesn't mean that such examples cannot be found.
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Sometimes, as in Ps 19:14, ge‘aya placed in an unusual position can also be suspected of being the
result of additions in the targum. Note also that in GEN 5:29 two alternative additions are found
in the Neofyti and Pseudo-Jonathan but the clustering remains the same.

In the above table I have also included three examples from the Psalms where a sinnorit
occurs. This accent (which always appears as a first accent in a doubly-accentuated word while
the second one is a conjunctive) is itself usually classified as a conjunctive accent, although it has
the same shape as sinnor, which is a disjunctive. This is because it is not reasonable to assume that
a word having two accents could have a disjunctive as the first one. However, given that sinnorit
can be relatively often related to a targumic addition, I propose also interpreting this accent as
a result of influence from the targumic additions on the accentuation of the Hebrew Masoretic
text®”.

As we have seen, therefore, it seems plausible that words in the Masoretic text having a
double accentuation are remnants of a (now lost) targum, which accompanied the oral study of
the Hebrew Bible and was synchronized with the Masoretic text through the accentuation of both
texts. But not every targumic addition is reflected by a double accentuation of the Hebrew text; as
we have seen above, there were apparently other ways of adapting the accentuation of the Targum
itself to that of the Hebrew text. On the other hand, there are still a relatively large number of
cases where no such targumic addition can be found, even if the Masoretic text has a doubly-
accentuated word. While alternative reasons for doubly accentuated words cannot completely be
ruled out, it seems to me that even in many cases where no targumic additions actually exist in
one of the known targumim, there is a plausible reason for expecting their existence in some “lost
targum’.

For example, as mentioned above®®, I have found 12 cases of doubly accentuated words in
the first couple of chapters in Genesis. Only one of them has a targumic addition in the Onke-
los (GEN 3:16) and two more could be found in the Targum Neofyti>” (GEN 5:29; 7:21). However,
among the cases not having corresponding additions in the Targum (see the table 21, p. 80 and

table 22, p. 81) the Hebrew ni78n occurs five times in the Masoretic text (GEN 2:7,9; 3:19,23; 4:12).

57. For the doubly accentuated words among the “three books” (n"nr) see also Yeivin 1967, p. 282fF.
58. See p. 8o.

59. One of which has yet another addition in the Pseudo-Jonathan as well, see above table 28, p. 87.
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Additionally, o8 in GEN 4:1 has two accents as well. Note that nn87 is not translated uni-
formly in the Onkelos, nor in other targumim but varies between xnnr and &vx (in four of
these cases, in GEN 2:7,9; 3:23; 4:12 a variant is even found among the manuscript of Onkelos!)
which makes it plausible that some other targum joined both possibilities into a conflate reading
(such as &y xnnTR ). However, other sources of targumic additions are certainly possible too,
see for example Ibn Ezra on GEN 2:7 who explains the word a8 saying: 58w pax 87 . Simi-
larly, David Qimhi comments on the same word in GEN 2:9: “13n nnTxn . It is surely possible that
these comments directly reflect some tradition having its roots in the “Tiberian” targum. As for
GEN 4:1 iDWR mnny y7 078 , note that T° and ¥ translate the word y1 as y7 while T and &
as 02N (paw. ) which also makes a double reading in the “lost Tiberian” targim plausible.

If my assumption is correct that words having two accents in the Masoretic text had indeed
two (or even more) corresponding words in its targum, and since it is generally assumed*” that no
targumim existed for the Aramaic parts of the Hebrew Bible (i.e. in parts of the books of Daniel
and Esra), we would expect there to be no such doubly accentuated words in these passages of
the Bible. This is not, however, true and we can find 66 such cases, according to the text of Codex
Leningradensis. If we look at them more closely, though, we can see that the vast majority of
them occur where a targumic addition would typically be expected.

Several of these doubly accentuated words can be categorized as archaic Aramaic terms typi-
cal for the milieu of the Persian court occurring typically in chains of such terms (such as the lists
of high officials or musical instruments) in the text of Daniel (and to lesser degree in the book of

Esra):

See e.g. Mulder 2004, p. 224.
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verse MT
DAN 32 || 8nr7n 07w 531 8inan RanT <xnati> R SO0t R0 8387T0ns,
DAN 3:3 RO 0HW O3] Kinan <xMahT> RO RWTR ROND) K210 RASTTVNR
DAN 3:5 N1 31 591 <35> PINID X330 DIINR RIVRIWE K11 O
Dan3:7 N1 591 10308 RI3w OINP <NIPRIWD> Ri1P R
DAN 3:10 N1 1 51 <nBSIoY> PI0I09 K230 ORINR RIPIWE KD R
Dan 3:15 R0 193] <MHEMDY> PINIDS ROIW DTN RPPIWR R1P 9
DAN 5:7 RII KTV <RIDWND>
EZRA 5:6 RIDDION
EZRA 7:24 MIT ROPR MM <THD1> <NIMI> RN <RTIH> K191 R0

Only one of these lexemes is known in either Jewish-Babylonian or Jewish-Palestinian Aramaic®®:
in Jewish-Palestinian Aramaic a plural "mwn is documented in a similar sense as in BA (DJBA:
“musical pipe”). In Babylonian Aramaic, however, the word 8" wn means “hissing”. It would
be easy to imagine that, if in the dialect of the meturgeman this word more likely meant “hissing”
or “whistling” than denote a kind of musical instrument, it would be only natural to add an
explicative word such as “the instrument of whistling” (perhaps ‘rr*p1wnT pan ) or similar. In the
other cases we would simply expect the word in question to be paraphrased using two words.
Moreover, the parallel “chains” in DAN 3:2-3 shows very interesting feature. Both chains in
the Masoretic text contain exactly the same words and their accentuation corresponds exactly to

the same structural division (even if they differ in the principal disjunctive accent, 8y versus

Table 29: Double accentuation in BA: archaic lexemes.

8070, and consequently in the whole chain of preceding accents):

DAN 3:2: ... 80170 30hw 591 Npan RManT <k RO .
| ) TR 1l - - M
L Il |
DAN 3:3: ... ROPTR 05w 531 8ipan <kabT> KT RIWTIN
L 1L I L ]

Figure 33: The parallel structure of chains in DAN 3:2,3.

According to DJBA and DJPA.
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The only difference between these two chains is that in DAN 3:2 it is 8273 that receives the
double accentuation whereas in DAN 3:3 it is #™2an7 . It is therefore clear that the reason for
the accentuation of these two words cannot depend on the words themselves or on the prosodic
structure of the verse. On the other hand, if we assume that this peculiar accentuation is based
on a cantilation of a targum transmitted parallel to the Masoretic text, and that this targum had
a word added in between our two words in question, then that could explain this phenomenon
nicely.

Another specific group of doubly accentuated words in BA includes places which in the orig-
inal Biblical Aramaic text are somewhat elliptical. In other words, where the way to express these

262)

utterances contains “gaps”?, it is typical for the targumim (as well as for the whole midrashic

approach of the Jewish exegesis) to try to fill such gaps.

If we may borrow the terminology of the literary approach to the Biblical text, such as used by Meir Sternberg (Sternberg
1987, ch. 6, p. 186ft.).
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verse

MT

what's “missing”?

DAN 2:41
DAN 3:12
DAN 3:19
DAN 4:9

DAN 4:18
DAN 5:19
DAN 5:21
DAN 6:6

DAN 7:8

DAN 7:16
EzrA 4:14
EzraA 4:14

EzraA 4:15

AR <N718> T Rnagry

BpY K290 720 <nYRy>

FIIRY M YT O <D3WTTR> RIANKY K1Y
<AZ"RYIY> I REW AR EY Aoy
<AZ"RYIY> I RYW AR EW Ao
<RUWH> KR Ninnp 5

<AHnpY™> Ming RIW A9 RTW 0L MY ROPOTOY
AR M3 iy <mnawn> 1y

ARTRTIR TIRUNY <RODTR> RPN Nom
<NIRP>TIR TNHY N3P

w37y squing Y <niTop>

NI TT RO <nIT0>

“something of”: what exactly?
“didn't put”: what exactly?
“one-seven”: what does it mean?
“everyone”: every what?
“everyone”: every what?
“tongues”: what does it mean?
“they will feed him”: whom?
“we found”: what exactly?
“three horns”: not mentioned before!
“standing”: who, where?
“long”*®: of what?

“because of this”: of what?

“because of this”: of what?

Table 30: Double accentuation in BA: elliptic expressions.

It can be expected that most of these “gaps” can be filled with a single word added to the

sentence, such as MRy > Ray mip-xy (“they did not pay attention”), 2 8525 > nan %Y or

nIT5 > 13T RDINa b .

A special category of such gap-filling is presented by those cases where a subject is missing

in a sentence (originally denoting some anonymous group of actants) giving an opportunity for

the meturgeman to supplement a more specific one:

63. “Long” is the basic meaning of 7 & in both, the Jewish-Palestinian and Jewish-Babylonian Aramaic. In Jewish-Babylonian

Aramaic, however, a second meaning, “proper, fit”, which is apparently also the original meaning in the text of Esra, exists

(see DJBA). It would thus seem, that a Palestinian meturgeman did not understood the original meaning of this word and

tried to explain its basic sense “long” through extending it by another word. Cf. DJPA, DJBA and HALOT.
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verse MT
DAN 5:29 | .. a0 <imams> ... O8ITH wnahn 2gxwha N 17TRa
DAN 6:17 <HRAITH> P AR 830 (IR
... and possibly also:
DAN 3:9 8351 RI729215 <R 1w

Table 31: Double accentuation in BA: missing subject.

On the other hand, we can also find two cases where a proleptic 72 occurs. It is known, that
such textual elements, which could be considered “pleonastic” were a motive for a particular

9 one of

category of haggadic interpretation of the biblical text, classified under the ribbuy rule
the 32 middot (exegetical rules) of Rabbi Eliezer, attributed traditionally to the school of Rabbi
Agqiba. It therefore stands to reason that a similar interpretation could also explain the presumed

double-translation of a double-accented word in our text:

verse MT

DAN 5:12 <HRITI> A3 NPARYA

DAN 5:30 | xwxa 0p <k¥Ha> A3

Table 32: Double accentuation in BA: “pleonasms”.

The following double-accented words which can each presumably be read as two separate words

are yet another type:

Verse MT other versions

DAN 5:17 Tmamn | 6°: xal v dopedv g oixlag gov="7ra 123

EzrA 7:12 || xpownmiR

Table 33: Double accentuation in BA: expressions that can be read as two words.

64. See e.g. Stemberger 1996, p. 92.
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rendering it as two words; it is thus plausible that the same exegetic tradition as that of Theodotion
was also the basis for our presumed targum connected with the Tiberian Masoretic tradition.
Another category of targumic (and midrashic) additions often occur as a response to a specific
content, which provokes the “midrashic imagination”. This can be, for example, particularly vivid

or drastic scenes in the original Biblical narrative:

verse MT

DAN 2:12 17;; vpv:n 37?17 <‘-l:[;]tlt7>

DAN 6:25 | 1970 PR931 <ROIN> 102 10507

DAN 7:5 KUY W3 708 <WIp> A2 MIRR I
DAN 5:6 TWp3 RT7 RT <ANIDWI>
DAN 6:20 IR ROIIRTT KAy <7nanna

Table 34: Double accentuation in BA: drastic or vivid scenes.

or some apocalyptic symbolics whose interpretation is only hinted at in the original text, and

which, therefore, needs to be explained more explicitly:

verse MT

DAN 2:40 | 85192 12PN RN <ARY'IY> 1250
DAN 7:6 <RIPTI?> PWURT RIIN)
DAN 7:19 || <837 ROPO-OD R3wH rag iy

DAN 7:23 || N8D37 9290 <ROWPIT> ROPDADR T

Table 35: Double accentuation in BA: explanation of symbolics in the MT.

In the same way we sometimes find theologically important or even provocative passages among

the doubly accentuated words:
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verse MT

DAN 2:11 TR 8D 8IW2TOY <IATT> T AN

DAN 6:27 || 580777 AOPR DIR7R <PINTI> PRI 107 0370 1959503 177

Table 36: Double accentuation in BA: theological considerations.

Interestingly, there are also certain terms or names which tend to be repeatedly the subject of

targumic additions. Often such words are important theologically terms:

lemma verse MT

w1 | EzrA 4:23 | ROy

EzraA 5:1 RITIO

owr || EZRA 4:20 | D9wiop

ma | Ezra 4:17 Tinme
EzZRA 5:6 AN
Ezra 6:6 1N
mhn | DAN 2:44 | npanom

ooy | Dan2:20 | xphymm

DAN 6:27 KAt

DAN 7:18 RAHL=T

\Nobw | DAN 2:48 VWM
DAN 6:25 YT
DAN 7:27 RiILHY
EzZRrA 4:20 I’@"?‘iﬂ'l

Table 37: Double accentuation in BA: important terms.

Interestingly, the name 09w appears with two accents all over the Hebrew Bible (except in the
Torah where the name doesn't occur at all): out of 669 occurrences of 09w (or Aramaic o7w)
84 are accentuated with double accentuation, i.e. in about 12,5% of the cases. This can presumably

be explained as a result of some epitheton being added to the name or, alternatively, 0w may
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have even been completely paraphrased, such as oW 9 or wrp 7y . Similarly, the word o
could have pointed to the rabbinic 8271 o9n, “the world to come”, or maybe to some augmented
oy &Y. As for the word nmidhn (DAN 2:44), note that in this very same verse a “kingdom” can
be identified with the “eternal kingdom” (5annn &% b5 *7 1391 ) and the “God of heaven” in the
nearest proximity to 1991 may also evoke the idea of the “heavenly kingdom”. Interestingly, we
find a double accentuation twice more, together with a word derived from \/'[‘m in the TaNaK,
namely 52921 in 2 SAM 3:21 and 1 KGs 11:37, and in both cases a future kingdom is promised (to
David and to Jeroboam), so this can be interpreted in a mesianic sense.

Summarising, we have seen that the majority of cases where double accentuated words occur
in the Aramaic portions of the Hebrew Bible, most of them can be identified with some problem
or feature of the Masoretic text which would typically induce some haggadic addition (or similar
phenomena) in the targumim. Out of 66 such cases of words with more than one accent, we only
found ten which did not have an obvious explanation, suggesting that they would typically be
translated by using two (or possibly more) words in some kind of a “targum”. Even then, in a

couple of them some further speculations can be made which would link them to the targumic

additions:
verse MT reason for a targumic addition
DAN 2:10 PInR1 R9D-0TR RTW2 1w | addition of: 7Y N
DAN 2:46 A 1217 R <pan> Anim | halachic considerations ?

DAN 6:21 || ppr 2¥p 9pa <H8iT9> 8137 Apnd1 | haggadic elaboration: Daniel and angel?

DAN 6:24 | <583379> "ni% arv Ry 839 pra | haggadic elaboration: Daniel and angel?

EzZRrA 6:4 :37nn 8391 3T <xnpah> | confusion of the meturgeman

Table 38: Double accentuation in BA: other suggested interpretations.

In DAN 2:10 one could think about 7% being added after n&) to be the reason for the double

accentuation of this word. The reason for this addition can lay in the fact that in Jewish-Palestinian

»65)

Aramaic the preposition 07p just meant “before”*”, whereas in Jewish-Babylonian Aramaic (as

65. See DJPA, art. oTip .
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was the case in the Imperial Aramaic dialect of the books of Daniel and Esra) it could, in connection
with the verb Vanx , express also “to say to XY, Therefore if 839n DT 872 1y originally
meant “The Chaldeans answered to king” it may have been understood by the Palestinian gara
and meturgeman as “The Chaldeans answered before the king”. In such a case an addition of 7%
seems to be a natural way of making this understandable to someone speaking this dialect and
may therefore explain the two accents on ™ng1 in the MT.

In EZRA 6:4 the form xnpan may not have been understood as a noun (“the expenses”) but
misunderstood by the meturgeman as a verbal form: “it came out”. It would, then, need another
word to specify what exactly “came out”.

In DAN 6:21,24, the proper name “Daniel” occurs twice with double accentuation. Perhaps
can this be explained as a result of some haggadic interpolations which (based on v. 23) assumed
that there actually were two “persons” in the den: Daniel and the angel. The presumed “Targum”
may have, therefore, read “Daniel and his angel” instead.

In DAN 2:46 both the word in question pnim and the preceding one nmin are cultic terms
and may be of halachic interest. Therefore, even if they actually refer here to an offering that
the Babylonian king tried to make to Daniel, some halachic discussion may have arisen which
eventually led to an addition of some more specific word(s) to the “targam”.

However, as stated above, the reconstruction of these five verses remains highly hypothetical
and is only to illustrate the possibility that even here the presumed “targium” of these verses may
quite possibly have received a “targumic addition”.

To sum up, the overwhelming majority of the doubly accented words in the Aramaic portions
of the Hebrew Bible can be attributed to some of the phenomena typical for targumic additions,
and in other cases the same can be claimed with a lesser degree of probability. This seems to
indicate that there was indeed a “targum” even to the Aramaic parts of the Bible and that it was
learned (i.e. memorized) together with the oral “Masoretic text” in a verse-by-verse manner.
Presumably after the “Masoretic” oral tradition was “written down” (in a form of vocalization

and accentuation of the Masoretic codices) such a targum was lost.

66. See DJBA, art. omp , 2.
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If our assumption that a targum on the whole Hebrew Bible existed is correct, it would change
to some degree our understanding of what a targum actually was. Rather than a “translation”
in our modern sense it should be seen rather as some sort of continuous commentary, aimed
at explaining the meaning of the memorized text. Therefore, it should not be surprising that a

”e7 as we have shown in case of

targum existed even for the same language it was “translating
the Aramaic portions of the Bible. The reason for the existence of such a targium may not only lay
in the fact that certain words and expressions of the BA were no more longer used by the time
of their translation (see above table 29, p. 91), but more as a result of the need to explicate the
meaning of the text.

The oral setting of the targum (which inevitably follows the hypothesis of a synchronization
with the original text through the accents) can, in my opinion, well explain its very existence
as a sort of commentary on its “parent” Hebrew text: if a text is written it can be stored in the
library and forgotten. A memorized text, on the other hand, will always be provoking new ques-
tions and must be constantly repeated or it is forgotten. Actually a commentary in the form of a
“targum” can itself be considered a mnemonic device, as the understanding of a text helps one to
memorize it. In this sense, it can be said that the oral study provides a more holistic approach to
the text and combines several aspects which are separate and specialized in the literary approach
(commenting, analysing, translating and transmitting the text, i.e. copying). Obviously the tar-
gumic approach was not the only way that the Biblical text was studied. It may be compared
to the art of the midrasim which (except for the more complicated ones, such as the homiletic
midrasim) present a basically similar technique but are only commenting on selected words or
phrases. Individual comments, on the other hand, can be longer and more elaborate than the

targumic explanations®®. A more detailed comparison of these two techniques from the point

One should also consider whether, in turn, a “Hebrew targim” may have existed for some of the Hebrew texts of TeNaK
and whether some extant “Biblical” manuscripts could possibly represent such a “targam” (or be based on it). Some
Qumran scrolls, such as the 1QIsa® or even more free “para-biblical” texts, could be good candidates for further research.
As we will see below (p. 105), it seems that the midrasim were sometimes transmitted having different accentuation for
the biblical quotation and for the actual text of the midras. This would present a different editorial technique from the

targumic one, for which the accentuation, however, doesn't play a constitutive role.
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of view of an oral study of the Biblical text is out of scope of the present work and remains a
desideratum®.

As noted before, the hypothesis that the targumim may have been memorized and stud-
ied orally together with the original Hebrew text using the accents as a synchronization device,
agrees well with the observations some made by scholars on the targumim and their transla-
tion technique. Avigdor Shinan’® treats two basic types of a targum: a “word-for-word” and an
“expanded” translation containing more lengthy additions. When speaking about the former one
he states that it “is convenient for memorization and facilitates the oral presentation of the Tar-
gum”?. He also claims that “the biblical verse served as a mnemo-technical device”, as a result
of which it “offers ... a text that was more or less equal in length to the biblical verse.” This agrees
very closely with our findings; the only small difference being that we claim that the mechanism
allowing such a “word-for-word” translation was the Hebrew accents, i.e. the “chant” of these
texts.

A similar claim has also been made for the Septuagint. Albert Pietersma, for example, who
was one of the translators of the “New English Translation of the Septuagint”, came up with a
theory of an “interlinear” origin of the Septuagint’®, in which he claimed that the LXX and its
translation technique resembles a text written in an inter-linear fashion, where each word of the
original text is annotated by a word (or more) in the target language. Later, though, after a criti-
cism’®, he somewhat reformulated his thesis to make clear that the concept of “interlinearity” did
not necessarily mean physically text written interlinearly (the lack of evidence for any manuscript
written in such a way was one of the points criticised by Pietersma's opponents). I would like to
propose a hypothesis here that the text of the Septuagint may indeed have its roots in a similar

model, differing only in that the “interlinearity ” was not produced in a written way but through

Very important for such a comparison is the fact that Pseudo-Jonathan adds to a “word-for-word” translation, as known
from other targumim, lengthier additions which resemble the midrasim. Perhaps this was an attempt to join the targumic
and midrashic traditions into one opus? Avigdor Shinan (Shinan 1991, p. 149-150) assumes that, in contrast to other
targumim, Pseudo-Jonathan was created by a scribe and not meant for oral transmission and performance.

Shinan 1991.

Shinan 1991, p. 139-141.

Pietersma 2002.

Muraoka 2008; Pietersma, Response.
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a chant, i.e. in the same way as we have seen with the targumim. This explanation is even com-
patible with a competing theory of a “liturgical” origin of the LXX, if we consider the synagogal
liturgical reading to be basically a special (ritualized) case of an oral study of the biblical text. The
“liturgical” translation could actually differ from a “study” one mainly in regard to the selection
of particular pericopes. I'm not claiming, though, that all the Greek translations of TeNaK must
have necessarily been created this way. A much broader scale of configurations between a solely
oral and a solely literal translation are possible. For example, a translation may have been the
result an oral study of a written copy of the original text and then memorized; or, on the other
hand, a written translation may have been based on memorized text without a written Vorlage.
The whole scale of possible oral—written interactions should be considered in further research.

If we now only consider the possibility that the accents served to “synchronize” the Biblical
text with its targum (in whatever language it be), this provides a very flexible technique. It would
allow for chanting the text in a verse-by-verse manner, as suggested above. It may, however, also
be possible to recite the parallel texts on a word-by-word (or cluster-by-cluster) basis. This would
presumably happen during the translation process itself, during teaching or more thorough study.
On the other hand, a text memorized in such a way would be easy to perform independently from
its counterpart, i.e. the targium alone, or the “Masoretic” text alone. Actually a similar effect can
be achieved in writing using only a synoptic layout. It may also be possible to add a further text in
another language, to be chanted together with the biblical text and its targum (compare biblical
fragments, mostly pointed with the Babylonian punctuation, having the Hebrew text together
with Targum Onkelos and the Arabic translation of Rav Saadya Ga‘on, alternating in a verse-by-
verse manner’?).

To conclude, the evidence provided by the Masoretic accents fits well with modern findings
about the character of ancient “translations” of the text of the Hebrew Bible and shows, that most
probably the Hebrew accentuation served (apart from being a mnemonic device for memorizing
the Hebrew text itself) as a synchronization tool between the Hebrew text and its targum-like
translations. Such a synchronization may possibly also be reflected in the following passage from

the Yerushalmi:

74. See individual manuscripts as described by Yeivin 1983, p. 99-193.
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It was taught: “Two shouldn't ‘read’ the | =& Dynn &1 A2 PP oW P° &S 1N

Torah and one ‘translate’”. Rabi Zeira | TnRIPRINA 0UW I 8D 20 KA1 1273 100 7991
said: “|It is forbidden] because of the | 7w prw 7on KOR 7272 1ON AN T5 R KNP
benediction.” But was it learned: “Two MN3 POIDI MO

shouldn't ‘translate’ and one ‘read’ [the
Torah|”?—(No! Therefore] you shouldn't
say: “because of the benediction”; but (it
is] because two voices don't enter the ear.

Figure 34: Two voices “don't enter the ear”. YMEG 4:1, 28A

Clearly the “aesthetic” interpretation of this saying is not the only possible one, on the contrary,
it would make much more sense if we assume that “entering the ear” stands for a more practical
phenomenon, such as the effect of memorizing. In any case, it would seem that the strict division
of roles between the one who recites the Torah and the meturgeman may have been useful, not

only in the context of public synagogal liturgy, but also during the study of the biblical text.

5.5 The Accentuation of the Rabbinic Literature
LITERATURE: Yeivin 1958 Revell 1979

Besides the Biblical text a relatively large number of fragments of the Rabbinic literature (Mishna,
Palestinian and Babylonian Talmud, Midrash and even some independent halachic material) are
extant, having some sort of accentuation. The accentuation signs are the same as, or similar to,

7> in the Tiberian

their Biblical counterparts, either in some of the Palestinian punctuation systems
punctuation or in some transitional stage between the two systems’®. Many of these fragments
were described by Yeivin’”, who admits that possibly many more are yet to be found. E. J. Revell

has also analysed some of such manuscripts, particularly those containing Mishna fragments.

The accent signs (and to a lesser degree also the vowels) are not uniform even in the Biblical fragments with Palestinian
punctuation and show various stages of its development. For a thorough classification and analysis of the Palestinian
accentuation of Biblical texts see Revell 1977.

Yeivin also mentions one example of a manuscript containing both the Babylonian and the Tiberian punctuation, see
Yeivin 1958, p. 167-168.

Yeivin 1958.
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These systems differ basically from the Tiberian or Palestinian accentuation of the Bible in
two aspects: 1) they occasionally have other signs not existing in the biblical manuscripts, 2)
the way the accents are used, differs substantially from the biblical systems. Some of the unique

accent signs are similar to they counterparts known from the biblical accentuation, for example:

a “rabbinic” accent similar to
o+ —darga

o o+ —mahpak

* o —mahpak

i —segolta

Table 39: Examples of accents specific to the accentuation of the Rabbinic literature.

We can see that some of the additional signs are a graphical duplication of an existing Tiberian
accent. Such a phenomenon is well-known from the Tiberian biblical system itself, e.g. the accents
gersayim (< , a duplication of geres, :: ) or merka kefula (:; , a variant of merka, «: ). Similarly the
garné para (3 ) seems to be a combination of telisa gedola ( 7 ) and teliSa ketana (*: ). It stands to
reason that such accent signs were most probably chosen to reflect similarities in the melodies of
the accents in question, which must have been similar to a large degree. Similarly we can expect
that the accent signs of the Rabbinic literature shown above were chosen because their melodies
were similar to their “single” counterparts known from the Biblical accentuation.

What is even more important, the inner logic of the accentuation of Rabbinic texts differs
fundamentally from the Biblical accentuation. As Revell shows’®, the basic difference in the two
systems lies in the fact that, whereas the basic unit of the Biblical accentuation is a relatively
short verse (in the prosaic system divided into halves by atnah), the Rabbinic accentuation has
a “paragraph” as its smallest self-contained unit. This paragraph corresponds to the rabbinic
sugiya containing one closed discussion. As a result of this basic structural difference, the inner
structures of both systems differ substantially.

To sum up, both above-mentioned features of the accentuation of Rabbinic texts clearly show

that such accentuated fragments of the Rabbinic literature didn't strive to imitate the Biblical

78. Revell 1979, p. 151ff.
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accentuation, but rather represented an independent “chant” system of this literary corpus. As
we have no records of the Rabbinic literature being systematically part of the Jewish liturgy,
this can only mean that these texts were sung in the process of their regular study. This would
strengthen our assumption that the accentuation represented originally a mnemonic device used
as a basic technique for memorizing the texts and their oral study, and that their liturgical use
was only secondary.

Furthermore, some accentuated fragments of rabbinic texts containing direct biblical quota-
tions (e.g. midrashim) show an interesting feature: the biblical quotations are, in contrast to the
rest of these texts, accentuated according to the standard Biblical tradition with regular accents.
On other fragments, on the other hand, the Biblical quotation are accentuated with the Rabbinic
system, though’. Both cases fit well with the assumption that the accents served primarily as
mnemonics: the former cases can be explained by assuming that the Biblical text is quoted ex-
actly as memorized using its original accents (note that one such example quoted by Yeivin is a
midrash!), whereas in the latter cases the Biblical text had already become part of the new text

and was memorized as its integral part using the “rabbinic” accentuation.

5.6 The Accentuation of Other Texts

Some fragments of other texts, besides the Bible, the Targumim and the Rabbinic literature, were

also annotated with the accents®”

. Such texts don't have their own system of accentuation but
use the Biblical one. Among these texts are fragments of Ben-Sira®” and some other late works,
among them a couple of writings of Rav Saadya Gaon.

It is no less interesting to mention Saadya's autobiographic® book "1 790, “The Book of the
Exile” which Saadya wrote originally in Hebrew, divided into verses and provided with accents®”.
His adversaries, however, accused him of trying to make his book seem more important by prepar-

ing it in the form that resembles the Bible. As a response Saadya translated his work into Arabic

Revell 1979, p. 156.

See Yeivin 1958, p. 47-51.

See above p. 72 where I discuss the “poetic” accentuation system.
Steinschneider 1986, p. 62.

Yeivin 1958, p. 48.
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(under the name “s L)l ”) and in the foreword he argued against his critics' accusations. Saadya
maintained that such a use of accents was quite usual in other books and was not constrained
only to the Bible. He gives as an example Ben-Sira®® or midras Megilat Antiochus®”. He also
notes that “men of Kairouan” have reportedly written a short book in which they described their
persecution, which they also divided into verses and provided with accents. As Yeivin notes, this
book no longer exists, but some fragments from a comparable composition (o™i n>sn written
1012 C.E.) containing vocalization and accents have survived*®.

More interestingly, Saadya claims that his use of accents was aimed at “easing the reading
and to make it possible to memorize *—nbdan® jan81 ANRIPH Snox Y *7. Note that the root he uses
for “memorizing” (Lki~ ) is the same one used in Islam to denote the memorizing of the Quran.
If we consider that the Geonic era was the period in which the transition from a prevalently oral
culture into the literate one took place (the clearest indication of this is the fact that only during
the Gaonic period books of individual authors, having clear structure, start to appear, replacing
the “traditional literature” based on constant reformulating of, or commenting on, previous tra-
ditions) it becomes apparent that Saadya must still have known some of the techniques of oral
study—and among them the accents, whose meaning was most probably already lost to his critics.

This shift from orality to literacy can also reasonably well explain why fragments of accen-
tuated non-Biblical texts are among the oldest mediaeval written documents, but no are known
from later periods (as opposed to the vocalization being used up to our times): we can assume
that use of the accentuation for non-biblical writings could only have occurred in the transitional
stage, where writing was becoming more common but the techniques of oral study were still to
some degree known.

Yet another interesting topic is the accentuation of the piyutim. Yeivin mentions this problem
only briefly at the very end of his article on the accentuation of the Rabbinic literature®”. As

Yeivin notes, the accentuation of the piyut seems to show more “musical” features than other

See p. 72.

Strack 1982, p. 302.

Yeivin 1958, p. 50. Unfortunately none of the publications of these fragments preserved the vocalization and accentuation.
Yeivin 1958, p. 48.

Yeivin 1958, p. 229-231.
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accentuation systems, especially the frequent use of the salSelet sign which perhaps indicates more
complicated melismatic melodies. Compare this to the development of the Christian chant, where
the liturgical “poems” represent one step towards the western music as we know it today. At any

rate I must agree with Yeivin that the accentuation of the piyutim is worth further research®”.

5.7 Disagreement of the Vocalization with the Accents
LITERATURE: Y. Breuer 1992 Revell 1984 Revell 1983 M. Breuer 1979

Another unusual phenomenon connected to the Hebrew accents is the occasional disagreement
between the vocalization and the accentuation. This was noted for example by Mordechai
Breuer®”, E. J. Revell analysed this problem by focusing on the pausal forms’”, but similar dis-
crepancies could be shown on the phenomenon of nesiga (a retraction of an accent) which Revell
addresses in another article’”. Here, I would like to discuss the article®® by Yohanan Breuer’”
who has analysed some interesting cases of the disagreement between the vocalization and the
accents, and sorts them basically into four categories:

First, Yohanan Breuer points out cases where a syntactic division following the status abso-
lutus/status constructus forms (evident from the vocalization) disagrees with the division of the

accents, for example®:

ExoD 28:11: TaR Wan nvun
e —

Figure 35: Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: st. cs./st. abs.

Clearly the form vn is in the status constructus (in contrast to |wan naxon , Exop 35:35, for exam-

ple) and should therefore be better connected with 128 (i.e. the whole phrase would be understood

Idem.

M. Breuer 1979.

Revell 1984.

Revell 1983.

Y. Breuer 1992.

The son of prof. Rabbi Mordechai Breuer, mentioned above.

Y. Breuer 1992, p. 194
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as “as the work”—"of a stonemason”). The accents, however, suggest a different division, as seen
above, (with the meaning: “as the work of a craftsman”—"|namely as| a |precious] stone”). As
Breuer notes, the accentuation agrees with the Pseudo-Jonathan (xn»5xn pna jmir 721 ), Neofyti
(max »an i 721 ) and Peshitta (Jhad kols Looly s ).

The second category comprises those examples concerning a definite article occurring with

a word after the preposition -1, -9, -3, such as the following example®®:

Ps 105:41 271 i 1357
IS S—

Figure 36: Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: the definite article.

As Y. Breuer shows, the division of the accents corresponds to the midrashic tradition which
understands ni*¢ in this verse as a plural of ¢, “a ship” and not of "y, “the wilderness”. According
to the former interpretation, 171 ni"r would be understood as a genitival construct in which,
however, the first item shouldn't be determined. But this is exactly the opposite of how the word
nivea is vocalized, showing that the vocalization disagrees with the accents.

A further group of disagreements is represented by cases of pausal forms not corresponding
to the accentual division of the verse. Breuer further divides this group into two basic phenomena:
a) a disagreement which shows some exegetical considerations, b) disagreement based solely on
the variability of the accentual system. One of the examples Y. Breuer gives for the former possi-
bility is to be found in LEv 5:18°":

LEV 5:18 (accents): 117 20N YIRS RIM BWUTIWR IDW DY
. I |
. i !

LEV 5:18 (vowels): 19 nhon P17 8D RIM 23 R MW Y

Figure 37: Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: pausal forms.

96. Y. Breuer 1992, p. 205.
97. Y. Breuer 1992, p. 214.
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Apparently, there are two ways of interpreting this verse. One (that of the accents) sees &1
78 as a more precise specification of \axw , whereas other refines the circumstances of “non
7,

On the other hand, in other cases Y. Breuer doesn't find any interpretative consequence for

the variant between vocalization and accentuation, as in the following example’®:

DEUT 21:7 (accents):  :387 87 w2 0 DTN 1D0W K 10T 3190871 90
L Il | ' II L |

1 Il |

L | |

DEevuT 21:7 (vowels): 1R RY 13001 TR 0T DK 72aw RY 1 1R 1IN
e — - |

Figure 38: Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: pausal forms.

According to Y. Breuer, each of the variants attested by the vocalization and by the accentuation
is possible due to the flexibility of the Hebrew accentual system, and they do not present a variant
affecting the meaning or interpretation. Note, however, that the first half of the verse is unusually
short (containing only 1n#&11111 ), and further that the Pseudo-Jonathan adds ™ o7p %3 which makes
it possible that the unusual length of the first half of the verse may have been influenced by the
text of some targum having a “targumic addition” appended.

The last category Yohanan Breuer presents in this article’” encompasses words with two
accents and can therefore be understood as two separate words. Such an interpretation, however,

disagrees with the vocalization:

JER 2:31: moaRND PR DX
I |
I —|
SONG 8:6: M nanY

DAN 5:17: QEiEE
I E—

Figure 39: Disagreement between the vocalization and the accents: one or two words?

98. Y. Breuer 1992, p. 223.
99. Y. Breuer 1992, p. 228, 236.
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In the first two examples, one could take the last two consonants - to be either an ending be-
longing to the lexeme or a short form of the Tetragamm known, for example, from the compound
word Am3591 '°?. In the latter, case which is indicated by the accents in our two examples, one
would, however, have expected the hé to have had a mappiq. Note, that we already mentioned
the last example above when dealing with the double accentuation”.

Y. Breuer concludes his article and maintains that the disagreements mentioned between the
vocalization and the accents may point to two distinct traditions which were mixed into one

“conflate ”1°?

. As an alternative interpretation, however, he offers the possibility that not two
traditions of vocalization (each having its own accents) existed, but that existing vocalization was
“reinterpreted” by the accentuation and no mixture of traditions ever happened'®®. As Y. Breuer

mentions in a footnote'*?, the accents sometimes contradict the basic Hebrew syntax:

DEUT 33:24: AR e
IS I

Figure 40: Disagreement between the accents and the Hebrew syntax.

I'd like to add a similar example where a simple change of consonants (and their vocalization)
could fit well with the present accentuation, but, as with the present form, the accents contradict

the Hebrew grammatical rules:

GEN 6:17: PIRIOD B 1annTng XAn S0 iR
L Il |

L |
! |

Figure 41: Disagreement between the accents and consonants (with vowels).

Clearly, if we had ©nn %1an nx here instead of "... :12nn nx , the accents would fit well with the

basic meaning of the Hebrew text.

E.g. Ps 104:35; 105:4; 106:48; 113:9, etc.
See table 33, p. 95.

Y. Breuer 1992, p. 237

Y. Breuer 1992, p. 238.

Y. Breuer 1992, note 137, p. 238.
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If we take, as I'm suggesting, the accents to primarily represent a mnemonic device, it does
not seem completely clear how the first explanation of this disagreement, presented by Y. Breuer,
i.e. a mixture of different traditions, could have taken place. While this possibility cannot be
completely ruled out, it seems to me improbable that the accents, which were aimed at protecting
the memorized text from lapsus memoriae, would be confused in such a way between different
traditions. It seems to me, therefore, that the second explanation is the correct one for the majority
of cases, i.e. that the accents “reinterpret” the text, sometimes even against the vocalization.
Moreover, given the agreement of the accentuation with (some of the) targumim as we have seen
in some of the above examples, I would suggest interpreting this disagreement as yet another
result of my thesis, presented above, that the accentuation served as a synchronization device
between the Masoretic text and its targum, and that sometimes the accentuation was adapted to

the text of the targum”. Further research should be done to prove or disprove this hypothesis**®.

See above chapter 5.4, p. 73. Note that again the Pseudo-Jonathan (and to a lesser degree Neofyti) agrees most with the
Tiberian accentuation.
Clearly, not only doubly accented words, as suggested above, should be checked, but also other anomalies of the accentu-

ation such as verses having one of their “halves” very short.



Chapter 6
Masoretic Notes

The accepted scholarly view is that the Masoretic notes presented a scribal device introduced in
order to preserve the Biblical text as accurately as possible®. As such it marks words having some
unusual (or even problematic) orthography and indicates to the scribe, who produces his copy

from the “master codex”, not to change or correct such a form. For example, Israel Yeivin states®:

The purpose of the Masoretes was not merely to preserve those unusual features
of the textual tradition discussed above®, but to preserve the whole text, that is to
say every letter of every word, and also—after the introduction of the vowel and

accent signs—each one of these signs as well.

Figure 42: I Yeivin on the Masoretic accents.

This presumed goal of Masoretic notes would agree nicely with some of the evidence: most no-
tably, the custom of the Masoretes only to note unusual or rare forms, (and especially the hapax
legomena which is probably the most frequent note in the masora parva) but ignore phenomena
occurring frequently or regularly. However, under more thorough scrutiny, some facts appear
which can, in my opinion, question this accepted view and show, surprisingly, that the origin and

primary Sitz im Leben of the Masoretic notes may have been other than that usually assumed.

6.1 An Example: The Masora parva of JosH 1

I would, therefore, like to present some phenomena based on the comparison of the masora parva

notes of the first chapter of the book Joshua® in four masoretic manuscripts: the Codex of the

. See Yeivin 1980, §63ff, p. 34f, Mulder 2004, p. 106ff, Kelley 1998, p. 2, Tov 2001, p. 72ff, Fischer 2009, p. 46ff.

. Yeivin 1980, §110, p. 64

. Yeivin refers to phenomena like geré/ketiv, tigqunei sofrim, al-tikri, sevirin etc. See Yeivin 1980, §§88-110, p. 49-64.

. I chose the beginning of the former prophets because this part is preserved both in the Aleppo codex (most of the Torah

was destroyed during riots in the 20" century) and the Cairo codex.
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Prophets from the Karaite Synagoge in Cairo (C)”, being the oldest dated (if we are to believe its
colophon®) masoretic codex, the Leningrad Codex (L)”, the Aleppo Codex (A)* and the much later
Madrid codex M1”, written reportedly in 1280 C.E.'® and serving apparently as “master codex”
of Madrid or even the whole of Spain. All the Masoretic notes analysed below can be found in
appendix B, p. 210.

If we compare the occurrence of each note we can see that they do not always appear in all

the manuscripts. Obviously some of the notes do:

verse text Masora

Josm1:8 | w1 | ALCMi: 7

Table 40: Notes found in all four mss.

Other notes, however, are found in some, but not all the analyzed manuscripts:

verse text Masora

JosH 1:1 M 7w nwh | AL: 039 | Ma: so3 77

JosH 1:3 raniody | ALC:H
JosH 1:10 Mow | C:RAA10M WY 5 | M1: Rinaa0on 9o 9
JosH 1:14 1w | ACMa: 3

Table 41: Notes found only in some of the mss.

Sometimes we can even see a masoretic note unique to a particular manuscript:

Yeivin §32, p. 20. I had no access to the facsimile (Cairo Codex 1971) and used the edition of the CSIC in Madrid (Castro
1980), instead.

Which some scholars take as not being authentic, see Lehman 1974 and Yeivin 2001, p. 18.

Yeivin 1980, §30, p. 18.

Yeivin 1980, §26, p. 16. I used its online facsimile edition at http://www.aleppocodex.org/ [retrieved on 2011/09/03].
Fernandez-Tejero 2009.

See del Barco 2003-2006, vol. 1 (2002), p. 109-112.
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verse text Masora

JosH 1:2 opany | A
JosH 1:2 || mapTYaOR | L

JosH 1:2 nap | Ma:oni

Table 42: Masoretic only notes found in one ms.

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

particular manuscript seems to be completely haphazard'®:

verse text Masora

JosH 1:1 mmTap nwin | AL M1 o219
JosH 1:13 || Mty awh | Ma:

JosH 1:15 | M Tap nwh | L: o2 | Ma: 093 7

Table 43: Variation of the same Masoretic note in different places (note on mn* T2y nwn in

JosH 1:1,13,15).

Note, also, the slight deviations in how the notes are formulated, e.g. in JosH 1:13 the constraint
81903, “in this book” is missing.

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

their orthography:

There are, however, possibly some regularities which occur frequently. For example, in A the note occurs mostly only the
first time the particular phenomenon is found in the Hebrew Bible. This resembles the Babylonian Masora where this is

the principle for sorting the Masoretic notes within the Biblical canon.
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verse text Masora

JosH 1:1 mTap owh | AL: o2 | Ma: spa T
JosH 1:2 nwin | A[L] [C]: 08 &1 | M1: ipawx i

JosH 1:10 Mo | C:RAA2100iwH 5 | Mi: R a2 on v

Table 44: Masoretic notes: variations in orthography.

It is evident that both 5o and &0 refer to sifra (“a book”), ©a and ioa stands for pasiq (“a verse”
or ¥ and iw both refer to lisna (“the tongue” > “a meaning”).

The notes may also differ in their exact wording even if it is obvious that they refer to the same
thing and are thus actually identical in meaning. Most notably, this can be seen on notes referring
to other biblical places using simanin (catchwords)—this is the usual way that the masora magna
is formulated, but it also occurs frequently in masora parva if it counts the sum of two occurrences

(the current verse and one another):

verse text Masora

JosH 1:4 || "amRAn | ALMi1: 3 | C:mhw (=1 SAM 25:14)

JosH 1:3 | mipn2 | LM1: 3 | A:ow v qwn 3 (=Isa 7:23) | C: i 2 (=IsaA 7:23)

JosH 1:7 apn | A:aoi | L:mnnSaoi | Mi: no invor unn papy mnn mao i (see Mm)

Table 45: Masoretic notes: variations in the wording.

As we can see, the manuscripts may differ as to whether they include the simanin or not. They,
however, even sometimes disagree by which words exactly is the other verse quoted (see above
JosH 1:3 whose marginal notes refer to IsA 7:23 quoting either ow 7 qwx or just 77 ). Similarly
the formulation of a sevirin (see JosH 1:7 above) case may vary from a very short to a rather long
one.

Moreover, the notes sometimes differ in the interpretation of a particular note:

verse text Masora

JosH 1:4 || D233 | LM1:i |A:Sn moniai [C:5nb

Table 46: Masoretic notes: variations in the interpretation.
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In JosH 1:4, three different Masoretic notes can be found in our codices: while L is apparently only
interested in the form as pronounced (orally) and therefore counts three such cases, A repeats this
finding, but specifies more closely their orthographical variants, i.e. that out of these three cases
one has 039113 *? with the plaené writing and two with the defective orthography (o523 **) are
found in the Hebrew Bible. On the other hand, C considers these cases, not only with regard
to their pronunciation, but also to their orthography and concludes accordingly that our form is
unique. If we consider that C was (according to its colophon) written in the Year 896 C.E.*¥, A

19 it would

presumably in the first half of the 10™ century, L reportedly in 1008*> and M1 in 1280
seem that we are witnessing a historical development moving from counting the cases according
to the orthography towards Masoretic notes based solely on the pronounced form.

If we, however, consider more closely the formulation in A: %n7m ©n 33, “three times, two
of (which are| defective and one plaené”, we can see that even for A the primary question is the
number of occurrences of a word sounding g’bulkem and more information about the orthograph-
ical variants is only provided as an addition. If the oral form was not the primary goal here, the
masora would hardly count three cases and would rather begin with the orthography of the word
in question itself (and not of other similar cases)—if it considered another spelling at all. It seems,
therefore, that the majority of our four manuscripts are primarily concerned with the form as it
was pronounced and that the orthographical question played only secondary role. It is only in C
that the spelling exclusively reflects the orthography.

However, even if this is the oldest manuscript of the four mentioned (the oldest datable Ma-
soretic manuscript), it does not necessarily represent an older stage of development. Clearly,
if we presume that the development of the Masora started as a solely oral phenomenon, only
later adopted by the scribes and expanded with orthographical questions, it is clear that in C we

must already be witnessing the later stage, as it was obviously prepared by Masorets, who not

This is our verse, JOSH 1:4.

DEUT 11:24; AMOS 6:2.

However, some scholars take this colophon for being a late addition and date the manuscript (according to a chemical
analysis) into the 11" century, see Yeivin 2001, p. 18.

For the dating of the A, C and L see Yeivin 1980, §26, p. 16; §30, p. 18; §32, p. 20.

See del Barco 2003-2006, vol. 1 (2002), p. 109-112.
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only knew their (presumably oral'”) tradition, but must have mastered the scribal techniques as
well. It therefore stands to reason that all the manuscripts only combine already existing tradi-
tions, some of which go back to the solely oral form and others (also) having the orthography in
mind. Moreover, note that some scholars deny the authenticity of the colophon of C and date the

manuscript as 11

century.
In other cases, the variation between two manuscripts could just be the result of a counting

error in one of these manuscripts:

verse text Masora

JosH1:2 || opnH31 | AL:indidTioa & 5Kkl |C:inadTon k15

Table 47: Masoretic notes: counting error.

This and similar cases are, however, ambiguous and can be interpreted in several ways. They can
be taken basically as counting errors, as suggested, but they can also reflect transmission errors
(be it a scribal error or an error of a similar type).

Another relatively frequent phenomenon is confusion in the attachment of a particular note
to a corresponding word or words in the Masoretic text (this attachment is represented by the

Masoretic circelus over the appropriate word or words):

17. See below the further discussion.
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text Masora note
JosH 1:9
Tomwr5a | AL:j correct
Wwr S | Mi: i wrong (32x)
JosH 1:14
Dopm DoV oWl | A: D correct
myav oy | LC:% correct
D" 7x
0wy | Mi: pioa wry correct
JosH 1:12

Ry | A:vnmeonmia (=DEurt 3:16) | L: 3 | correct
Ry | C:ovsnnnma (=DEUT 3:16) | correct

Mi: ywir anR 3 (=JosH 1:12, sic!)

JosH 1:15
Spamiaz | A M1 A correct

San | L: A wrong (83x)

Table 48: Masoretic notes: confusion in the attachment of the note.

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

In other cases, however, the whole wording of a particular note shows signs of confusion:

verse text Masora

JosH 1:14 || owpn | AM1:omT |C:a

Table 49: Masoretic notes: confusion about the meaning of a note.
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Clearly, both notes, i.e. the one stating that the word ownn occurs four times (and defective) and
the one claiming it occurs twice in the Bible, can be correct, depending on whether cases with the
preposition -1 are counted or not. This shows, however, a very interesting feature: most probably
there was a tradition stating some count for a particular word, but the Masorete of a particular
manuscripts (or that of the underlying tradition) thought the note was incorrect and changed
it, therefore, into what he thought was more appropriate. If this is correct it brings up another
interesting question: How did the Masorete know what is and what is not the correct sum?

We can even witness a confusion in both the placement and meaning of a note:

verse text Masora

JosH 1:7 | vaxipmm P | A: AwHwh 3 (=1 CHR 28:20)

poRy | L:a | C:nwhwh pra (JosH 1:7; 1 CHR 28:20)

paRI P | M apaa

Table 50: Masoretic notes: confusion in the placement and meaning of a note.

It seems that originally this note refers to the form pnyg (having patah in the second syllable, rather
than the usual games, yn& '®) occurring twice in the Bible: besides JosH 1:6 also in 1 CHR 28:20.
This seems to be reflected in the notes of C and L. Interestingly, this form appears only in the
phrase ynx1 pmn . This seems to be the basis for the note in A but we see that the Masorete of this
codex also added the word p1 to the quoted cluster. This may be a simple error, but it can also
be the result of the fact that in some dialects patah and qames were indistinguishable and so pm
pR1 may have been confused with yn&) pin occurring six more times'”. The note seems to be
completely misunderstood by the Masorete of M1, who apparently tried to resolve this conflict
by adding x3pa (=“in the context”). Clearly such inconsistencies are easily explainable if we
assume that the origins of the marginal notes lay in independently transmitted lists of Masoretic
notes. Note that it seems that while applying these notes to the codices, the Masorete apparently
made his own interpretation of the evidence and did not just blindly copy them from an existing

(written) text. The observation that the marginal Masora is based on independent lists can be

18. DEUT 31:7,23; JOSH 1:6,9,18; 1 CHR 22:13.

19. DEUT 31:7,23; JOSH 1:6,9,18; 1 CHR 22:13.
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supported by the following peculiar note which (correctly) counts two forms in the Hebrew Bible,
but in its siman (“a catchword”) it doesn't refer to the other occurrence but is erroneously quoting

itself:

verse text Masora

JosH 1:12 | T MR | Mi: pui nx 3 (=JOSH 1:12)

Table 51: A peculiar Masoretic note quoting “itself”.

Another interesting feature of the Masoretic notes is that they apparently are primarily based on
the orally transmitted shape of the Hebrew Bible and not (or only secondarily) on the written text.
This has already been claimed by E. J. Revell®”, and for M. Breuer®” it is even “well-known that
the starting point of the Masorah is the word as it is read and not as it is written”, without even
the need to quote which scholars uphold such a thesis. Unfortunately this is seldom reflected*”
by the mainstream western text-critical biblical research, as can be shown e.g. in the Masora
commentaries of the BHQ?”. This is also evident in several notes in JosH 1. For example in JosH 1:4

the Mp of A counts five cases of a word omni :

verse text
JosH 1:4 <o'AND> PIR 93
JuDG 1:26 <ORNA PIR> WRD TN
1 Kas 10:29 <opna> 5
2 Kas 7:6 <o'pnn> TR
2 Kas 1:17 <oRnn> 5
LEv 15:3 a1 <o Pnn>TiR

Table 52: A masora parva on onnn . (JosH 1:4)

Revell 1993.

M. Breuer 1990, p. xxviii.

Sometimes an oral transmission of the masoretic notes is assumed in the first phase of an emergence of this phenomenon
(see e.g. Kelley 1998, p. 16) but the origin thereof is still assumed to have been in the scribal context.

For example, in the first published volume of the BHQ, the Megillot, which I was able to check, numerous comments are

found which are completely superfluous if this principle was known or taken seriously by the editors.
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Evidently the form onna (LEV 15:3), even though it has the same consonants onni , was not
considered by this list, as it is vocalized differently (and has a completely different meaning).

Similarly, in JosH 1:14 the Masora counts apparently®® five cases of >nn ™jiaz :

verse form note
JosH 1:14 <omn i 5
JosH 8:3 <omn iz Y Hr
2 KGs 15:20 <hn Miaz>H2
2 KGs 24:14 <M a5

1 CHR 12:9 || nnnbnk Ray Wik <»hnmas> | defective

JosH 6:2 <5np i in pausa

JosH 10:17 <Hnnmias in pausa

3

Table 53: Masora parva on JOsH 1:14, Prnn ™z : ‘7 "

Clearly, the defective written ™33 in 1 CHR 12:9 is included in the list, while the two pausal forms
%M in JOSH 6:2; 10:17 are not, even though they do not differ from the phrase in question neither
in their consonants nor in their meaning. The most simple explanation would appear to be that
the list is based on how the form was pronounced and not on how it was written, nor on any other
criteria. Interestingly, some notes are even vocalized, e.g. in JosH 1:11 on 1227 Mp of A states: 1

(="7x with games”). This matches the evidence nicely:

form | occurs note

wan || 7x (both a7 and »wom )
13071 7% (both 1737 and oM )
himly 2% (both 1127 and irana)
hi=ly! 2%

o0 || ox

Table 54: Occurrences of the consonantal 1321 .

24. Note, however, that L, in contrast to A, incorrectly puts the circelus on »m7a only, which occur 99x in the Hebrew Bible.
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It seems that because of several similar forms (all having the same consonants as 11371 ) the Ma-
sorete wished to emphasize that his note is only dealing with one of them.

Similarly, the Mp of A and M1 on ownn (JosH 1:14) states: om 5 (“four times, and |all of
them | written defective”). However, two completely different forms having the consonants o'wnn

exist:

form occurs note
ownn | 4x (also ownm and ownnn )
ownn 155x (all variants, also with -1, -n,-1...)

»

Table 55: Masora parva on JOsH 1:14, ownn : “om T

Clearly, the second form, ownn , was not considered by the Masoretes at all and seems to
strengthen the thesis of an “oral basis” of the Masoretic notes. One could argue, though, that the
words o'wnn and o'wnn not only sound differently but also represent very different meanings
and grammatical forms (the former being passive a participle in contrast to a numeral). We also
find, however, another case, where two phonetic variants exist having exactly the same meaning
(and consonants). In JosH 1:13 the Mp on mn has % (=hapax legomenon) but two examples of

the consonantal form mn exist:

verse form

JosH 1:13 || 0% <mmn> baby M

QoH 5:11 7w 5 <mans> urs

Table 56: Masora parva on JosH 1:13, man : % 7.

As we can see, both forms mentioned are derived from the Yma , but present non-significant
variants. However, here too the Masoretic notes at JosH 1:13 only refers to one of these forms. It
is thus clear, that the pronunciation is deciding here, not the consonantal form, nor the meaning.

Clearly, numerous Masoretic notes exist which comment on the consonantal shape of the
biblical text. But in many of them the oral shape represents the basis of the note (and the first

information provided) while the observations on the consonants only come as an addition. For
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example in the above mentioned example om 7 on o"wnn in JosH 1:14 (see above table 49, p. 118
and table 55, p. 122) clearly 7, “four times”, is primary and om , “and [all of them| defective”
only an addition. Furthermore, as seen in a note in JosH 1:4 on 03733 (above table 46, p. 115) we
can trace a development in the Masoretic notes: originally commenting solely on the oral shape,
later expanded by an information about the spellings and in some of the manuscripts this addition
eventually became the only Masoretic comment noted in the margin. This development would
suggest that the originally oral tradition, counting the occurrences of particular forms in the orally
transmitted biblical text, started at some point to be written in the margins of the Masoretic codices
and reused with the aim of preserving the written text. This also led to new questions which the
Masora then tried to answer, namely the issues of plaené and defective spelling or that of the
qgere/ketib (which may, though, already have been addressed orally before to some degree, see
above p. 57) and similar. Obviously, we can expect that such a development from an oral tradition
to a scribal device already occurred to some extent before the emergence of the oldest Masoretic
codices, as their Masoretes were already well trained in the scribal craft and it stands to reason
that they had by then a more literary approach that the previous generations.

Finally, I'd like to mention some rather peculiar notes found in JosH 1. In JosH 1:16 a Mp of

C is commenting on the accentuation:

verse text (L) | text/ variants | Masora

JosH 1:16 [mm C:1mm C:n

Table 57: A conjecture of the accents in Mp of C.

Apparently, the Masorete (j70n) did more than just copy notes from a written source. In this case
he apparently made a correction of the text written by the punctuator (;7p1). Given the fact that
such a correction is quite rare, it seems improbably that the Masorete specially checked this codex
against other written sources. It gives us rather the impression that he knew the text by heart and
that when writing the marginal notes he noticed that the punctuation in the codex disagreed with
the tradition known to him, and hence he spontaneously marked this observation in the margin.

Yet another interesting feature is that in the late ms. M1 masoretic notes are found which

have no parallels in the other manuscripts. These notes are of a special kind, they count whole
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verses having particular features—most notably such verses containing a certain configuration
of “small words”, such as the prepositions (5% , 5y, 7 ...) with or without the copula -1. It also
follows from the evidence found in the main recensions of the masoretic work °Okla ve-’Okla that
such masoretic notes are indeed a late development of the phenomenon of the Masora, as we see

below:

verse text Masora

JosH 1:4 71 | Mi1: T T joa T8

JosH 1:5 | 89 (™) | M1: 8Y XY RY P10

Table 58: “Late” masoretic notes in the Mp of M.

To sum up, it seems that the phenomenon of the Masoretic notes has its origin in the oral study
of the orally transmitted text of the Hebrew bible. Apparently the masora parva was based on the
same lists as presented in the masora magna (or—as usual in the Babylonian Masora—transmitted
independently of the Hebrew text). In some masora parva notes which show symptoms of con-
fusion or even errors, it can be seen that the Masorete had to frequently adapt and interpret
his tradition before it was written in the margins of the Masoretic codices. This is also evident
from the fact that the occurrence of particular notes vary greatly between individual manuscripts.
Given the character of these variations, peculiarities and errors it seems most probable that the
Masoretic were are not, at least initially, based on written Masora collections but rather on mem-
orized lists, which the Masorete first had to apply to the particular form. But let us also look at the
work of Daniel Mynatt*” who sees the errors in the Mp of the Codex Leningradensis as basically
scribal errors. While I believe that many of the examples he gives are ambivalent and may also
(or even better) be explained if we assume a Masoretic activity based on the oral tradition, clearly,
for some cases scribal errors are the most plausible explanation for the deviations he describes. It
would seem, therefore, that the L already has its Masora based (partly or completely) on written
sources, as was usual in the later period. This is not suprising given the fact that L (as well as

26)

all of the earliest Masoretic codices) already contains the masora figurata®®, i.e. Masoretic notes

Mynatt 1995, sumarized in Mynatt 1994.

See e.g. Gutmann 1983.
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written in the shape of various animals, or decorative elements—a phenomenon that has been
interpreted as actually showing a decline in knowledge and the use of the Masoretic notes as a

technique for the proper preservation of the Hebrew text.

6.2 The Character of the Masoretic notes of the 'Okla-ve-’Okla Collec-

tion

In this chapter I want to further examine a particular tradition of Masoretic notes as preserved
in an independent collection of masoretic lists *Okla we-’Okla. This composition is found in two
major manuscript: The ms. Paris (published by Frensdorf?”; hereafter quoted as P) and Halle
(hereafter H; published by Estéban®”) which vary in the number, order and content of masoretic
lists. Generally spoken, H has around 150 lists while P includes about 350. Additionally, H has
also a second part consisting of various additional material.

The first 70 or so lists represent what is called collative masora (ng7¥n non), i.e. more elab-

orated lists of words (mostly hapax legomena) mostly grouped into pairs*”

or triplets of forms
having similar (or antagonic) characteristics, but lists of single items or of items of unequal num-
bers of words also exist. They are mostly arranged alphabetically (some of the single-item lists
even represent nice regular alphabetic acrostics), but some just seem to be sorted according to the

biblical canon. Here I would like to base my observations primarily on this collative masora and

will only refer to the edition of Esteban®” (i.e. that of H) later in this chapter.

Frensdorff 1864.

Esteban 1975.

This is also the origin of the name of this work, due to the fact that the first list starts with a pair of hapax legomena, n728
in 1 SAM 1:9 x 1928) in GEN 27:19 (note that this doesn't match the textual data we know from the Leningrad Codex, see
the hatef games!) which differ only in that one of them has the copula wav while the other has none.

Esteban 1975.
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Most of the second part (H §§71-149) of this book is concerned with the geré/ketiv cases®”.
There are two notable exceptions: §79 listing puncta extraordinaria and §146 which counts the
suspended letters. It seems, therefore, that these lists treat phenomena typical of the scribal milieu
and mostly concern the consonantal text. Such characteristics could fit well into the traditional

32)

picture of masoretic notes as some sort of aid to the scribe®?, intended to help avoid spelling errors

and a hyper-correction.

6.2.1 The Oral Characteristics of ’Okla we-Okla Lists.

However, if we look at this composition more closely, we find several factors which would seem
to put the work into the realm of the oral tradition. In the first place, the very form of this work
bears some phenomena typical for the oral context: the frequent use of alphabetic acrostics®,
grouping the words into pairs, triplets or similar structures are all known mnemonic devices. In
some of the lists the items are actually forced into “pairs”, even though they actually represent
a list of single instances of a particular phenomenon (see §§27-28). Even the art of quoting the
biblical passages using a0 (catchwords) presupposes the knowledge of the text by heart and
fits well into the context of an oral study thereof. It can be argued that another system of biblical
quotations based on the numbering verses and chapters, only emerged much later and was not
available at the time of this work. But actually, this rather shows rather that the ancient system
of citing Biblical passages was itself based on an oral culture and needed to be changed when
literacy became widespread.

Also, even though some of the lists deal with issues concerning consonants (e.g. words dif-

fering in one consonant only), many of the lists treat the vocalization as well (see e.g.: §55, 7- x

There are a few more lists in H: §150 represents a very skillfully composed list of verses having fifteen words, the middle
one of which is a geré/ketiv variant being preceded and followed by seven another words. As we can see, both numerals
are highly symbolic (15 is the gematria of = !) and this list being the number 150 surely was meant as a symbolic closing
of the book (at some point of its textual development). There are, however some notes thereafter: §§151-154 are concerned
with the spelling of God's name's and the final §§155-170 are concerned with verses structured by various combinations
of prepositions 5% and %v . Such lists are elaborated much further in the P, however.

See above, chapter 6, p. 112.

Some of which are no doubt artificial and don't cover the whole set of occurrences of the phenomena in question!
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T-; §56 -i- x -1- ; §§23-26: issues concerning the vowels patah or games; or the “full”, 5y5n** ver-
sus “reduced”, y7on spellings, e.g. §33. See also §57.) or even approach the problematics of the
Hebrew accentuation (see, for example, §22 where the combination of the vowel games with the
accent zagef is listed, actually representing the cases of pausal forms occurring at the minor di-
visions of the text). This alone shows that the “correct spelling” and other orthographical criteria
are (at least) not the only concern of these lists.

Let us now examine one example of the collative masora lists dealing with consonantal issues,

more precisely a list that shows very similar hapax legomena differing only in a single consonant:

34. The meaning of these grammatical terms apparently differs from the later one which understands them as equivalents to

the ultima vs. paenultima stress position.

127



Chapter 6: Masoretic Notes

with 1 with 7
Ps 18:43 DRMIR DRIN 2 SAM 22:43
Ps 87:1 LWIp™na | WwTplmTna | Ps 11003
DEUT 14:13 RIMm ARTaTInRY | LEV 11014
JER 17:3 iaan| "m0 Micam 2:9
JoB 34:20 ™A 1Taph) JoB 36:11
1 CHR 1:7 oI o7 GEN 10:4
GEN 10:3 na™ nom 1 CHR 1:6
2 KGs 6:17 R R JER 49:22
Isa 1:2 Eialalnl! glalalng! Ps 131:2
Ps 32:8 TR TTINY Ps 43:4
JoB 19:17 anid a7 JER 50:29
EZEK 47:5 prtogdl el T LKD) DEUT 21:4
JoB 39:25 o T IsA 4:4
JER 30:19 WY N1 PR |NY JER 10:5
Hos 7:14 i ATTI JER 5:7
Ps 58:10 Y uo? Ps 41:4
JER 5:26 RiA RV Ps91:6
ZEPH 2:14 i T Hos 10:2
1 KGs 18:31 plelelakl gizlelak) ZECH 12:11
ESTH 10:3 i) 27 DAN 7:5
Ps 90:8 xRN TR 2 CHR 16:14
1 SAM 23:8 iy giy) GEN 27:5
Isa 8:20 mink nTink Ps 100:1
Ps 84:11 WD TN Ps 81:7
Prov 25:28 Ritsolp TR IsA 44:12
EZEK 4:7 Jivn Tivn ProOV 12:12
1 SAM 2:24 o"™Mapn [} mb¥]a) Exob 6:5
LAaM 5:10 1Y 1T LAM 4:17
NumMm 8:16 nva LW13,-nT0A JoB 28:19
Prov 4:15 ival:) loat) JoB 33:24
DEUT 29:17 b n7ia Ps 34:23
GEN 35:11 ppb n7a Ps 25:22
GEN 47:27 Eabigl 17aM 1 SAM 14:45
JosH 19:35 R ™% LEV 17:37
JupaG 7:22 N anTR 2 CHR 4:17
Ps 78:34 LR e TNy JoB 6:22
Prov 4:12 PInTLOR) PITn JoB 41:14
DEuT 20:19 X073 ;70 17 | PROV 6:26

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

Table 59: Okl §7 (Esteban): pnmaT o 3 7m "rl'él% TMINMNAR

legomena (Z\nmaT ™%) pairs — one Lof them having) 7, the other | with) 3 .”

“An alphabetic list of hapax
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If we look at this list closely, we can see that all of the pairs sound very similar, differing sys-
tematically only in the sound r/d. Actually, these words are vocalized in the masoretic tradition
(according to the Leningrad codex) in exactly the same way, apart from three small differences
in the whole list: a) 2 SAM 22:43 opT8 has in L dages in the second syllable, but its counterpart,
o™X in Ps 18:43 has none; b) in DEUT 14:13 the rés cannot be doubled due to the definite article
(doubling is possible with dalet in LEV 11:14) and thus the preceeding patah changes into games.
Note, that this sound shift represents one of the very basic rules of the masoretic Hebrew; c) in
IsA 44:12 hatef patah occurs in Tgpn as compared to 9gwn in PROV 25:28 which only has §wa. All
these minor variants can easily be explained basically in one of the following ways: either the
tradition underlying this masoretic composition differed®” from the one attested by the Leningrad
codex or this small difference was perceived to be so negligible that the two forms were still con-
sidered to be identical. For comparison, there are six cases where the consonantal text (according
to L) differs in spelling from the pair in this list.

On the other hand we can see some forms whose vocalization is rather specific, for example
some pausal forms (»1ap~ , 371, WY and their respective counterparts), which can be only
explained if we assume that the list is based on the oral tradition. If the list was based on the
consonants, why would the form n&m in 2 Kas 6:17 be chosen for the consonants nx and not
8N (GEN 38:15), "8 (1 SAM 17:42; 2 KGs 5:21; EZEK 18:14,28) or N8 (EzEK 1:18)? Besides, this
is a list of hapax legomena which only make sense if fully vocalized forms are considered and not
the consonantal shape: in many cases the consonantal form actually occurs much more often in
the Hebrew bible than the form as pronounced.

Moreover, in our list there are two pairs which share the same consonants: 778 */m7a , but
their vocalization differs entirely, but there is no confusion between the two pairs. A similar
phenomenon occurs in §13 where two pairs (nx71% , Isa 11:3; EZEK 23:16 and nxn% , GEN 2:9;
JosH 22:10) differ only in the vowels sére/segol. This would make no sense if the lists were based

solely on the consonants.

If this was true for the issue of the definite article in DEUT 14:13 it would mean that at the time of the composition of this
masoretic list the rés could have been doubled; for more discussion about the doubling of rés see e.g. Morag 1958.
178, Ps 34:23, is written plaene in the L and P, but not in H. Its counterpart, n1d DEUT 29:17 is spelled defective in all the

sources, anyway.
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37)

We can thus see that even lists which deal with issues concerning consonants®” are actually

based on the oral tradition and don't make much sense outside of this context.

6.2.2 The Interchange of sin and samek

The oral character of the collative masora lists in ’*OKla we-"Okla can further be shown in a number
of phenomena. The first of them is the “interchange” of the letters samek and sin. Among the
’Oklah we-"Oklah lists we find some cases in which the words of certain word pairs differ (if we

consider their spelling as occurring in the masoretic text, e.g. as found in the BHS) in the letters

o/W:
OKl list left column right column
§6°% Ps 42:5 701 TV Hos 2:8
§7°” Ps 58:10 | wwir | wwor | Ps41:4

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

Table 60: Examples of sin/samech interchange in the *Okla we-"Okla lists.

It is clear that the masoretes considered these forms to be identical (apart from the systematic
differences which the lists were compiled for). It therefore stands to reason that the basis for
these notes was not a written Hebrew text, but a memorized oral tradition in which both samek
and sin*® sounded the same. This assumption can be supported by the fact that we also find cases
of an interchange of o for ¥ among the oun', i.e. in the short clusters of Biblical quotation used
to locate the exact place of the word in question in the Biblical text (see e.g. Okl §24, mn 5anon

in DAN 7:8 where L has mmp Sanivn ).

Note, that the consonants are inevitably part of the oral shape of a Hebrew text—unlike the vowels in the written Hebrew
text!

List of pairs of hapax legomena, one starting with -1, one without.

Lists of pairs of hapax legomena differing in the letters 7 x7.

But see Steiner 1994, who supposes that the o /i distinction in the masoretic text represent just a sort of gere/ketiv

phenomenon.
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This becomes even more obvious if we consider the list §53 which records words differing in
the letters samek/sin (7w 7m 700 TN pan 3 11 70 ). Out of 19 (sic!)*® cases, 7 words in the “samek
column” have a word spelled with v and only the remaining 12 have o .

We can also find a couple of places in alphabetically sorted list where a word with sin stands
in the position appropriate for the letter samek, for example: Okl §1: P , ity , §4: MW ;5 § 14:
oi, N , M ; §16: b . This also happens with alphabetic lists with only one entry for each
letter (i.e. regular acrostics), e.g.: Okl §33 71 (1 CHR 27:34), §35 onaw (GEN 11:7) or §43 A
(DEUT 31:19). It is thus obvious that these words were not apparently misplaced (e.g. by mistake
during the later transmission of the lists), but belong to the original shape of the list. This means
that the lists must already have been compiled on the basis of the oral tradition and not written

text.

6.2.3 The gere/ketiv.

Anther indication of the oral character of *Okla we-’Okla (or in turn of the gere/ketiv phenomenon,
see chapter 4.1, p. 31) is that in a number of cases the version on which this masoretic work is
based, agrees with the biblical geré. On the other hand, I couldn't find a single place where it

corresponded to the ketiv*?:

So the ms. H.

I have not analyzed the entire work, though.

131



43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

Chapter 6: Masoretic Notes

Okl list || Okl counterexamples (=MT) Okl=MT/qere MT/ketiv
§7+° LAM 5:10 LR TV LAM 4:17 nrTY
§11% EZEK 38:9 R nxiway | PROV 1:27 || mRwa
§15*? NAHUM 1:3; 51 (bis) 51 Prov 19:19 | 53

Ps 145:8
§20% — onRy | EsTH 3:4 jatalal

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

Table 61: Examples of *Okla we-’Okla lists reflecting the masoretic qere.

From these examples it becomes clear that not just the manuscripts known to us, i.e. the final
stage of this masoretic collection, but already the original lists must have been based on the same
text as shown in the biblical gere. Otherwise the internal criteria for the inclusion of these cases
in these lists wouldn't have been fulfilled: e.g. if in LAM 4:17 7137 was read, it cannot have been
listed as a counterpart of 117i , which should differ only in the letters 7 x7 . Similarly, if ‘on82

was found in EsTH 3:4 it would hardly be cited as an example of a word beginning with -x3 .

6.2.4 Further Observations

Yet another indication of the oral character of the Biblical text underlying the °Okla we-’Okla can
be found in the list §34, counting hapax legomena ending in i- . However out of 33 such words,
three are spelled with n- in the masoretic text (71 in DEUT 34:7, 732 in 1 Kgs 8:13 and %% in
Hos 4:2) and one even with 8- (8¥7% in 1 SAM 18:29).

There are some other interesting features which can be observed in the Okl we-’Okla list,
some of which can also be found in other masoretic material, i.e. primarily in the masora parva
and masora magna. For example, the are a couple of lists which do not only consider the exact

47)

form, but more so special or rare meanings of a specific word: see §57 or §60*”. This makes much

Lists of pairs of hapax legomena differing in the letters 7 x7.
List of pairs, accented “ybn ” versus “opom .

List of triplets, occurring twice with -1 and once without.
List of hapax legomena starting with -x3 .

See also Yeivin 1980, §122 , p. 72
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more sense if we assume that these notes emerged through oral studies of the biblical text (which
tended to integrate a basic memorizing by heart with more exegetical study) rather than from
scribal activity alone.

Moreover, some of the lists (§§57-58, §§61-62) are based on the occurrence of certain forms in
specific biblical books (most notably the Psalms) or in the three parts of the Hebrew canon (7n,
'&'23, 0'n). A similar phenomenon is prevalent also in the Mp, Mm of the Tiberian codices*?,
as well as in the Babylonian masora*”. The question is: in which context would masoretic notes,
restricted to only a single book or to a group of books, make sense, and under which circumstances
could they have emerged. In my opinion, this could be explained if we assume that the Hebrew
Bible had not been memorized as a whole by all of its tradents, but that a certain person specialized
in learning only a particular book or series of books by heart. This specialist was then not only
able to recite “his” book, but also to locate a specific word by heart. The masoretic lists may
have emerged from a discussion of such experts, in a process that today would be rather called
a “game”™ than “research” or “study”. Even though at the moment this is obviously only my
theory and guess, and more examples need to be found to prove or disprove it, I believe that this
could be a plausible explanation for Masora lists like Okl §58, for example:

This list presents an acrostic of three words for each letter of the alphabet, each being a
hapax legomenon occurring in one of the three main parts of the Jewish Bible: one in 77in, one in
o'&"a1 and one in o'21n2. Now, these triplets of words all start with the same letter of the Hebrew

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

Yeivin 1980, §116 , p. 68.
Ofer 2001, p. 39-40.
See also I. Heinemann's concept of “creative philology” which he finds typical for the rabbinical exegesis, Heinemann

1952.
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letter N oK™ DN

3 v LEV 2:14 opTs | JUDG 20:45 nR3 Prov 8:13
T 137 Num 11:8 1DYT Isa 43:17 DPT | Ps118:12
1 027281 GEN 48:9 a0R) MAL 1:2 D2kl | Ps 119:167
v wav | Exob 15:4 Daiv | MicaH 7:4 o | JoB 21:16
n [an Exob 36:10 nan ZECH 9:2 0™Man JoB 40:30
n "WIpn LEv 21:23 pon | JupG 9:11 | Livpnn | JoOB 21:33
o] P8 Exop 38:21 | 'B1pa Isa 38:10 ninna Ps 55:22

v nw ExoD 10:1 niay HaB 1:11 may Ps 85:2

Table 62: Some examples from Okl §58 (TM *R*a12 TM KO™MIRI TN PANIT 5 TM TN 52 33 10 AR
*1n21—“An alphabetic list of triplets of hapax legomena, one in the Torah, one in the

Prophets and one in the Writings”).

As we can see, there are cases where all three forms sound almost identical (dalet, tet), in
other cases only two of the tree forms are that similar (waw, het, mém, pe or $in) and in some
of the cases all the hapax legomena are quite different (gimmel). It seems that these forms were
chosen more on the basis of on a “free association” than on a more accurate method. It gives
the impression that the Masoretes were playing some sort of a word game’”, rather than it being
the result of “scientific” work. Even though there may be other explanations®®, I believe that this
example makes my above aforementioned theory plausible to some degree.

To sum up, we have seen that the ’Okla we-’Okla collection of masoretic lists was based
primarily on the oral shape of the text of Hebrew Bible. Also the character of the collection

itself clearly shows that it uses a number of mnemonic devices, a sign that it was intended to be

It reminds me of one such game, widespread in the Eastern Europe, in which people have to name quickly a word which
begins with the last letter of previously mentioned word (in the Czech Republic called “word-football ”).

For example, it can be argued that this particular masoretic list is rather late and that it processes already known masoretic
material (i.e. a list of hapax legomena). Even so, it remains plausible that the present list is a result of some collective
language game and there is no reason to assume that the earlier masoretic material emerged in a fundamentally different

way.

134



Chapter 6: Masoretic Notes

memorized rather than written down®®. It should be noted, though, that a number of lists (which,
actually, are grouped into a distinct block of lists in the second part of the collection, see above)
deals with the shape of the consonantal text as well. Even these lists, however, use the same

mnemonic devices as the former collative lists, such as alphabetically sorted lists or word-pairs.

6.3 Further Evidence

6.3.1 Did St. Jerome Know “The Masora™?

The Church Father Jerome writes in his commentary on Genesis, the Questiones Hebraicae in

Genesim, commenting on 1n&2 in GEN 41:2 the following:

Et ecce de fluvio ascendebant septem boves, And behold, from the river came seven cows,
speciosae ad videndum, electae carnibus, et | very vivid and of the best body and grazed in
pascebantur in achi. Bis in Genesi scrip- | Achi: Twice in Genesis it is written ACHI
tum est ACHI (aya (sic!)), et neque Grae- | and it is neither a Greek nor a Latin word.
cus sermo est, nec Latinus. Sed et Hebraeus And even [if one reads it as] Hebrew, it is
ipse corruptus est: dicitur enim in AHU ( | corrupted: (In Hebrew] it is namely read
mR), hoc est, in palude. “in AHU” (in ), i.e. in a marsh.

Figure 43: Jerome's comment on GEN 41:2 (PL 23/ 997).

From this comment we can see that, besides the linguistic and the text-critical notes on the verse
in question, Jerome also uses an argumentation well-known to us from the masora: he counts
how many times a particular form occurs in a specific book (without using this information, how-
ever, in the further discourse). And indeed, there exists a masoretic note 2, “twice”, which in
the Leningrad codex is not, however, attached to GEN 41:2 but to the second occurrence of this
form in GEN 41:18. This in itself isn't a big surprise, since the attachment of a masoretic note to a
particular word is secondary and often varies between different codices. Also, in the Babylonian
tradition the Masora was mostly not written in the margin of Biblical text, but as separate collec-

tion of notes after the Biblical text, at the end of the codex?. It is, therefore, plausible to assume

53. Similar observations can be made throughout the masoretic literature, for example the masoretic “grammar” of Aharon
ben Asher, Diqgduqé ha-Te‘amim was rhymed.
54. See Ofer 2001, p. 26.
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that a masoretic “note”, stating that in& appears twice (in Genesis), existed in some oral form
(independent of its actual “attachment” to a particular place in the Bible) before being written
down by the “masoretes” (i.e. actually by the oi7p1, “punctuators”).

Interestingly, the word ing (but without the preposition -1) is also found once in JoB 8:11.
The note in L (as opposed to what Jerome says!) seems therefore not to be completely clear: either
it refers to the whole word together with the preposition -2 or the exact meaning of this note
being restricted to the Book of Genesis was lost>”

Obviously, I'm not claiming that some masoretic collections already existed in the 4™ century
and that Jerome was quoting from them. We should, however, ask how precisely Jerome obtained
the information that this particular word occurs twice in Genesis, and why he quotes this at
all. We should note that the way the texts were composed in antiquity, even the “scientific”
ones (I'm referring to Jerome's use of textual criticism and linguistics) was quite different from
today. There were certainly no written concordances (the first such books appear only around
the time of the emergence of first printed biblical editions!) where an exegete would first look
for the occurrences of a particular word as part of his usual exegetical procedure. It seems rather
that the books were composed orally with no (or minimum) written notes and dictated directly
to the scribe. Anyway, it is hard to believe that Jerome had searched through the entire book
of Genesis only to make such a note about this particular word occurring twice in this book.
It seems more likely that he had either received this information from his Jewish teacher as an
already formulated exegetic comment or, alternatively, that he himself knew the Bible by heart (in
Greek) and was making such a comment on the basis of his own excellent knowledge of the text. If
the first explanation is correct, it would mean that at the time of Jerome the practice of “counting
the words” already existed which seems to be the basis for the later masoretic work. If this is
true, however, we can see that there are no indications that this “counting” was connected with
a distinct institution or circle (“the Masoretes”) other than the regular study of the Hebrew Bible.
If, on the other hand, the second possibility is correct, it would mean that counting examples

of word's occurrences based on one's ability to learn the text by heart and “search” through it

Actually, we see quite often variations between the notes of various masoretic codices that show how a particular note
was misunderstood or doesn't match the fact. Sometimes we see a “reinterpretation” of such notes to match the biblical

text e.g. by adding some additional restrictions.
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by the means of associative thinking, was not unknown in antiquity. More research should be
done to find and analyse similar examples from the Rabbinic literature, the Church Fathers (and
specifically their biblical commentaries) and ancient literature in general, before we can draw
specific conclusions about this Jerome's comment.

In any case, I propose to locate the original Sitz im Leben of masoretic notes in the milieu of
the “study” of biblical texts (which encompasses both its memorizing and the exegetical discussion
around it) by oral means. Both of the explanations of Jerome's comment proposed above fit well

into this image of an oral study of the Scriptures.

6.3.2 Targumic Masora

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

rabbinic texts, even though they represented a text authoritative to similar degree as the Hebrew

See chapter 4.1.4.1, p. 53.

A collation of extant targumic Masora notes has been published by Michael L. Klein, see Klein 2000.
See e.g. Klein 2000, p. 1-2.

See also chapter 2.2, p. 6.

See chapter 2.4, p. 17.
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Bible itself or its targum. This fact can be explained by assuming that the Hebrew Bible and its
Targum were studied and memorized “side-by-side ”*".
There are also other indications of the oral character of the targumic masora. Some notes,

for example, explicitly refer to the vocalized form of the Targum, as opposed to its written form

alone:
Where |the Hebrew texts has] 1iny R 87 IR NN NAR RIRT KRN
(“say!”), it is translated =) , [with] WIT MR N0 W RIRT

rafé, where the Hebrew reads) niy (“the
sheep”), it is translated & |with| dages.

Figure 44: Targumic masora note to GEN 3:1.

Even though this note, in its present form, is not completely clear and it should rather read 7y ¥
(for impt \Anx ) and 9 @ (for “sheep”), it seems clear that originally it was trying to differentiate
two Aramaic forms which, while written the same, sounded slightly different. In terms of (the
unvocalized) written text of the targum this note would make no sense at all.

Additionally, the fact that the targumic Masora is found in several distinct forms (marginal
masora, independent collections sorted in the order of the Pentateuch, thematic lists)*?, similar
to the Masoretic notes attached to the Hebrew Bible, shows that initially these notes were also
most probably transmitted orally.

Klein also discusses Masoretic notes mentioning words which are read “in public” (i.e. litur-

gically) in some special way, or are not read at all*®, such as a note on Exobp 17:11:

™axnn phny 7an is translated, |but) ann KRMLA NN PIANN SN 2300 POAY TN
is translated in public

Figure 45: Targumic masora note on Exop 17:11.

See also further chapter 5.4, p. 73.
See ° to ExoD 8:12.

See 3° to GEN 30:32.

Klein 2000, p. 196.

Klein 2000, p. 5-6.

138



66.
67.

Chapter 6: Masoretic Notes

According to Klein®®, “the masoretes clearly differentiate between the literal Aramaic version

that was written and studied, which they call o7n, in contrast with that which may be recited in
public 8m2va oxnn.” However, in my opinion, there is no indication that by the ouan a written

text is meant; it may rather point to the memorized and orally studied targum.

6.4 Conclusion and Interpretation

As we have seen the Masoretic notes show a strong affinity to the oral study of the Biblical text.
Therefore, I would like to propose a thesis that the phenomenon of such notes originates in a
completely oral context and probably started as a sort of “word game” of more or less professional
memorizers of the Hebrew Bible. Clearly, if a text is written down it can be stored and “forgotten”.
However, a memorized text, which lasts only as long as it is repeated, provokes certain kinds of
activity connected to the text. The targumic and midrashic traditions can be seen as one sort of
such activity which strives to make sense of the memorized text. But it is also well imaginable
that another sort of activity existed (originally spontaneous and only later more institutionalized)
which treated the memorized text on a more basic level of actual words and forms. It seems,
therefore, that the reason for the very existence of the “Masoretic notes” was the natural feature
of the human brain to spontaneously make connections between similar or repetitive parts of the

7 a memorization presented “shaping

memorized text. If we use the terminology of David Carr
of the mind” of those who learnt the text by heart, and it is only natural then for the text to be

reformulated or commented in various ways.

Excursus: The Language of Masoretic Notes

It also seems that the language of the Masoretic notes, which is Aramaic, strongly indicates that
the Masora in its wording predates Islamic times and was, therefore, composed at a time when
literacy was still rare. It thus stands to reason that the masoretic material emerged by oral means

and was based on the oral version of the Biblical text. Masoretic notes composed in Judeo-Arabic

Ibid.
Carr 2005, p. 41ff.
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are very rare, apart from the Kitab al-hilaf of MiSael ben ‘Uzzi‘el*® which already appear to
represents a later rework of older traditions®”, only very notes are known to be formulated in

Arabic. See e.g. the following targumic Masora note’®:

For verses that are not translated in public ... 390 '8 1amea dnnn 857 poah
Lbut for which| <there is> a targum...

Figure 46: Targumic masora on EXOD 32:22.

As can be seen, this note is a mixture of an Aramaic ("2'¥a innn 8571085 ) and an Arabic (3ana)
part and, clearly, the Arabic part is an addition to the original note. This is, however, a very much
an exceptional case and the vast majority of Masoretic notes (whether appended to the Hebrew

Bible or the Targum) are in Aramaic.

At some point, as literacy became more common the originally orally transmitted “lists” con-
taining “notes” concerning the oral shape of the Hebrew bible gradually became more concerned
with the written text—as this became more accessible to the “professional readers” of the Bible.
Clearly, the differences between the oral tradition and the written text (i.e. the gere/ketiv vari-
ants), and peculiar spellings, were presumably what first caught the attention of the Masoretes.
Actually, as certain gere/ketiv are occasionally quoted in (the orally studied) Rabbinic literature,
it seems evident that a certain contact between the orally transmitted biblical text and the written
one must have existed, even at times when the text was primarily studied orally. As we have
seen, the gere/ketib notes were the first to appear in the margins of the biblical manuscripts. This
would mean that even if some such cases were doubtless already known in the talmudic times
and some of them probably even earlier, the systematic study of such cases only seems to have

begun when literacy became more widespread.

See Lipschiitz 1964.
Note that this work is attributed to a specific author, a typical sign of a work which was composed by literary means (as
opposed to oral ones).

Klein 2000, p. 5, 136.
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In my opinion this represents the context in which the “Masoretic notes” started to be writ-
ten in the margins of the biblical codices, but we can only speculate as what the primary reason
was. Clearly, the scribes could try to use this existing tradition in order to overcome the prob-
lems arising from a boom in literary activity and, more specifically, from the copying of biblical
texts, namely the problem of inconsistencies between the manuscripts and the need to fix more
precisely the biblical text. In a context where only few written biblical texts existed (a Jewish
community in a particular place may even have had only one Torah scroll which was in use for
a very long period of a time!) such problems were not immediately evident. On the other hand,
as is well-known, the literacy boom in 3™ century B.C.E Alexandria led to the emergence of the
“Alexandrian grammatical school”, occupied with the textual criticism of Homer and other an-
cient texts. However, if we compare the techniques used by both groups, it becomes evident that
whereas the use of various text-critical signs in Alexandria (like the asterisk, obelos and meto-
bolos marking spurious passages found in some but not all the manuscripts) seems self-evident,
the Masoretic way is rather puzzling as an editorial device deployed in the scribal context. At
any rate, the counting of the occurrences of a particular word seems to be a very obscure way if
preserving the written text was the goal. Why wasn't a single note at the margin as to whether
a particular word was to be written plaeneé, or defective or in any other particular way enough?
In my opinion, this can easily be explained if we assume that an already existing oral tradition
(which could already have been used to preserve the “correct” shape of the biblical text, albeit in
the oral context’”) was re-used by the scribes in an attempt to overcome the problem of hundreds
of (small) variants between any two manuscripts. Actually, it seems that this attempt was not
completely successful, given the fact that in later generations several other attempts were made
to fix the authoritative shape of the biblical text: see Rabbi Meir Abulafia's (1170-1244) non
m7nb ao, Rabbi Menahem ben Solomon ha-Meiri's (?-1313) 780 m1p , Yedidia Salomon Norzi's

(1560-1616) *w nman and the 1m0 nop of Rabbi Solomon Ganzfried (1804-1886)%.

Actually, memorized lists of peculiar forms which aimed at preventing a confusion with other similar forms seems to
be a device perfectly fitting into the context of oral study and answering the most acute problem of such a study—the
spontaneous “harmonization” of similar words or phrases.

See Levy 2001, p. 8.
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The first of these rabbis, Rabbi Meir Abulafia explains why he decided to write his book,

attempting to fix the authoritative text of the Jewish Bible with following words’:

And if have come to rely on the corrected scrolls that we posses, even they con-
tain many disagreements. And were it not for the masorot that were made a fence
around Torah a man would be unable to find his hands and feet because of dis-
agreements. Even the masorot were not spared the occurrence of disagreements,
for disagreements are found in some places even among them, but not like the
large number of disagreements among the scrolls. And if someone would intend to
write a Torah scroll correctly, it would be imperfect regarding defective and plene
spellings; and he would find himself groping like a blind man in the darkness of
disagreements, and he would not successfully achieve his purpose to find what he

seeks.

Figure 47: Rabbi Meir Abulafia on the variants in the biblical text

Moreover, the Masora was not always accepted among the mediaeval rabbinic circles as a proper
way to correctly produce the biblical text. Some were rather claiming that the rabbinic rule to

“follow the majority”’*

should be applied and accordingly that Torah scrolls should be consulted
and not the Masoretic notes’”. The problem of the variants was actually only largely resolved
by another paradigmatic change, namely the discovery of print. It was completely solved just

recently with the introduction of computer technology, that is with yet another paradigm change.

73. The translation is taken from Levy 2001, p. 18.
74. Based on a midrashic, de-contextualized understanding of EXop 23:3, non’ o'a1 0K .

75. Levy 2001, p. 58-59.
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Chapter 7
Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis

In this chapter I'd like to analyse some rare Biblical Hebrew forms as found in the Masoretic text,
primarily with regard to the question about the relationship of the consonantal form to its ma-
soretic vocalization, or more precisely, to the oral tradition which is the basis for vocalization of
the Masoretic codices. Specifically, I'd like to ask in the first place whether it is possible and plau-
sible to assume that the vocalization may present a deliberate reinterpretation of the consonantal
text or whether the existence of such a form is caused by other factors.

Further, based on the assumption that the consonants and the vocalization both go back to
two traditions—the written biblical text copied by the scribe and the memorized oral version of
the Hebrew Bible—we should ask what are other possible interactions between the two traditions
(besides the oral version being a deliberate reinterpretation of the consonants) or whether the oral
tradition possibly just differs from the written text.

The forms are rather randomly chosen and should be seen only as examples, however. It
seems that they are pretty representative in the features they show. When looking for such forms,
the main idea was that many of the “unusual” and “rare” Biblical Hebrew forms may be a result
either of some kind of discrepancies between the written and oral component of the Masoretic
text or may even be a result of some sort of “deliberate reinterpretation” of the consonantal text
by the oral tradition. For example, A. Geiger” suggested a couple of such cases, he claimed, for
example, that mn 19-nx nikah in EXOD 34:24 was read g1y originally and was changed (without
the change of the consonants!) in order to avoid the theologically problematic idea of “seeing
God”. Obviously, nix75 doesn't present a regular form (that would be nixqn% ). While we can be
sceptical towards such a thesis, it shows that rare and irregular Hebrew forms pose good material
for an analysis trying to answer the question about the relationship between the written text of

the Hebrew Bible and its vocalization.

Geiger 1857, p. 3371L.

143



Chapter 7: Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis [nax]

Methodologically, I follow to some degree the standard text-critical procedure, however,
given that I have a different goal than a regular text-critical analysis (my intention is not pri-
marily to find and decide what the original form was but to look for mechanisms and to describe
the interaction between the written text and the oral tradition), I deviate in a couple of ways from
the standard textual criticism. For example, I never apply the rules such as “lectio difficilior” as
there is no need to actually decide what the form in question was originally. Rather, I try to offer
different possibilities of how the form in question may have emerged and discuss how this may
have happened. If I am to decide about the particular possibility, of how some form developed,
I'm relying solely on internal criteria.

Further, besides the ancient biblical versions® I'm striving to take the Jewish exegetical tra-
dition into account where appropriate to demonstrate whether there is any evidence for a link
between the peculiar masoretic form and the ancient Jewish exegesis. Similarly, I'm trying to use
the ancient version in a more differentiated manner and ask whether they really represent a dif-
ferent Vorlage or if they alone are influenced by some exegetical considerations or other factors.
For this reason I also include among the versions the Arabic translation of Rav Saadya Gaon”

which was created in a time close to the masoretic period.

7.1 The Analysis
[Man]

Isa 28:12

M pinY <wIAR> 8

Ancient Versions

G: xal oUx NOEMoaY dxovew || A N2p7R W 2 || T PN KIIP2 1IN KD || & wsamsa <an > Lo

. Unfortunately, I had no access to the edition of the Samaritan oral tradition of the Hebrew Bible as published by Ze’év
Ben-Hayyim (Ben-Hayyim 1957-77).
. Unfortunately, only the edition of J. Derenbourg (Derenbourg 1979) was available to me and not the editions of Yosef

Qafih, encompassing more material than the former one.
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Even though the consonants 81ax would at the first sight suggest a reading xiag (“I will come”)
this doesn't really make any sense in the actual context: First, there isn't anyone in the nearest
context speaking in the first person. Even if we understood this statement as being said by the
prophet, the saying “I will not come to hear” wouldn't be consistent with the first part of this
proclamation. As can be seen, even all the versions agree with the masoretic vocalization. It is
therefore highly probable that the consonants here are a result of a scribal error or an unusual
orthography and do not denote any meaning other than that of the masoretic vocalization itself.

Nevertheless we may still qualify this case as a “latent gere”®

as the consonants don't apparently
match the vocalization. On the other hand, the problem lies solely with the consonants and doesn't

pose any problem to the oral tradition as reflected by the masoretic vocalization.

[TnNR]

TV

EZEK 33:30

PWe: TNR-NR <TA>"12T)

Ancient Versions

Q: X || 6 Aaholow <> &vBpwmog T6) &OeADE adTol || G'*": <eic> obv i || T Tn v <Tn> P9nm ||
< RN <!“‘> ,:&amoo

Modern Scholars

BL: “Konnte Aramaismus sein, ist aber wahrsch. ein Schreibfehler” (§79b, 662)

The grammar of BL summarizes well the problem of the origin of this form: we cannot tell for
sure how this unusual reading, 7, emerged. At the first sight it seems like an Aramaism. Other
possibilities, like the one mentioned by BL, i.e. that our form resulted from a scribal error, are
possible. More interesting is to ask about the roles of the oral tradition and the written biblical
text. If this orthography is original we must assume that it was also read as had from the very
moment it was first written down. Maybe this form was itself influenced by an oral tradition

which preferred here the shorter Aramaic form (for metric or prosodic reasons perhaps?). It is

4. See below chapter 7.2.2, p. 198.
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even possible that Tnx-n& 7n is not original but rather an addition (see the Septuagint where these
words are missing), and entered the text through an interaction with the oral tradition later®. But
even then it wouldn't be easy to explain the two different forms used for the same numeral.

If, on the other hand, the present consonants are the result of a scribal error, it would mean
that the masoretic vocalization obviously must have been adapted to comply with the consonantal
text. In any case, we may perhaps assume that probably either the consonants were assimilated
to the oral version or the vice versa. No conscious (re-)interpretation would appear to play a role
here®. See the Targum which (similarly to Peshitta) doesn't differentiate between the two forms

for “one”.

[qox]

2 SAM 6:1

M A% 0WOY SR N353 NR TIT TiY <qoh>

Ancient Versions

Q: X || 6 Kai <ouviyaysv> €Tt Aautd mavta veaviav || T FXw» M2 95 0 <w1onhs> 77 1y <o
PEIR PRTN || T Lorn2 20 T T <O || & AL Ny foey (oo oy ool <wauno>
FENN

Ps 104:29

M 2w 0I1R~ORI VIR DM <qDR> PONA! 738 RoR

Ancient Versions
Q: (11QPs?) wim momn qoin || 6: <dvtavedels> 10 mvelpa adtd@v || T pIanm pama <wuons ||

i NEYNNTY \OOm0) Nl <Nvoa>

Modern Scholars

BL: “Ohne das stumme & .” (§53u, p. 371)

. For the influence of the oral tradition on the written text see e.g. Person 1998.
. Note, on the other hand, that the gematria of 1n equals the numeric value of 12, which in terms of the Hebrew Bible is a
significant number. I don't know, however, about any such esoteric interpretation, nor is there any obvious explanation

according to which would this number make sense in the context.
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In these two verses the two forms qo" and qoh , which, at the first sight and outside their current
context would seem to come from Vap* , hif. (“to continue”), are no doubt derivatives of the verb
\oox , “to gather”. They could be explained simply through an elision of *alef (i.e. of the glottal
stop in pronunciation) of the &8s verb. There doesn't seem be any plausible interpretation if we
consider them to be derived from Voo . Also, a majority of the ancient versions read an equivalent
to the Voox here. The only exception is the Targum which has a conflate reading having both the
aramaic equivalents of Yaox (w13 ) and Voo (the same consonants). This shows clearly that the
Targum was a product of “learning” the text and not just a mere translation: we see the clearly
meaningless variant to be integrated into the translation. Obviously, this seems to have happened
in an oral context. From our example, however, it is unclear as to which textual tradition was the
base of this variant: it may have been the written text (i.e. the study of the written text may have
inspired the translation), but it may also have been based solely on the orally transmitted biblical
text. The targumic variant which lacks the verb wia seems to be secondary.

Astonishing is the fact that here the vocalization matches the consonants. We would rather
expect, considering how oral traditions actually work, that the vocalization would be harmonized
with other forms of the verb Voox , where the letter “alef is pronounced as a glottal stop (see e.g.
noxN in GEN 29:22, 19081 in JER 40:12 or 4oX1 in the nif'al stem in IsA 57:1). It seems more so that
our forms are harmonized with the consonantal text. It is, however, possible that the opposite is
true, namely that here the consonants preserved the “original” pronunciation where the elision
of the glottal stop had already happened (see the variant of 11QPs* above) and that in the other
places the 8 was preserved as an “orthographic spelling” in the consonantal text. If this is true
then all of the forms of Voox which “preserve” the pronunciation of the glottal stop in a position
where in the regular verbs a syllable would be closed by the first radical are themselves to be
regarded as a result of harmonization of the oral tradition with the consonantal text. These forms
would then have emerged through some sort of “guessing” and are to be considered late. It shows
that there was a substantial contact between the oral tradition and the written text, in one way

or another.

[TOK]
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QOH 4:14

M w1 701 imahna o3 3 7o Ry <0on> AR

Ancient Versions
G: dtu €& olxov <T@v deapiwv> éEedeboetar Tol Bacidelont || & was <fuol> Ao ooy Npw
.aNsasa [ R X || T ORIWIDT RYIR OV 79 DAIAR POI <RMWY PM9O> NOIA A DN

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

e

T5n5 8Y <o™on> n1an '3 : from places of im-
purity and smell, like we have in Targum:

o1 wran, “it was spoiled and smelled””

P1Ad: 2
o'mIn ¥t Calef is missing and it should
read o'nI8n , similar to: <o™Ipn> Man—

R¥,

TT

Rabbinic Literature

Midras
THnh 8y omon mman M ¢ It's Joseph who
came out of the prison of Pharao. (GENR
89:3)

Midras
THnb R o110 AN '3 ¢ it means: he shakes

himself out”, like from within the thorns (

Anxmo) (QOHR 4:1)

nouvn opnn - '[2773:7 KRR <O™MON> n'an "2

D1 WRIAM 11M3ANNTI N0

Chr 22:5:
0"™1I07 11727 121 0K 12 5798 01 - DN 197

Ry

Rabba:

man Rew qor At ,hnb KRe oon man o

nya Hw omorn

Rabba:

ANR™I5 wawan RIiAT TONY RY 00N AN D

ANKRMO 11 102

7. He probably refers to some targim of EXoD 16:20.
8. Ad 2 CHR 22:5, see p. 150.

9. Maybe “from the evil inclination” is meant here?
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Midras Rabba:

1201 T 2w : it's Joseph, oom : when he TN INAINAY :DOM [DY AT a0n T aw
saved through his wisdom the whole world | =2 it 50 pr THnn ,ap7a 13 ohwn 5
from the famine, 5021 1p1 7500 : it's Potifar. R¥? DI0N N7 2 N1 KD 1T DY AR D03 nnd
How many wonders did he see (done| by | T5n &% nyaa Sw ina nran :7onb
him and didn't pay heed to it, o*mon nan
T5n5 Ry': from Pharao's fortress came out

the king. (QoHR 4:1)

It this verse, the form o™on is exceptional and its naive reading would be “the Syrians” (note,
however, that the proper form denoting “the Syrians” would rather be ©®1 ). Since the earliest
times the word in question was understood as o™i, “the prisoners”, as is attested e.g. in the
LXX or @ Such an understanding of this verse is also not unknown in the Jewish exegetical tra-
dition, see e.g. Kimhi's comment above. Even some of the midrasim (Genesis Rabba and Qohelet
Rabba) understand it in this way, for example when they identify the “poor child” (see the previ-
ous verse, QOH 4:13) which should, nevertheless, become a king with Joseph, who, according to
the Biblical narrative, was also imprisoned. Targum Onkelos (“Because from a family of devotees
of errors came Abraham and reigned over the Canaanites”), on the other hand, has clearly “the
Syrians” in mind which are identified with the Arameans of the Abraham story (see GEN 26:5).
There exist, however, other Jewish exegetical traditions explaining the word “etymologically”,
based on similar Aramaic lexemes—\"™p , “to smell” or A0 /8n8™MD , “thorn”.

Even though we can quite plausibly assume that the original Hebrew text intended here to
mean “the house of prisoners”, it is hard to decide what was really the original form. It seems
questionable, whether in the original version an elision of the glottal stop had already occurred:
the vast majority of Hebrew nouns starting with an ’alef don't lose this letter after a definite
article. See also, for example, the ancient Phoenician language where an elision of an ’alef is a

common feature but not after the definite article!®

. The elision of the letter 8 may, therefore,
be more likely a result of a scribal error. Given the fact that one of the forms in question is a

proper noun designating nation, it is even possible that already the scribe of the consonantal text

See Harris 1936, p. 30; 96.
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(be it the original or some later one) aimed at creating an ambivalent version which could be
understood in both ways by leaving out the ‘alef.*”

For our analysis it is more important that the vocalization is in accordance with the conso-
nants. Therefore, if the consonantal text presents a sort of reinterpretation or hidden message,
then the masoretic tradition follows closely the written text. Note that the exegetical tradition
still knows about the (assumed) original meaning of the word but plays with the other possible
interpretations. In any way, the vocalization doesn't seem to reinterpret the consonants, but it
reflects more the original reading hddstirim which was, apparently, only later assimilated to match

the consonantal form (h@dsarim > hdsirim).

[D098]

T

2 CHR 22:5
M <ormI> 127 TWH) NN DINTPR ININTOD ARANZE2 SR ToR IRONTI DTN 771

=)t

Ancient Versions
Q X || G <ol Tofbtar> || T oW M <RI VUP || & Lpsad <lukos> auso || B: vulneraveruntque

<Syri> Ioram

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

Ve
om0 on ;o like omRn , in many places | g75% qon mimpn 1370 DMARA I :0MA0 1O
the “alef is missing, as in: R KRPHNYN 1133 NN NODII §7HRN DMYD VNN RWNYY 133
(2 SAM 19:14), and sometimes the ‘alef is | D3Ra MINR SW 75K 1A 1 TNRA N

added, like: 'm&n RS (Ps 89:1) for *nmn

and the °alef in ooRa 'mnR (JoB 13:17).

See also below p. 150 (o"m7n).
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T
The °alef is missing, |to be read) as o'mIR7. | ™ORN N"22 191 0MRA 123 779K TON 001N

And so is the case in: X% o™ona NN RY

(QoH 4:14™).

The form o'»77 is understood by almost all ancient versions as well as by the Jewish tradition (see
Rashi and Qimhi above) in exactly the same way as its parallel 078 in 2 KGs 8:28 which reads:
“the Arameans”. This isn't surprising, as the consonants o171 can well be explained as a result
of an elision of the letter ’alef from nIxa > oA n or, alternatively, as a result of a sound shift
& > 1 (i.e. the form would then be without a definite article).

The only exceptional reading among the ancient witnesses is found in the Septuagint which
here instead reads oi To£étal, “the archers”, here instead. This, most probably, goes back to the
form ompn (see BHS'™), “those that are shooting”. This can either be explained by the LXX
already having had a Vorlage containing a further scribal error, i.e. a metathesis 3 -n , or maybe
by the translators themselves using of such a metathesis in the process of “guessing” the meaning
from the consonants. If this latter option is correct, we should note that such a “guessing” may
contain “interpretative” elements (i.e. similar to those found in a Targum). In any case, it does
seem not probable that the reading found in the Septuagint represents the original reading.

Now, if we consider the consonants alone, we can see that they can be also read as o7,

”19_ This would be a perfect opportunity for some sort of reinterpretation

“lofty”, or “haughty
given the fact that in the Jewish (both Pre-rabbinic and Rabbinic) nomen gentilicium was exegesis
often used to hint at some nation or group, for example one that was regarded inimical; consider
e.g. the usage o'm> in the qumranic Pesharim literature or oiT® in the Rabbinic literature de-
noting Rome. (Generally speaking, such interpretations are very significant as they are directly

connected, positively or negatively, to the social identity of a particular group.) It is therefore

tempting to see this peculiar form, not as a result of a scribal error, but as a conscious modi-

See p. 148.
This may be an hypercorrection trying to avoid an Aramaism.
I do not consider the other proposed solution, i.e. the form ©n77 as being plausible.

See e.g. the \om in 2 SAM 22:28; Ps 131:1; PROV 30:13.
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fication which hinting at a particular “hidden” interpretation; see also a similar place above'®.
However, even if this be true, it is not a reinterpretation that would happen on the level of the
oral tradition, at least not the masoretic one. Rather, if this really isn't just a boring example of a
scribal error, it can be explained basically in one of two ways: a) as an independent intervention of
the scribe intended to hide some “secret message” into the written text itself; b) as a result of the
influence of some exegetical traditions that knew about the ambiguities of the consonantal shape
of the text. The former would be a fairly typical action for a literate culture (note that writing al-
lows for easier meta-textual activity), while the latter would present a word pun more typical for
the oral context. The current vocalization, on the other hand, doesn't carry any reinterpretation
of the consonants, but rather the pesat of the text.

As we can see, the vocalization of our form apparently fits the consonants. On the other
hand, if we compare o'm7n with the parallel omx in 2 Kcs 8:28 we can see that both forms are
very much alike, differing only in the missing & vocalized in the parallel passage with hatef patah.
It stand thus to reason that some sort of assimilation of the oral tradition into the consonantal text
is a plausible explanation for the form in question'”, otherwise we would have here a geré/ketiv
variant. It seems that the vocalization of o'»771 with games in the first syllable corresponds un-
ambiguously to the definite article and the particular form with the dages in n doesn't indicate
that the vocalization would be trying somehow to salvage a reinterpretation possibly hidden in

the consonantal text.
[MWR]

EZEK 23:44

MW it <nWR> NIHIRORY MNRON

See o™on, p. 148.

The possibility that it were the masoretes, viz. the nagdanim, who didn't consider the hatef so significant as to be written
down (in form of a geré variant), doesn't seem very convincing to me, even if it cannot be ruled out either. On the other
hand, I found among the geré/ketiv variants of the Leingrad codex none where an ‘alef missing in the consonantal text

retained this consonant in the vocalization of the gere.
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Ancient Versions
6: Tol <mofjoal> qvopiav || T PRUN <PIANRYTS T ALARD A9ANY || T <iAnwvTs || QX ||
G Aty <Li> Jaded Sae ol N Looer oS Juser
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
V"
7T MWK © wanton women. TR W - ORI <MWUR>
T
Only in this case there comes (the form TR D MWK TR [ 821725 7T - AR <nwss
nwy from nwx . And if you argue [that | 12 x3°'8u5wiDw
the usual plural of n¥x | is oW1 and "W,
lit should be answered ] that it comes in a

derogatory sense here.

In contrast to the masoretic version, the consonants nwx here may suggest nwa as the original
reading, i.e. sg. cs. of W& . The feminine plural forms in BH are predominantly (but not neces-
sarily) written plaene (ni- ). Moreover, the pl. of n¥x is in most cases found to be oW1 (or "1 in
the construct form); the masoretic form, on the other hand, is exceptional and occurs only once
in the Bible (with no variant in the spelling in any manuscript). It would seem, therefore, that
this form can be suspected of being reinterpreted by the masoretic vocalization.

In the context of this verse, both vocalization variants are possible, differing only in that
the masoretic nwg points both to Ohola and Oholiba; whereas the suggested nwx would refer
to the latter symbolic person only. In terms of interpretation, it would be rather surprising if
only one of the women was designated as the “woman of the lust”. We find, however, no such
differentiation between the two characters in the Jewish exegetical tradition. On the contrary, the
traditional Jewish commentators explain this word in accord with the masoretic vocalization (See
Rashi above). The same is true for the Peshitta translation.

The masoretic form nw® may, though, be plausibly explained as a semantic variant of nwx ,
with pejorative meaning. This was already suggested by the mediaeval Jewish commentary of

rabbi David Qimchi (see above). This assumption can further be strengthened by the fact that
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similarly exceptional plural form oww (Ps 141:4; PROV 8:4; IsA 53:3) may possibly be explained
in the same way'®.

More interesting are, on the other hand, the translations of the LXX and the Targum Onkelos.
None of them can be seen as direct translation of the hebrew consonants nwx . The Greek motjoat,
however, most probably corresponds to the Hebrew niwy (inf. cs. “%sot) and the Aramaic Niny#ir
is a rendering of the Hebrew nivy (‘€sot)'”. Note, however, that some of the targumic manuscripts
do read a singular here (1n%%77 , being different only in the short a from the plural).

It could be suggested that these translations are based on some oral version of the Hebrew
text (perhaps ’isSot), where the differences between the sounds § and § (in the LXX version) or
§ and s (in Targum) as well as < and ’ (both in the LXX and Targum) are ignored*”. Also, the
duplication of § and the initial vowel are disregarded.

This can be explained in one of two ways: a) these sounds were not distinguished in the
translator's pronunciation of Hebrew and the form was erroneously identified with another one.
This may be the case especially if the original form was a rare one within the biblical corpus, b)
the translator was well aware of the difference between these sounds, but chose to translate this
word freely, based only on a free, midrashic association of the two forms. Either way, the fact
is that both of the ancient translations misunderstand/reinterpret the text in a different way but
based on the same, or very similar pronunciation of the Hebrew Vorlage.

We can conclude that it doesn't seem plausible that the form n& presents a masoretic rein-
terpretation of the consonantal text. It originates rather from an older (oral) tradition which was
known to the translators of the LXX and the Targum Onkelos. This was either misunderstood
by the translators of these ancient versions (due to the fact that this translation was done orally

and in the dialect of the translator certain consonants were indistinguishable) or was provocative

Though they could be explained as dialectal form, similar to forms found in Phoenician and Punic (see KBL, Art. v'r ;
Harris 1936, p. 79).

With the addition of a possesive suffix 3rd m. pl, which may be considered as targumic extension.

A similar phenomenon can be found, for example, in Theodotion translation of GEN 2:23 which plays upon the confusion
of the forms nwx and & ; Jerome's (Questiones Hebraicae on Genesim on GEN 2:23) transcribes both as forms as “issa”

into Latin. The second column of the Hexapla has éooa.
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enough to create different midrashic explanations which entered the ancient version. Either of

these two possibilities would speak strongly for an oral setting of the translational process.

[MnR]

JER 3:22

Wi 18 NI NRR 0D 7Y <unR> 130

Masoretic Comments

MpL: X

Ancient Versions
®: idov <dofho Nuels éoduela> got || & PSuy <@u> Jor|| T MDY <X1dn PRAx iR TV 952> X7

XIT9R v 1R SR X110 || B ecce nos <venimus> ad te tu enim es Dominus Deus noster

Modern Scholars

BL: “Nach Verbis 8”9, aber ohne das orthogr. & ” (§59g, p. 442)

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

Pk
unR  is pronounced with games like the K77 5pan RIM 9798 HYa0 PApa RO 0K
8”9 verbs, but belongs to the n"5 verbs; [its WP MA3I RORI N

meaning is like]: “he came (xnx1 ) from

Ribeboth-kodesh” (DEUT 33:2)

Asboth the mediaeval Jewish commentators as well as modern scholars note (see above), the form
1NKR is peculiar in that its vocalization agrees with the 8”5 verbs but there is no ’alef written in
place of its third radical. If we observe the form more closely, however, we'll see that it doesn't
resemble the form of the 1" verbs either: 8”5 would presuppose 1uxng , *atani, while 1% would
read 10y, “atind. We see, therefore, that this form only shows a peculiar orthography (if not a
scribal error) in its written form. The vocalization would then present the more original form.
However, a small problem still remains: most of the occurrences of the verb \nnx in the BH are

clearly n"5 forms: for example, imperfect forms without an ending having the characteristic segol
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in the final syllable (nn&', nn&n ) or forms with consonantal yod in place of the third radical (

rogn, Poxy ). The only instance of a form of this root written (and vocalized) as 875 is 8 in

DEUT 33:21 which in itself is problematic®®. It is thus quite possible that even the original version
of our form agreed initially with the 7”5 verbs (i.e. sounded atinii) but was later assimilated to the
written text.

A question remains as to whether the reading of the consonants unx as a verbal form of
Vnnx presents the original meaning, or if it is a result of some reinterpretation or exegesis. As
we can see, neither LXX nor S use an equivalent of the verb “to come” in their translation, nor
anything that could be understood as an interpretation thereof. It seems that these versions are

»

based on another reading of the same consonants, namely as ank , “us”. 7% unk mn  would
hence be understood as “behold, (it is) us to You”, i.e. in the sense “behold, we belong to You”,
which corresponds to the meaning of the Syriac version. The LXX (lit. “servants we will become
Yours”) can be seen as further elaboration of this idea. The Targum, on the other hand, even if it
also contains haggadic expansions, is essentially based on the same understanding as represented
by the MT: X13n, “we returned” would then go back to the hebrew 1nx .

It is hard to decide what the original reading was: understanding 110k as a nota accusativi
would be possible, but such a usage is rather rare in Biblical Hebrew?”. The possibility that the
masoretic reading changed from étant > atant (dtant, more precisely) is therefore not completely
convincing but neither can it be ruled out. If this was the case, we can assume that such a shift
didn't present a conscious reinterpretation but may possibly have happened due to the similarity
in the pronunciation of the vowels holem and games.

We can conclude that the masoretic reading either represents the original meaning of the
verb ¥ang , “to come”, in which case it was most likely slightly assimilated to the match the

consonantal text (i.e. reading the form as a 8”5 and not a "5 verb), or it shifted from otdni (uni ,

“us”) into the verbal form dtdnii, 1108 , by a simple vowel shift 6 > d . In the latter case this would

It has been suggested that ... xnn | poo ... was originally pooxnm, see KBL and BHQ.
Mur], for example, (§ 125j) shows only a few cases where the accusative particle nx can mark the subject (e.g. JUDG 20:44;
EZEK 17:21; see especially EZEK 35:10: nin "5 nivinn 'nw-ng) ovisn 2wy ) or can function as a pronoun (HAG 2:5;

EZEK 43:7).

156



23.

24.
25.

Chapter 7: Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis [x12]

seem to have happened without any interaction with the written text by just oral means, and

without any a priori exegetical or ideological reasons.
[R13]

GEN 33:11

M. '['7 <NRA7> WK "NIATNR RITNP

Ancient Versions
Q: X || 6&: Aafe tag eddoyiag pov, &g <fveyxa> got || " <evyvoxa>/<evivoya> || @": <evevoyas> ||
& o <MK whojes o || o 1Y <nRan> WK NMA NR || T <iRNT> nahpn B D PR

72 || % ... 72 <n2i> °noR *n372 PapX

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

Y
15 nxan 9wk : you didn't strive for it, but I | 7p apmnb npa 1,02 nnawv &S - 75 NRaN WK
tried hard to reach [you), until (the bless- 75 nRaw

ing) came upon you.

The masoretic form nxain (“she/it was brought”) has a rare ending n- for 3. f. sg. This is one of
fourteen® such pf forms in the BH. Moreover, out of sixteen pf. 3. f. sg. forms in the hof*al stem
only one form has such an ending (n%31 appearing twice in JER 13:19). All the common pf. 3. f.
sg. forms do end, on the other hand, with n- .

The LXX**, sonand S(ALAG] is to be read as ‘aytit, 1. c. sg. °af) all present an active variant that
corresponds to the Hebrew 'nxai, “I brought”. A single LXX ms. has evevoyas®, “you brought”.
Even though Saadya's arabic translation is not vocalized, nai should most probably be read as an

active form: i, “I brought”, or ES “you brought”. The passive causative form (which then

See also EXOD 5:16; LEV 25:21; 26:34; DEUT 31:29; 32:36; ISA 7:14, JER 13:19 (bis), JER 44:23; EZEK 24:12; 46:17; 118:23;
1 CHR 14:2.

The variants evyvoya/evivoya (pf. instead of aor.), found in some manuscripts are not relevant to our discussion.

Ms. 127 in the Gottingen Edition of the LXX (see Pesitta Leiden). This variant is considered an error by the editors but see

below.
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could only be 3. f. sg.) would more likely be spelled n2i (S~ ) or (even better) naix (W; )29,
in the VI. stem.

Targum Onkelos, on the other hand, has an ’ittaf al form, denoting the passive variant which
then corresponds to the masoretic reading.

One possible way of explaining the masoretic (and targumic) reading is to consider it to be
a conscious and euphemistic change of the text, perhaps aimed at avoiding the idea that a man
(Jacob) could be the source of a benediction and not solely God. Similar euphemisms are common
in the targumic tradition. If, however, we consider the original version to be 1. sg. (as LXX, s

2D If we

and © attest), the consonantal text would presumably be *nxan , ie. ending with 'n-
considered our masoretic form to be the result of a reinterpretation for ideological reasons, it
wouldn't suffice to change the vocalization, but the consonants would also have to be changed (
nN11 > nran ) accordingly. Note, however, that this new consonantal form can still be vocalized
as the 1. sg. Had this form been meant to be reinterpreted unambiguously as a passive caussative
it would have been written plaene (nx1171 ) and the ending would have been changed into n- (i.e.
RaI).

Therefore, if this form indeed presents some sort of reinterpretation, the consonants should
be regarded as a “mixed form” which would allow for both readings. In such a case we can
perhaps consider certain interplay between the written Biblical text and the corresponding oral
tradition, which possibly led to such forma mixta.

A much simpler solution is to consider the consonantal form to be a result of a scribal error
caused by a simple omission of the letter yod.

In any case, it seems that the jewish tradition (i.e. the rabbinic and later ones) did not fluctuate
between the two above mentioned meanings (“I brought” vs “it was brought”) but between two
possible interpretations of the consonants nxan themselves: “you brought” (nxan, this would be
the obvious reading for those consonants if we disregard the context) and “it was brought” (i.e.

the masoretic form). See, for example, the following midrash:

26. Blau attests a passive form ix1 in the IV. stem only, see Blau 2006, p. 106.

27. As the Samaritan version does.
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75 NRAIN WK Na73 nR R3NP - he (Jacob) 11215 0K ;79 IR WK N2 DR RI AP

said to him, how much have I toiled away IR KT ORA ANKR AR Y RANW TY YR Dy
until it (the blessing®®) came into my | NN WK KR [RI NI PR NN TWR TIUR
hand but you - by itself it comes to you, 775 nxa HRN
as it is not written®’nnxan awK , “which
you brought”, but nxan wx , “that was

brought to you”: by itself it came to your
hand.

Figure 48: GENR 78,12 commenting on GEN 33:11.

It seems that an exegetic note about two possible readings of nxan was incorporated in the
midrashic discourse here, proving that the question of how to read (and interpret) the form con-
taining the consonants n&an was discussed in the Jewish tradition. Rashi's commentary seems to
refer to the same idea. Even Saadya's translation fits possibly into the picture, if we understand
his reading as 2. sg. m., “you brought” and not 1. sg. If this interpretation is correct, Saadya must
have used here the written text as a basis for his translation (with its simplest possible interpre-
tation) and not the oral tradition, and such an reading wouldn't really fit into the context. On
the other hand, we cannot exclude the possibility that Saadya intended 1. sg. which presents the
same variant as LXX, @and 2 attest.

To sum up, the most straightforward explanation for our form is that it is a result of a scribal
error that was consequently reinterpreted by the oral tradition to fit into the context (it wouldn't
make much sense if Jacob said to his brother that he, i.e. Esau, brought his “blessing”). The
other possibility, namely that the consonantal form nxan already bears a reinterpretation of the
presumably original *n&ai , seems less probable, but is also not completely to be ruled out. In the

above-mentioned midrash we see a great sensitivity to the role of the blessing in the story.

NuM 14:11

W PNy W OOR <NRIM>

Note the ambivalent usage of this word here, which may simply stand for a “gift”, but on another level it points directly
to the main theme of Jacob's story.

Sic!
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2 KGs 9:2

M. 9703 3TN INR <ORIM> IR TN iNnpm

2 KGs 19:25

M <rnRan> NRY RN

IsA 43:23

M 9 <nrean>"xH

SONG 3:4

M nin 070K MR MTHR <PORIATY>TY

Modern Scholars

BL: “Alles spite Pleneschreibung.” (§59p, p. 445)

The above listed forms do not pose any problem for the translation or exegesis (all of them are
clearly a hif of V&1 ). Their spelling is, however, atypical. All of them bear two matrés lectionis
which is highly exceptional®*”. In 'nxam1, e.g., both yod and °alef stand as a vowel-letter for the
sere. This could possibly be explained by assuming that the letter ‘alef occurs here due to an
“etymological spelling”, extended by an additional vowel-letter yod, which stands here for the
vowel sere to point out its reading more specifically.

A better explanation, in my opinion, can be found if we take these forms as being a mix of two
slightly different forms, one preserved in the consonantal text and the other in the oral tradition
and, consequently, through the masoretic vocalization. The consonants would, then, represent
the variant with the linking vowel 0: 'nx'an standing for “ni»an, nxan for nivag , mnxan for
‘nian, and roxean for vnivan . This hypothesis could be supported by the fact that such an
occurrence of two matres lectionis, being very rare in BH (apart from the case where the vowel-
letter yod occurs as part of the hif'il stem), appears here in very similar forms of the same root: all
of them pf. hif'il of the verb V&1 . This root, belonging to the ™y group of irregular verbs, allows

for such a variant with a linking vowel to appear. Moreover, linking vowels occur frequently in

If we do not count regular forms, such as 8271, where the yod vowel-letter is to be explained as a part of the hif’il stem

having an ’alef due to a “ethymological” orthography.
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forms with suffixes®”, which two of the above mentioned forms do have. If this explanation is
correct, these forms should be considered as an example of a “latent gere”*?.

This can be further supported by the fact that in JEr 25:13 we find similar a case which was
considered by the masoretes as a geré/ketiv variant (Kt="nx=am, Qr="n"82m ). Note, however, that

here the letters “alef and yod are swapped and may thus be the result of a scribal error.

1 SAM 25:8

M <13> 210 OP-HY™I PP 0 OWIT IRYAN

Ancient Versions
®: O71 € Nuépav dyabny <fixopev> || & <> Iad koo oy NSAse || T <XITR> 20 2P Y K|

B: in die enim bona <venimus> || Q: X

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

P
An ‘alef is missing in the writing but is | xvana Arwn ananan 9758 on

present in the pronunciation.

In this verse, we find the form 113 (which would normally, outside of the context, mean “in us”)
apparently in the sense of 1183 (“came we”). There seems to be no obvious interpretation of this
verse, not even haggadic one, where the former spelling would make sense. Moreover, all the
versions agree with the later variant, i.e. the verbal form of \R1a, “to come”. Therefore, what we
have to do with here is a most probably a scribal error or at least an unusual orthography. We
can also understand this form as a latent geré, where the written form, ketiv doesn't correspond
to the meaning implied by the oral tradition, but is not marked by the Masora. Note, on the other
hand, that the oral tradition would allow for both spelling variants, as they are homophonic and
thus indistinguishable in pronunciation (see also Qimhi's comment above). In other words, if we
consider this form to be an error, this error is a scribal one and doesn't apply to the oral tradition

in any way.

Mur], §8or, p. 221.
See chapter 7.2.2, p. 198.
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1 SAM 25:34
M pa pawn IpaN TiR-TY 5219 INTOKR "2 NRIPY < NRIAM> MIN O

Kt 'nxam || Qr: nxam

Ancient Versions
®: &l un €omevoag xal <mapeyévou> eig ATavTnaly pot || € .uxioll <UNL> uhsenlol U XN || T X

? PAOR NInTPY <> MR R 1R || T piY <pimins || QX
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

P

"nRaM —so it's written and it is read nxam . 7w 2N23 7HRAT NRAM P PN2 12 nRam
And in the written form there are two femi- | =2y nwH Ran Tnpn pwH 2 70193y nap: o
nine morphemes—{that of | the past (tense| | 131 7nKR"2 M1 5 nn Abna nrn 530 M nra
and [that of] the future [tense], since the D20 IWn Mpa

future forms is 8an and the past one nxa .
And the multiplication in this word teaches
us about how quick it will come. And the

geré |consists| also of two morphemes.

Both the gere n¥am and the ketiv 'nxam are unique in Biblical Hebrew. They seem to present a
mixed form of the perfect and imperfect forms of the second person feminine, i.e. containing the
imperfect preaformative -n and at the same time the perfect afformative n- (or *n- ). Moreover,
the ketiv 'n- seems to represent an archaic (or dialectal) form of the morpheme which is usually
read as n- in masoretic Hebrew.

Let us here examine whether some sort of reinterpretation may have happened through the
vocalization. From the context it is clear that the verb refers to Abigail (see v. 23) and there is
no obvious way of understanding the form as anything else other than 2. f sg.. This is further
supported by the fact that all the ancient versions agree with this straightforward understanding

of the verb in question. The ending 'n- cannot therefore refer to the 1. sg., and the function
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of forma mixta cannot be seen as a device to hide two possible interpretations of the form in
question. Obviously, both the praeformative and afformative are in agreement here.

More interestingly, there are a number of geré/ketiv cases which resemble our form, in that
the ketiv has a more archaic form, i.e. it ends with *- whereas the geré has the shorter form. This
happens with stand-alone personal pronouns (Kt="n& , Qr=n& )*¥, with verbal perfect forms (e.g.
JER 2:33°%: Kt="n%, Qr=nTn% ) and even with the participles (e.g. JER 22:23>”: Kt=nupn , Qr=
nupn). There seems to be only one other form in the imperative form (which in BH is derived
from the imperfect and can thus shed light on the form in question): Kt="nwbann , Qr="w%ann
(M1caAH 1:10).

These forms most probably go back to the protosemitic feminine singular personal pronoun

Janti’®

upon which the finite verbal forms are presumably based. This could explain why we find
perfect forms ending with 'n- in the ketiv*”. However, the picture becomes more complicated
when regarding the imperfect forms and participles. It can be argued that even here the ending
developed from the stand-alone pronoun (it is assumed that this is the source for the ending -i
in the regular Hebrew 2. f. sg. *hvopn *¥), and we can thus sometimes find archaic forms which
preserve the original ending.

We may, therefore, assume that the consonantal *n&am is an archaism resembling the original
personal pronoun “n& (or anti). Another possibility is that this consonantal form is simply a
result of some scribal error. In any case, the difference between the ketiv and gereé is consistent

with other similar cases of verbal forms or personal pronouns of the 2. f. sg. This means that at

least the orally transmitted geré was, beyond any doubt, understood as second person feminine

JupaG 17:2; 1 KGs 14:2; 2 KGs 4:16; 2 KGs 4:23; 2 KGs 8:1; JER 4:30; EZEK 36:13.

See also JER 2:33; 3:4F; 4:19; 31:21; 46:11; 51:13; EZEK 16:13; 16:18,22,31,43,47,51; RUTH 3:3.

See also 2 KGs 4:23; JER 10:17; 22:23; EZEK 27:3; LAM 4:21, some of them are more unusual, however.

As in Arabic, Syriac (the orthographic form) and Ge‘éz. See e.g. GesK §32h, p. 104f. In Hebrew the letter niun is assimilated
into the following tav.

See also JuDG 11:35; SONG 4:9; 1 SAM 25:33; JER 15:10 where such archaic forms may have been preserved in the vocalization
when this feminine ending occurs before the pronominal suffix. Note, however, that the vowel i in these forms may be
interpreted as an auxiliary vowel as well.

See e.g. BL §40, p. 297; GesK §47¢, p. 125.
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and didn't pose any shift in the meaning. We can see this in Qimhi's commentary (see above). His

explanation for the “mixed form” is, however, a midrashic one.

1 KGs 21:29

M ma-Hw NPT IR 13 I PR AP <IR>TND 180 Y1 WY

Masoretic Comments

Mp: ®arp

Ancient Versions
6: olx <émdfw> TV xaxiav év Tals uépats adTol || & ..uoavais Aas <IN U] T <1R> KD

mnava Xnwa || T <niRs || B non <inducam> malum || Q: X
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

P
The third radical ‘aléf is missing in the | anonnn Syan 7715 575 “on

writing.

Even though the consonants "ax alone would naturally be read asag (i.e. sg. cs. of 2y ; “the father
of”) such an interpretation is not feasible in this context. We also found no haggadic interpretation

that would play with this variant. In fact, all of the variants®”

understand this form as 828 , which
fits perfectly into the context and is even repeated in the second part of the parallelism at the end
of the same verse. This form is also marked by the masora parva of the codex L as a gere. We
can conclude that this peculiar spelling most probably represents a scribal error or an unusual

orthography, and it doesn't seem possible that either the consonants or the vocalization present

any kind of reinterpretation. Again, the written text is less reliable that the oral tradition here.

EZEK 40:3

M nwhy IR NIRRT IHY NIR <RIN>

39. 'The minute variants in the vocalization of the Targum are not significant for our discussion.
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Masoretic Comments

Mp: 51 %

Modern Scholars

BL: §59p, p. 444n.

The meaning of 8'an doesn't present any difficulty, it clearly denotes “he led in” as the Hebrew
narr. hif. suggests. The form itself, however, is non-standard. One would either expect the
shorter and more common xan (based on the apocopate imperfect) or the less usual and longer
8. Our peculiar form could easily be explained, though, as a mixed form where the consonantal
text presents one variant (i.e. the longer x"an ) whereas the vocalization (based presumably on a
separate oral tradition) has the shorter one (way-yabé). The masora parva of L notices 85 (=plaene)
here, which may be seen as a certain alternative to the gere note, suggesting to the reader that

the written text doesn't match exactly the way it is to be read*®.

[Ann]

IsA 47:14

M 370 NIWH M <opnY> NPT

Ancient Versions
Q: (1QIsa®) nmin% | Q: (1QIsa°) [... n]3do mronf AMIPR] || & fioy I o < oonad> fisag A
odaadd ol || 8 < oojead> || T2 7% KIFNWRY AR XY AR <2wns W fib 0 || 6 n

gxets dvBpaxag <> mupds, xabioat ém adTolg

See also Ofer 2007, p. 68.
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Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

Ve

onnd noma pr : They will have no remnant | PR WA wpad DAY MIRW PR :DANY NOM3 PR
like this straw that makes no embers when | o85> onnnnd ohnsinpTa
burned, so that one could warm himself up

from its glow.

The form onn% would, if taken out of the present context be easy to analyse and understand: it
would simply mean “their bread”. This meaning doesn't, however, fit at all into the context of
our verse and, clearly, none of the ancient versions translate onan% nns (rather nonsensically) as
“their hot coal of bread”.

However, if only the consonants are regarded, a meaningful reading can be proposed: the
word can either be vocalized as ‘onany (pi.) or onn% (pol.), both of which would mean “to heat”,
“to warm up”. For the first possibility see JoB 39:14, 0inn ; the second one seems to be attested
by 1QIsa® (but not by 1QIsa”, which seems to have the same consonants as the MT). The ancient
Hebrew versions possibly oscillated between the two stems, and in one tradition it appeared as
pi‘el, in another as polél. This doesn't, however, answer the question as to why the vocalization
doesn't reflect any of them. Clearly, if one vocalized the text on the basis of the consonants only,
it would seem most natural to choose one of the two mentioned forms. However, a form occurs
vocalized in a completely different manner here which, moreover, cannot be simply explained as
another form (i.e. in another Hebrew stem).

My proposal as to how this form can have developed, is to assume that another form existed
in the oral tradition which was incompatible with the consonants 0in% . This seems plausible, as
some major ancient versions translate this word in a completely different way (2°) or leave it out
completely (®). Evidently, this word was a source of confusion. If the oral form disagreed with the
consonants and the oral tradition came into contact with the written text, the oral tradition may
have been “corrected” in order fit the consonants. If, for example, we expected the oral tradition to
read lahom ('onY ), i.e. in the gal stem (meaning “to be hot”) which can alternatively be understood
as a noun with a preposition (“for the heat”,warmth”), then the form could have been assimilated

into the consonants (Idhom > ldhmom) and consequently harmonized with the above-mentioned
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onnY, “their bread” (appearing four times in the Bible: EZEK 4:13; 12:19; HOS 9:4; PROV 30:25),
based on the similarity of the sounds o and a. This shift can also be described as being just the

result of “guessing” based on the consonants.
[wAT]

EzZRrA 10:16

M 270 <wiryTH> Pvpn WING oK 03 1awn

Ancient Versions

Q: x| & <ex{yrijoar> 70 pijpa || & e Mo o <osasAsd> || B ur <quaererent> rem

Modern Scholars

BL: Schreibfehler. [§5or, p. 357]

Modern scholars agree that the form w71y (“to examine”, “to learn”) is a scribal error. It is
hardly plausible that a quadrilitteral verbal form (¥*17, daryos) would develop from a regular one
by inserting the letter yod between the two last radicals*".

If we only look at the consonants, we can see that the word could also be read as w115 (“to
Lthe king ] Daryawesh”). The whole sentence would then be understood as: W% 7nx oia - 12wn
2277 WiT? 1vwpn, “And they sat.—On the first day of the tenth month according to the King)
Daryawesh |happened] this event.” We can also notice that the name w17 occurs no less than
10 times in the book of Esra. Besides that, it also appears a couple of times*” in other biblical
books in a context of similar dating formulas. See e.g. HAG 1:15: "wWwa w1h% npaix) 0w o3
TR0 W11 opw miwa, “On the 24™ of this month; of the sixth (month) in the second year of the
king Daryawesh”.

In the present verse, however, a year is missing, which doesn't make much sense if we con-

sider that ancient dates were counted according years (and not months) of a king's reign. It is

therefore highly probable that the original text did not intend to have the king's name in this

'Quadrilitteral’ Hebrew forms/roots can emerge from genuine Hebrew roots either by reduplication of one or two of its
radicals, or by adding certain prefixes, like -w or -n.

HAG 1:1; 1:15; 2:10; ZECH 1:1,7; 7:1; DAN 9:1; 11:1.
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verse. Such a reading may therefore either be the result of a misunderstanding (maybe in ac-
cordance with other places which sound similar) or presents perhaps a conscious (midrashic)
reinterpretation done by a copyist of the text.

Much more interesting is the vocalization of the word in question. It is clearly based on the
assumed original (and “correct”) reading wWi117, but is more or less* adapted to a quadrilitteral
scheme. This shows that it is quite improbable that the Masoretes worked as grammarians (as is
sometimes assumed among the scholars) who would invent the vocalization themselves. In such a
case we would have expected them to vocalize this word as wy77 or to correct the form and read
winTy (by the means of a gere, for example). I would rather suggest that our vocalization emerged
by oral means when someone acquainted with knowledge of the oral tradition tried to read the
consonantal text, and having differences he “guessed” and “corrected” his spelling according to
the written text.

It is questionable as to whether this could have been carried out by the Masoretes themselves.
If the oral tradition of the biblical text differed from the written text at the time of the Masoretes,
we would rather expect them to vocalize the consonants with the vowels passed on by the oral
tradition and to note the corresponding consonants as a gereé in the marginal masora. As this did
not happened we can assume that this change took place before the time of the Masoretes.

If this thesis is correct, it would imply that the written and oral traditions of the Hebrew
Bible were not disconnected but rather that they influenced each other. Note also that the book of
Esra is not among the biblical texts traditionally read as part of the synagogal liturgy. This shows
that it was most probably studied and passed on orally but that there were situations where the
oral tradition came into contact with the written text of the Hebrew Bible and could have been

“corrected” accordingly.
o]

QOH 11:3

M :<ximr> DY ppR Yoy DipR 1ioga oR) 01773 PR SigTON]

Quadrilitteral verbs in the Tiberian Hebrew are vocalized similarly to the Hebrew pi‘el stem, i.e. with a in the initial closed
syllable. The form in question is only different in the vowel o in the second syllable, which is apparently induced by the

letter 1 of the consonantal text.
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Ancient Versions
®: Témw, o0 meoeltal TO EUMov, éxel <€otar> || & <Joou> ol koo Neauy 3L1 || B X || T MORT 0K

<MNT> RAPOWA AN XYY R0 X2OpNRD

Modern Scholars

»

BL: “in &, ‘er’ zu dndern.” (§57t", p. 423)

BHS: pc Mss &, sic 1 vel &y

The last word in this verse presents a very peculiar form. If we take it to be an imperfect of the
verb Vi, we would expect such a form to be either /i or *n . It could be suggested that we are
dealing here either with an Aramaism or an Aramaic orthography applied to the Biblical Hebrew
text. We must, however, reject such a suggestion, as there is no form *mj or any similar in the BH
(i.e. one that would sound y’hii) which would fit the masoretic form. It seems improbable that the
middle consonant of the Hebrew ¥ could ever develop into the sound a**.

Even though the *% and 8”5 groups of irregular verbs are basically interchangeable in Ara-
maic*® and we find thus some forms of the root Va1 written ending with ’aléf, there is no form
in Aramaic that would correspond to the MT either. In most Aramaic dialects the letter waw of
the root either remains consonantal, followed by the vowel é (written in several different ways:

see e.g. BA N1% *°, Ancient Aramaic yhwh *”, Syriac Jdes *

® mishnaic mq *”, the forms &1,
xih, 15 found in the texts from the Judean desert®”; Jewish-Palestinian "™ and even »am %

and Jewish-Babylonian n% , nam or n °®) or it elides completely, leaving only the vowel ¢ (e.g.

Our form in its context clearly is in singular (as pvn stands in sg.). We can, therefore, rule out the possibility that the
reason for the vowel # laid in the plural ending 1- .

See e.g. Degen 1969, p. 54 (§144) with regard to the BA.

For example DAN 2:20,28,29.

See Degen 1969, p. 76, who quotes the Sefire inscription (Sf. I A 4). According to Degen, -h stands as a vowel-letter for -e.
See Smith 1903. Compare also Sokoloff 2009.

MGIT 9:3, see DJA (p.43).

See DJA (p. 43).

DJPA (p. 160) quotes Targum Neofiti (NUM 29:8; GEN 9:11). The later form (written with 2 rather than 1) proves that the

waw was pronounced as a consonant.

DJBA (p. 370).
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Targum Onkelos' 57n °*; *n» and *n% from Judean desert’® and Jewish-Babylonian &7 , 7 and
"n1 respectively). We have no indication of forms ending with @, nor would such forms make any
sense.

A completely different solution would be to consider &3 to be a corrupted form of the copula
817 (see e.g. above BL and BHS). Such a reading doesn't essentially change the meaning of this
verse — at least as long as we stick to the basic meaning of the text in its primary context. It is
therefore hard to decide which variant the Septuagint and the Peshitta present, even if it seems at
first sight that their use of a verbal form would more likely correspond to the Hebrew imperfect
than to a nominal clause with copula. It cannot therefore be easily decided what the original form
was. The Targum doesn't help us much either because its version depends heavily on a particular
haggadic interpretation of the whole verse.

If we consider the consonants and vocalization of our form one by one, however, we find, that
the consonants 837 could be understood as one of the orthographic variants of the full Aramaic
imperfect form yehwe®> There are several scenarios as to how this consonantal form could have
emerged: If we consider 8111 to be the original form, then 811 poses a scribal error (e.g. 811 could
have been mistaken by an Aramaic-speaking scribe for a verbal form and “corrected” accordingly).
N1 may also have represented the original form. An even more complicated development is
imaginable: let's consider, for example, that the original form may have been a BH imperfect mi,
that was misspelled as min*, which in turn could have been understood as the Aramaic imperfect
form and hence corrected into &1, in order not to be mistaken for the Tetragram.

If we look at the vocalisation, on the other hand, it seems that it is based on the copula &,
hi, adapted to fit the consonants &7 . This may have happened through a process of “guessing ”>®
so that the letter yod, which wasn't contained in the oral form, was vocalized randomly with swa.
Another possibility is to view the vocalization of the letter yod as going back to the Aramaic
form & . If this is correct it would be an example of a forma mixta where two distinct forms are

mixed into one. It seems that in our case, such a “forma mixta” didn't emerge from exegetical,

GEN 4:12, see Dalman 1894, p. 294.

See DJA (p. 43).
Such a form is found among the texts from Nahal Hever (Hev 43:7, see also DJA, p. 43).
See below p. 199.
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ideological or haggadic considerations but simply by “guessing” the “correct form” in a situation
where the written text and the oral tradition disagreed. In other words, the mixed form developed
accidentally and by oral means.

To sum up, it is quite clear that if the masoretic form goes back to &1 *”, there must have
been some contact between the written text, and the oral tradition and the oral tradition was

“corrected” according to the written text.
[nnn]

JER 49:37

M ook 195 0PN <RRNM>
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

rplan:
It appears as a regular verb and there isa | nnanxa v nn wim oSwn 777 5 82 - nonm
dagesh in the last letter tav for a missing | =2w Iy non wAw Span 77n5 170 NS

third radical tav. The root is Ynnn (and

its| meaning “to break” (72w ).

Modern Scholars
BL: “Eine Neubildung nach dem Starken Verb, wobei merkwiirdigerweisse das a des Prifixes

erhalten blieb”. (§58p', p. 437)

The form *nani doesn't pose any difficulty in understanding or interpretation, but the form itself
is unusual. We would expect it to be *nanm (with an assumed assimilation of the last radical
n into the afformative 'n- : “nnnm > “nnm ). There is another form possible, however: the
irregular verbs pp (as well as »p) tend to have an auxiliary vowel before the ending, e.g. *niaon
(Ezex 7:22) or 'nhpn (GEN 6:18, etc.). It would thus be possible to read the consonants here in
such a way: “npnm . See IsA 9:3 where such a form of the root \Nnnn actually occurs: nhni .

We can therefore surmise that the masoretic reading emerged from the attempt to “correct” the

It would be much easier to vocalize 81 as the Aramaic imperfect yehwé if one was “guessing” the vocalization without

any previous knowledge of the text.
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oral tradition (which presumably had the shorter form héhatti, *nmi ) according to the consonants
'nnnn. This may have happened by simply vocalizing the form according to the regular verbs (see

also Qimhi and BL above):

form syllabic structure
presumed oral form | hé-  hat- ti
masoretic form | hah- tat- ti
regular verbs | hig-  tal- ti

Table 63: Comparison of the presumed oral form with the actual masoretic 'nania .

It stands to reason that the masoretic form *nnnn can best be explained as a result of such a re-
vocalization which was not based on any of the two ordinary forms (*nnm , *npnmy ) but emerged

through some sort of “guessing” on the basis of the consonantal form.
[w2]

NAHUM 1:4

MWe: <anwan> o2 i

Ancient Versions

6: <xal Gnpaivav admy> || & <od wsawo> || T < WP

Modern Scholars

BL: “Orthogr. Vereinfachung fiir ynwam . (§55¢, p. 382)

The meaning of 1mwan is obvious: “and he dries it (the sea) up” from the \w=2 . This fits perfectly
into the context and even the different versions all agree. The form itself shows an interesting
sindhi orthography: the two yod letters are written as just one (see BL above). What is more
intriguing is the vocalization which corresponds to this orthography. This can be explained either
through contact between the oral tradition and the written text where the former was adapted to
fit the latter. But the opposite way is also possible: it can be suggested that the form way(y)-yabsehu

was effectively pronounced as if the two yods were assimilated into one sound (with gemination).
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This could perhaps have been the reason for the sindhi orthography. In any way, it doesn't seem
feasible that this form (neither the consonants nor the vowels) could be considered as a result of

a conscious reinterpretation.
[77]

LAM 3:53

MWe: 2 1aR-<37> 70 210Ny

Ancient Versions

®: xal <émébyxav> Abov ém épol || & L8lo ws <opa> || T 2 RIIX <1XM>

Modern Scholars
BL: “Wahrscheinlich mit Brockelmann als haplologische Silbenellipsen zu erklaren”. (§24n, p.

220.)

If we regard the consonants 1 alone, it would seem that they should be read as *'i'rj] , “and his
hand”. Such a reading is, however, not feasible in the actual context: a suffix i- stands clearly in
the singular, but the text speaks about the enemies, in the plural (v. 52). Even the first half of the
verse, with which the second one builds a parallelism, has a verbal form in the plural. Even if we
understood God to be the subject (i.e. translating *a jag v™ as “and his hand was like a stone to
me”), it wouldn't really fit the picture of God who looks down from the Heaven (v. 50) and hears
the laments of Israel (v. 56).

It is thus unlikely that the vocalization presents a reinterpretation of some kind here. The
masoretic reading corresponds to the ancient versions. It seems, therefore, that the unusual form
(the expected narrative form of the \am would be 31m ) is a result of a sindhi orthography or

pronunciation (see above Vawr , NAHUM 1:4°%).

(V7]

Exob 2:4

58. Above, p. 172.
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M S nwwr-nn <wTo> PR NN axnm

Ancient Versions
6: xal xateondmevey 1) adeAdN adTol waxpdbev <uabelv>, Tl 1o amoPnoduevoy adTé || T Xn <¥TnH7>

Y TR || e <ApTH> || 2V <npTh>

Modern Scholars
BL: “ < di‘atu, einem in Arab. bei dieser Verbklasse gewohnlichen Inf.-Typus (sonst ny7).” (§55¢/,

p. 382.)

npTy is an unusual form of an inf. q. Vy7 . While the possibility that this presents a dialec-
tal/alternative from of such an infinitive cannot be ruled out, it seems that this form more likely
developed from a scribal error in the consonantal text (ny7> > ny1> ). Interestingly, the vo-
calization follows this modified form and vocalizes it as the noun ny7 , “knowledge”, differing
substantially from the form of the infinitive (nv7 ). The most plausible explanation is that this is
the result of some kind of “guessing”, where the new form is not based on the former oral shape
combined with some element of the consonants but is completely replaced by another form—the

noun nyT .

(1]

IsA 30:21

M > xnvn 121 <NRD> * 1233 770

Ancient Versions
Q: (1QIsa®) wnrn || ©: mopevdipey év adti eite <defia> eite dploTepd || & <@ (oFL> Lo
NhoaNo || T RINON <XVHH> 79n 1ivon XY 72 1590 RIPAT XOR )70 || W XX D IPYOR PIUIR RIT

3907 W <>
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Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries
rlant
1nrn (reads) as if it would be wmn, (but | 77vn nmnn §75R0 1 22 102 IR

is written with| an alef instead of yod.

YR

The “alef stands) for yod. T AR 7R

The form »anxn , if read outside its context, would normally be understood as a verbal form of N,
1ax in the hif. stem, i.e. “you will believe”. However, in the scope of the present verse it clearly
represents a verb derived from the noun pnr, “right”, as we can see from its counterpart 1>&nivn ,
rendering the last part of the verse as “whether you go right or whether you go left.” Such an
understanding is evident from the translation of the ancient versions as well. The variant we find
in the Qumran (1QIsa®: 18N ) apparently has this straightforward interpretation in mind, as it
has the consonant yod as its first radical. Note that the letter ’alef stands presumably as a matres
lectionis for the vowel a, but we cannot completely rule out the possibility that this represents a
spelling chosen to allow for both readings®.

Unfortunately we don't find many Jewish interpretations which would play with the simi-
larity with the verb Vin& . To my knowledge, the only one of the classical Jewish commentators

who understood the form in question in this way was Rabbi Yoseph Kaspi, who was predated by

David ben Qimhi by some hundred years. He wrote:

1mnrn : I do never accept that some letter | mx pwnna oowd Amn BR PR APHRN

be interchanged for another one but I'stick | waxw 9mba pynwnmy mmw annn Har N
to the (very| meaning | of the letters). Thus 82371 7272
lwe should understand our verse asj: “so
that they [should| believe in the word of

the prophet”.

Figure 49: The interpretation of rabbi Yoseph Kaspi to IsA 30:21.

59. If we, however, consider the character of the not very precise orthography of 1QIsa® this would seem rather unlikely.
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As we can see, rabbi Kaspi disagrees with his predecessor in that he rejects their thesis that here
the letter ‘alef stands for the yod. It stands, therefore, to reason that his interpretation stems
solely from his own exegetical principals and cannot be taken as a proof for the earlier existence
of this interpretation. But it does, at least, show that such an interpretation was not out of the
scope of Jewish interpreters.

The vocalization of our form is, on the other hand, remarkable. The form is vocalized exactly
the same as we would expect from the root Vinx . If this form was understood by the tradition
as being derived from the word pn we would expect it to reflect this root (having yod as its first
radical) and thus to differ from the consonantal text written with the letter “alef (by the means
of a geré/ketiv variant). Note that only a few forms of this root behave clearly as 17a verbs: nany
(GEN 13:9), P (2 SAM 14:19), w1 (EZEK 21:21) but also oy (1 CHR 12:2). It stands to reason
therefore, that the oral tradition must have had contact with the written biblical text at some point

and was influenced by its orthography.
[2x]

ExoDp 2:4

W 15 nypr-an npTy PR Inhy <axnm>

Ancient Versions
e pran nnk <aenm> || QA X || & lawey oo obe <Asaoco> || W Y2 @ ANIR <nopns> ||

T P TR <AThvn> || O xal <xateoxdmevey> 1) GoeAd) adTod paxpbhev
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Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

P7ARY:

avnm : (it is] a strange word because the | mnn nw paodyam ©npw o nr nbn awnm
silent Swa disappeared between the two | nws% n7% v»n 2 1non awn M AR 7R NN
tavs as a result of the |disappearance of] | =1apa*a npTH N0 5ya 10 8780 POR NaPa qon
yod. Rabbi Moshe Ha-Cohen said: a tav | nbna 8775 v»nn wobnn anyy ,nnas pan ms
|similar to the infinitive forms of| nT% ST 730 YR 102,V

and nawb was added because the first rad-
ical (=yod) had disappeared. And the same
is true concerning nyT> as it starts with
a laryngal, but here, the tav was changed
into he (resulting into ny75 ), similarly to:

T7i0 MIn WK (Ps 8:2).

Modern Scholars

BL: Schreibfehler fiir awnm . (§52t, p. 368)

agnm cannot be interpreted as any regular grammatical form. Neither is there any obvious ex-
planation for the consonants a¥nni, other than the simple meaning of “to stand”. In such a way
the verse is understood by the Peshitta and Saadya Gaon. The readings of the Targum Onkelos (
Ty, itpa, “to be ready”) and the Septuagint (xataoxomedw, “to spy out”, “view closely”) should
be taken for an amplification or further interpretation of the basic meaning of the hebrew Vay . It
is unlikely that the vocalization would here represent a reinterpretation of the consonantal text.
If we consider the reading of the samaritan Pentateuch, it is very plausible to assume—as Bauer-
Leander did—that the consonants a¥nm are a simple scribal error resulting from the yod being left
out (out of 2¥’nm ). More interesting, however, is the question as to how the vocalization emerged.
We can see that our reading (tétassav) sounds similar to the expected regular form (tityassav), where

the only difference (apart from the missing yod) is the first syllable now being open and length-

=RWw ?
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ened (tit > té). It seems therefore that this particular form emerged from an attempt to read the

(incorrect) consonants a¥xnm by someone who knew the original reading wa-tityassab by heart.

form syllabic structure
presumed oral form | tit-  yas- sav
masoretic form | t&-  tas- sav

Table 64: The presumed oral form along with the actual masoretic 2gnm .

If we adopt James Barr's distinction®” between “Method A” (understanding the consonants by
guessing their vocalization) and “Method B” (understanding the consonants through the oral
tradition of their reading) we can see that a combination of both happened here: The vocalization
developed from knowing the accepted oral tradition, but the process of adaptation to the (changed)

consonantal text is similar to what Barr described as “guessing”.
[w:]

2 SAM 14:19
M 2R 772072 TH0D IR 1T 50 PRWRT RN <UR>TDR THRD TR TURITN N
RiIN

Masoretic Comments

Mp: ona

Ancient Versions

19 H

Q: (4QSam°) <w>or || G: &i <€oTiv> eig & Oebar A el @ dpioTepa || & My Lo wiv gasy wor fan
IDo wixo oy peo No oo AF e o Lusad <> || B: nec ad dextram nec ad sinistram < est>
ex omnibus his quae locutus est dominus meus || T X007 XYY WON? <> ox || T2 RIAH <R> O

Nelalolrd

See p. 199.
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Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

wi oR is like ...w» or , “if there is...”

Modern Scholars
BL: Schreibfehler. (§8ou, p. 364)

MicaH 6:10

We: pwn NiNgR YYI M2 <wrn> TiY

Masoretic Comments

Mp: onn3 *?

Ancient Versions

Ve

... DR 10D WK DK

Q: X || 6 pn <wlp> xal olxog dvdpov Byoavpilwy Byoavpols dvdpous || & Masy ebuas <fja> sol,

IAsy Moy NS00 Wasy fipolo || B: adhuc <ignis> in domo impii thesauri iniquitatis || T na <n¥XT> TW

YT PR XM || T <k

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

wxn  is] like vn . And we found wx
(1 CHR 2:13) |as the name of | David's father

instead of " ; similarly here wi |stands]

in place of v~ .

Prov 18:24

MW nyn PIT 30K VN DYINAG DD <UR>

Ancient Versions

e

AR "W DIPNI TIT AR AR ORI WA INI WKRA ...

.2 DIPNI WR IR

Q: X || 6G: X || W X 1 MOR QIRY PP 02 DN PR IRNYR 0T 1 <03> || T XY PIAnERT Nan <R

nR 1 P27 KA P27} || B <vir> amicalis ad societatem magis amicus erit quam frater

This masoretic note refers most probably only to this occurrence and to PRoV 18:24. It may also be corrupted (and should

probably read something like dnTm5n 3).

179



Chapter 7: Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis [2v°]
Masoretic Comments

Mp: v 9p1 w920 3, “three cases where one would think v* is correct (sevirin) but wx is to be

read.”

In 2 SAM 14:19 and MICAH 6:10 the masoretic form W& occurs twice. Additionally, there is a similar
form, v (written plaené), found in Prov 18:24. The traditional reading considers these forms
to be equivalent to the particle W, “there exists”. As we can see, this presents the traditional
Jewish understanding (see the Targum and Rashi) in all three cases. In 2 SAM 14:19 even Saadya
appears to understand the form in the same way (this is evident from the fact that he translates
both, the form in question and the parallel v later in the verse using a comparison ,S'y ... 8
.., aslis]... so is]...”). This is also the interpretation that best fits the context. Also, the ancient
versions mostly understand the form in a similar way*®, but with two exceptions. In MicAH 6:10
the Septuagint, Peshitta and Vulgate read Wy, “the fire” instead. This reading doesn't fit well into
the context and can only be understood as a most “naive” reading of the Hebrew consonants
win. This reading is most probably the result of what James Barr calls “guessing”. Similarly, the
Vulgate has vir for v'x in PROV 18:24 which is in terms of the context inferior to the interpretation
preserved in the Jewish tradition and is apparently once more an example of such a “guessing”.
The question remains, however, as to how the form ’i§ (whether spelled w& or vx ) can be
explained. Rashi is right (see above) when he points to the fact, that yi- at the beginning of a word
may be interchanged with ’i-. But in our case the wx also differs from the regular v in the vowel
quality: hireq as opposed to sére. Why, if the regular form sounds yés, are we reading ’is here?

-v

Even if we assumed that yé§ was pronounced yi$ originally®®, how is it possible that *i§ didn't later
change into ’é§ to match the shift yi§ > yés? It seems that the most probable answer is that the
pronunciation was still influenced to some degree by the consonantal text which helped to retain

the original vocalization of this word.
(2]

GEN 47:11

63. In the non-Semitic languages, naturally, v» is rendered using the verb “to be”.

64. See aramaic & or 'x . Also, according to KBL, Hieronymus transcribed v» as is.
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M ...o07 1 PRI PINTIR OP <apPr

Ancient Versions

T MR AN OMAR 0 o <N

Modern Scholars

BL: Wahrsch. Punktationsfehler (sonst 2w* , awin ). (§55¢', p. 384)

The meaning of the form awi is obvious and doesn't present any difficulties. The form itself,
however, is unusual in that it contains the seré vowel in the second syllable and not segol as we

otherwise find in the regular cases:

verse text

2KGs 17:6 | 70 a0 1T 703 T3N3 N3 ook <avh

2 KGs 17:24 581w 3 NNR (Y Mpa <avhs>
Ps 107:36 D"apn oY <awin>
2 CHR 8:2 ORI A NR DY <aWin>

Table 65: The usual 2wW% forms.

It is, moreover, unlikely that awin is a scribal error of the punctuator (as Bauer-Leander suggest),
since the form not only differs from its regular counterparts in the vocalization but also in the
accents. Whereas normally it would be stressed on the paenultima, here we find a form with the
stress on the last syllable. Such a form reminds us of the pausa phenomenon. From a syntactic
point of view it would, however, be impossible here for awin ever to behave like such a pausal
form, as it cannot be separated from both the subject (qo# ) and the object (... raxny ). Besides,
there seems to be no masoretic manuscripts would attest segol in this verse. Given these facts we
can thus most probably rule out the possibility that this vocalization resulted from a scribal error.

The form in question can, however, possibly be explained from another point of view, namely
if we consider it as the result of an assimilation to the following proper name qo#* which sounds
very similar to our form (both forms differ, apart from the above mentioned sére x segol vowels

and the stress position, only in the sibilants § x §, and labials v x f). It therefore stands to reason
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that the present form has been adjusted to sound even more like the other one in order to ease
the pronunciation (and recitation) of this part of the verse.

Another explanation can be found if we look at the Aramaic form of the Targum Onkelos,
which also has segol in the second syllable. It can thus be argued that the vocalization of the
masoretic text may have been assimilated to the targumic form. This would have been made
possible if we consider that both traditions were memorized and studied orally by the same ancient
Jewish scholars. The first proposed solution, i.e. the assimilation of awWin to qpi*, seems to be a
more convincing explanation. In both cases, however, one has to presuppose an oral setting for

such a change to have taken effect.
[yer]

1 SAM 17:47

MW M <pwin> MmN 103 853

Ancient Versions

6: 571 odx év popdaia xal dépatt <owler> xpiog | B: quia non in gladio nec in hasta <salvat> Domi-

nus || T Y <pfid> XMITR2) X327 XY R

Ps 116:6

M <wwin> "9 nivT niny oRno Y

Ancient Versions
6®: duldoowy Ta vma 6 xUplog: ETamevwbny, xal <€owoév> pe || B: custodit parvulos Dominus adten-
uatus sum et <liberavit> me || B'*": <salvavit> || T¥: <pron?> nn 7 monnk || & Lis kaa fu

<u10i90> winnsw

In these two verses an exceptional form of Vpw» occurs preserving in impf., hif. the original
morpheme 71 . Even though the regular form (Wi ) is otherwise common in the Hebrew Bible,
there is no other obvious way to vocalize the consonants pyv11* meaningfully here. Also, all
ancient version simplest understand Wi in the way, as: “he will save”, or “he saves”. Even the

mediaeval Jewish commentators (Rashi or Radak) pay no attention to this form at all. It seems
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therefore improbable that it could even remotely present a case where the vowels reinterpret the

consonants. It seems to be rather just a rare form, perhaps a poetic or archaizing one.
[53]

2 SAM 23:6

M <onha> TN pipa Huh

Ancient Versions

QX

1 KGs 7:37

M :<nanza’> TR 2¢p NNK I TR PYIn

Ancient Versions

Q: (4QKgs, frg. 5) <..n]in5a>

The forms on%2 and nin%3% are unusual in that their suffices start with 1. The usual forms are 0%
for the masculine (occurs 118 times) and n33 for the feminine (occurs in GEN 42:36 and PROV 31:29
at the very end of the verse, viz. in the pausal position). Furthermore, their vocalization is rather
bizarre: if one vocalized on%> in the same way as forms like 0392 ¢, the expected result would be
‘onYa. Similarly we would expect 353 to read 73n%2 or similar. Neither can these two forms be
explained as pausal forms, since both occurrences of the regular m3%3 are clearly already at the
pausal position in the verse, and there are a couple of examples where 0%2 should be in pausa
as well (see EZEK 37:24 where it occurs with atnah and GEN 11:6; 1 SAM 6:4; 1 SAM 22:11 with a
minor disjunctive accent).

What then is the reason for such forms? If we just consider the consonants, we can assume

that the form n11%3 may originally have represented two words (53 and n3n ). The same applies

65. This form occurs 18x in the Hebrew Bible and has no alternatives.
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to o3 °®. Their written appearance as one unit may, however, be quite old: see the instance of
nana written as one word in the Qumran texts.

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

.

EzEK 36:5
M R <R92> DITNOV] WD MIRYTIY "NIIT TP UKD KOTDR M IR DRI 127
137 NP0 1Y Wa3 DRY 227793 NNRWA NYinG D7 ¥ TN

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

P
<89> DR 59 ¢ an Calef is written in- | 03% M 3 R70 DPNRA 7OR i<kHI> OTIR S)
stead of he, similarly to: x1% 032 mm RIW ITTH 10 13 RN D IRIP RO
(NUM 11:20), 81 "9 1877 (RUTH 1:20) and

R T 1012 (Ps 127:2).

The masoretic form 852 evidently means “the whole of” (i.e. corresponding to one of %3, 7% or
perhaps even %3 ). Apparently, no lexeme derived from V&b seems to make any sense here. I
agree, therefore with David Qimhi that the form is just written with an unusual orthography. This
would mean that the oral tradition is not affected by the problem of the orthography and only the

consonants are problematic. There remains, however, a small problem with the vocalization: one

The question is what makes a “word” a single unit: The masoretic sign maqqef shows that the division into words and
the notion of word boundaries was conceived differently in writing and in the oral performance of the biblical text.
I assume this according to the characteristics of an oral transmission of text which tends to harmonize parallel occurrences

of the same word, at least in terms of non-significant variants.
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would expect the oral form to be kullah, i.e. with a “ mappiq in the final he”. There could be several
possible ways to explain this: the final h may have just got dropped from the pronunciation,
perhaps even being influenced by the written form 85> . It may, on the other hand, have developed

from a masculine form 752 (assuming a vowel shift 6 > d).
[xe2]

1 KGs 10:19

M <noa%> HW-WNI <npa%> Nidvn WY

The word np3 , appearing twice in this verse has an unusual vocalization. The present vowels do
fit the consonants 802 (“a throne”), while the consonants would rather match a word vocalized
with n:- (i.e. a feminine noun) or ;- (typical for the n”5 roots). Actually, there exists a noun
no3, “(the day of) the full moon”*®. In the present verse, though, this meaning would make no
sense. In 1 KGs 10 we are told about the palace and the throne of king Solomon. We can, therefore,
again interpret this case as an example of a “latent gere” where the consonants and vowels do not
entirely match. We can also see that the reading tradition presents a more accurate version then
the consonantal text. It is, however, unreasonable to suppose that the scribe did not understood
the text or assumed a different meaning of these words. It's much more likely that our spelling

represents rather an unusual orthography for xp3 itself.

JoB 26:9

M i3 9D WD <NPI>"D RN

Ancient Versions
®: 6 xpatiyv mpoowmov <Bpovou>, || T <XOMI> 1T <RNYAR> TARA || W <F0739R> AN JORNIN ||

S <|hwmsl> W8l ol || B qui tenet vultum <solii> sui

Here again, we find the same unusual form as in the previous example, but the situation is far
from being that straightforward. Even though the masoretic vocalization understands (as do the

Septuagint, Vulgate and Saadya) this form as 893, “throne”, it isn't completely clear how this fits

68. See Ps 81:4 and PRoV 7:20 (the latter being spelled o2 , however).
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into the context: This section of JoB 26 is a cosmological description used as an argument in Job's
speech. It is thus quite probable that our word denotes some kind of natural phenomenon. The
temple and God's throne, on the other hand, also have strong cosmological connotations in the
Hebrew Bible (as well as in the Ancient Near East in general), and such a reading cannot therefore
be ruled out either.

As we can see, there are alternative readings present in the Targum and in the Peshitta: The
Peshitta reads |hass). (“garment”, “cloak”) which shares the same semitic root (Vo3 , “to cover”)
with the Hebrew consonantal text (and with the possible reading no3 ). The Syriac translation is,
however, probably not directly connected to the meaning of noa (“full moon”) itself. It seems
thus more likely that this translation is based on a guessing of the word's meaning, depending
solely on the consonantal text. The targumic reading (“he takes dark clouds from the throne”) is
even more complicated. It presents a double reading in that it combines both interpretations: &o3
(“a throne”, 803 ) and a noun derived from Ynoa (which the Targum understands as a “dark
cloud”?”, xnvnk , presumably having in mind the image of a cloud covering the sky).

This shows that both interpretations were known to the Jewish exegetical tradition. Even
more interesting is the fact that both the Targum and the Peshitta show renderings which pre-
sumably go back to the Hebrew Ynoa and agree with the consonants but differ in their exact
meaning. Maybe we can assume that the underlying Hebrew noun was understood simply as
“the covering” and was consequently further explicated by both translations. Whether this can
be identified with noa , “full moon” is doubtful, see KBL who shows etymological parallels from
other semitic languages being derivatives of Yxoa and not ¥noa . In any case, these readings of
the Peshitta and the Targum would fit into the broader context of that chapter, but would also fit
the inner structure of JoB 26:9 where it stands in a parallelism to v , similarly to m&n (i.e. Vi
1 according to KBL, “to grasp”, not VI mx , “to grasp”) being parallel to rya .

Considering these facts we can assume that the original text had most probably a meaning
derived from no> in mind (i.e. “a convering” in the sense of a “cloud” or similar). The masoretic
vocalization would then represent a reinterpretation thereof, which would make the text more

“theological” by referring to God's throne and not just to nature. Even though this reading was

69. Seee.g. DJPA.
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most probably considered by the time of the Masoretes to be the “pesat”, the “basic sense” (see
Saadya's translation), and perhaps even earlier (see the Vulgate’”) it was no doubt perceived at
some point as being one of two possible meanings (see Targum).

Also, the LXX's translation is notable here. If we assume that the original reading was actually
based on o2, “to cover”, we could regard the LXX's rendering to be a result of a “guessing” (in
terms of James Barr). We can see that the translation is very verbatim; consider, for example,
mpocwmov used for 1o . If the LXX did “guess” here, how could it represent a variant which we
know was later the accepted (masoretic) reading? A possible solution would be that the process
of “guessing” was not a result of a “quick translation” by the scribes, but, on the contrary, to
see it in the terms of the oral culture: Such a reading could have emerged through oral study
and discussion of an orally transmitted text. This hypothesis must, however, be left as an open

question to be answered by the Septuagint scholars.

lai==]

Exob 15:5

Wi 1ax-in3 rivivna 177 <oa> nhan

Ancient Versions
Q: X || 2 <no>> N || ™ o> || ae™: <annor> || & (ol <awdo> koosl || 6: movTe
<éxdAvev> adtols || T2 19y <isms ¥mEn || T pmby <pods xeman || % <oanvis MR ||

B: abyssi <operuerunt> eos

1027 in our verse is an unusual form and deviates from the regular Hebrew forms of the i
group. Clearly this form is vocalized as if it was a regular verb and not belonging to 7”5. On
the other hand, it can be suggested that the consonants o3> could simply be understood as
hif'il of the root \ooa (i.e. if vocalized o2 ) and according the Arabic ~:S interpreted as “to
cut (through?)”, which would, interestingly, be quite possible in the context. However, it doesn't

seem very probable that a simple consonantal form would be “emended” into a complicated one

Note, however, that the Vulgate may just follow the Septuagint.
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through the vocalization. If a reinterpretation Vopa > Vnos was really intended by the Masoretes,
one should ask why a gereé/ketib is not found here.

Also, if we consider the ancient versions, we can see that in most of them the equivalent to N
no3, “cover”, is found. Interestingly, only in some versions of the Samaritanus a variant (0> )
exists which corresponds to the “masoretic” consonantal text. However, another single Samaritan
variant, 1102 , seems to indicate that ¥'0> in the Jewish consonantal text and in Samaritan
variants is rather to be interpreted as an unusual (orthographical) variant of the same root Vroa,
having no consequences for the interpretation.

1m0 can then possibly be understood as an anomalous orthography for y’kassémé and in
an analogous way that the singular orthography 1mno>, mentioned above, can also be explained.
Note also, that the same form, inp2’, is found as a gere in Ps 140:10. Evidently, the masoretic form
102 can be traced back to the plural form y%kassimi (or y’kassimo), and it seems that this was
“corrected” to match the consonants 1>, thus resembling a form of regular verbs (a7 ).

The only question left is whether the unusual consonantal y»o> is the original form, or
whether it reflects the presumed plural y’kassimé. Both possibilities seem plausible: the plural
form of the reading tradition may be the result of a contextual harmonization according to the
ninn, which is in the plural but may be (as in the presumed consonantal version) conceived as
a plurale tantum. On the other hand, 1mp> may have been the original form, consequently
corrupted due to to scribal error: 1 > .

To sum up, it is unlikely that the masoretic form im0 would be the result of a reinterpre-
tation of Vooa , hif. as would appear from the consonantal 10> (in Ps 140:10 the same form
is found as ketib). Rather it can be seen as an attempt at correcting the diverging oral tradition
(in plural) according to the consonantal text (in singular), based on some sort of “guessing” by a

reader who came into contact with the written Torah text.

[ORY]

Actually, the fact that this form is vocalized according to the regular verbs and not the n"% group goes well with the as-
sumption that the masoretic form is a result of “guessing ” the correct form induced by the disagreement of the consonantal

text and the oral tradition.
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[015]

JUDG 4:21
MW <oxHa> PHR Kiam

Wit <Uz;7;3>

Ancient Versions
Q: X || 6" xal elofiMbev mpos adtdv <fouydi> || 6°: <év xpudfi> || T <Ta> wnto A7 || B etingressa

< abscondite> et < cum silentio >

Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

U

vrY1 : |as the Aramaic) 12, “silently”. wIn 13 oxHa

The form vx&Y2 is written with an unusual orthography. If this is to be understood in the sense of
vh3, “secretly” (derived from \ow ; see 1 SAM 18:22; 24:4; RUTH 3:7), as the vocalization suggests,
why is the consonantal text written plaene? We can suspect this from of originally having borne
another meaning. We can, for example, read the consonants &3 as ‘vxya , “slowly” (from vx
combined with the prepositions 2 and %). The joining of the two preposition may sound unusual at
first sight but it is by no means not impossible in Biblical Hebrew and we find a couple of places
where v& functions as a fixed adverb. We can also see that one of the Septuagint versions has
novyd, “still, quietly, gently” which would reflect this reading while another version follows the
masoretic understanding. Interestingly, the Vulgate combines both in a double reading. It seems,
however, that Hieronymus depended here solely on the Septuagint and not on the Hebrew text
or on some Jewish exegetical tradition, as can be seen from the semantic shift ‘ox5a > nouyf >
cum silentio (i.e. “slowly” > “silently”).

Considering the two variants, we can state that both of them fit into the context well and
make good sense: When Ya’el came “secretly ” she must have been “slow” and “silent”. The Jewish

tradition, however, apparently prefers the masoretic reading (see the Targum) and doesn't play

2 SAM 18:5; IsA 8:6; JOB 15:11. See also "vxy in GEN 33:14.
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with this ambiguity of this form in some sort of midrashic interpretation. Quite interesting is
Rashi's commentary as he first quotes the targumic ™31, “secretly” which he then further explains
as wn , “silent(ly)”. He may have well been aware of some exegetical discussion based on the
other reading of the consonants V&%, but we cannot be certain and he may just have tried to refine
the targumic understanding.

It is thus not easy to tell which reading was the original. The consonants &> may just
present the usual spelling, the scribe used for this word’®. In such a case the masoretic reading
tradition would correspond to the original meaning and we could classify our form as a latent
gere. If, however, the spelling v&> was originally understood as “slowly”, then we are witnessing
here a (slight) change in the masoretic oral tradition [”at > lat which could be seen as a simply
elision of a vowel, maybe induced by the other v forms. In this case, of course, we can interpret

our form to be a “latent gere”, too.

2 SAM 19:5

Wi 5113 51p 7200 PUI PIZTR <OKY> ToB

Ancient Versions

QX

Modern Scholars

BL: Fiir 5. ... Die auch sonst mehrfach vorkommende Schreibung des Noml. und des Part. mit &
(vgloip, o1, v, vw ) zeigt, dafl die aus dem Ursem. ererbte Form des aktiven Partizips im Hebr.
dialektisch vorhanden war, etwa l&°ét, ra’é5, und dafl danach der Noml. gelegentlich umgebildet

wurde: V&Y , PR . (§56u”, p. 403)

vrY seems like a regular verbal form, viz. a perfect of Voxb . This is the only occurrence of this verb
(but see JuDG 4:21 above’) derived from a regular verb with & as the middle radical. There exists,

nevertheless, a similar verb of the 1y class of irregular verbs: \oo , and its meaning fits perfectly

But see 2 SAM 19:5, many <v&?> To9mM which could mean that the presumably original alef as the second radical was
preserved in some Biblical Hebrew dialects.

See p. 189.
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into our context. Its perfect form differs, however, in both the consonants and the vocalization
of the form in question. One possible explanation for this spelling is to assume that it presents
a dialectal variant of the expected v . As BL shows (see above), in order to explain such a shift
we would, most probably, have to assume that this form developed from a participle (presumably
going back to l@’it or a similar form, see e.g. Arabic participles of the w/y class.). But such a shift
pt. > pf. doesn't change the meaning in a significant manner. It seems thus that in such a case we
cannot speak really about a reinterpretation by the oral tradition.

Another possible way of interpreting this form is to see in the consonants v&> only an ortho-
graphic variant of the presumed original ©% (where the & stands as a mater lectiois for the long
a only). In such a case the vocalization must have been “corrected” at some point to match the
consonants (see the similarity of the forms lat and l@’at). If this is correct it would be yet another
example of how the written biblical text and its orally transmitted counterparts did influence each

other. This latter explanation seems more plausible.

[%p]

1 SAM 28:15

M nppx nn pTING 77 <IRIPR>

Ancient Versions
Q: X|| 6 xal viv <xéxdnxa> oe yvwploar pot i movjow || T TR Xn CInwniAY T2 <nips ||

CRNEN ) IC W ) <pNaioo>
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

Piant
The adddition of |cohortative] he is com- VAWK M3 31IN2 DA K7 - <TH IRIPRI>
mon, as in: aynwR , 1nwR ; but the third K21 373100 1R 51302 Hpan 771 nind Yar oanwR

radical having segol is not common. Simi- | 750 mwT 11N

lar, however, happens in: nywr . (Ps 20:4)
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A"/
In the sense of “I will be summoned to you” | n&Ip3 8P 12 TONK PYIRI NWY :<TH IRIPRI>
as in: pa%n 2 Pl 83 (2 SAM 1:6) and | N7 Syha wR XA oW »1avin 03
in: 593 wR 811 (2 SAM 20:1). | The verse FWPR A0 IWWTINY THR RIPI MD
means:] ‘I needed to be called to you so

that you make me known what shall I do”

Modern Scholars

BL: Wahrsch. vermischung der Lesarten 8px1 (so sonst immer) und mp&1 (7). (§541, 376)

In this case, the consonantal text could suggest the reading of a cohortative * nx1p1 . This possibly
corresponds to the Septuagint where viv lacks its usual Hebrew equivalent nny . Since both nnp
and a cohortative form do emphasize a particular clause in the text, it is quite plausible that the
Greek translators included viv intentionally, in order to render the Hebrew cohortative. (See e.g.
viv being a translation of n3n in NuM 20:16; 24:11; DEUT 22:17; 2 KGs 7:6 or of the x1- particle in
JuDG 16:28. We find, on the other hand, passages where viv has no corresponding equivalent in
the Hebrew version). This verse does not appear in any of the biblical Qumran fragments, it is
thus difficult to decide which form is the original one.

The masoretic reading is rather unusual here. Bauer-Leander suggest interpreting it as a
“mixed form” of 81px1 and mpR ; both having the same meaning, being different only in that the
former one is based on the (ethymologicaly correct) root Y& p , while the latter was adapted to
the 71”9 group of irregular verbs”. If this really is a forma mixta, its purpose was not to preserve
two different meanings of the text, but rather two insignificant and almost identical variants of
this particular form.

The masoretic form can, however, be explained as a result of discrepancies between the writ-
ten biblical text and its oral counterpart. If we assume that the consonantal text originally had
nRIPRY (either being understood as a cohortative form as discussed above, or perhaps resulting
from a scribal error), while the oral tradition read wa-’eqra or wa-’eqré, then it stands to rea-

son that the oral form may have been changed into the present wa-eqra’e, even though it isn't

75. The root mp does exist (denoting “to happen”) but would make no sense in the present context.
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a “grammatically correct” form. This may have been done either by a scribe who knew the oral
tradition by heart, or maybe a synagogal reader who was forced to read something from the scroll
which disagreed with what he had previously memorized, but we can even think of the written
text being consulted intentionally by those who studied the text (by oral means).

Note that such a pseudo-correction wouldn't be necessary if the written text had 87p&1 but
being pronounced orally as wa’eqre, or vice versa (written nIpx1, pronounced wa’eqra), since both
X and n can serve as matres lectionis for both vowels. Also note that this form wouldn't make
much sense as a “correction of the Masoretes”, as its result is actually more complicated and less

regular then the problem it would try to correct.

[Mwy]

ZECH 11:5

W <WpRE> M N2 AN 170

Ancient Versions
®: xal ol mwlolvtes adta Edeyov EdAoynTos wlplog xal <memAoutixapev> || B: dicentes benedictus

Dominus < divites facti sumus> || T <RITNYT> P 792 Pawy || T <R 1> || & <gjshay>
Ancient and Mediaeval Commentaries

Ve

And the one that sells it will boast: WY I T DoAY 1 TNa YHnnn oo
“blessed be the Lord who gave it into

my hand and behold, I am rich!”

The reading "wyK1 apparently developed from the regular form wa’a‘sir > wair to ease the pro-
nunciation. The consonants however do not match’® this spelling, otherwise they would be “wy1 .
This can either be the result of an “ethymological spelling” where an ’alef would be written in or-

der to reflect the grammatical form, even if it was not pronounced. It could, on the other hand, be

76. In textus receptus this is marked as one of the geré/ketib places.
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an example proving that the consonants and the oral version of the biblical text were transmitted

separately to some degree, representing a “latent gere”.
al

GEN 46:34

M 8y <npS>"52 OYn Napin—

Ancient Versions
6: Bocluypa ydp éoTwv Alyuntiows més <mou)v> mpofatwy || W 1r <YRI> 93 NI PIZNIR IRY ||
G la <ensi> NSo L o QSuasy NJso|| TR <> 90 RTEm pprT SR || T < ||

T ovaT> || Qe X || 2w (RY <pI> 53 0Men nayin o || el <y

GEN 47:3

M 110iaR-D3 WMIRTDI 77TV INY <IPI> NPISHR 1NN

Ancient Versions
®: of 3¢ eimay 16 Papaw <ITowpéves> mpoRdTwy of maidés cou, xal Nuels xal of maTépes NV || W 1oxp
RNRINY M TP O <KV WY || & o wonl O wu @ gepis @ b <esi> L @ied oivlo

ALad || RinAIN A% NI AR 773V K1Y <N AR SN || 2 <pns || QX || npno SR nen

T IRY <> || VA <np>

Modern Scholars
BL: Mit i1 geschrieben, wie der Sg. cstr.; vielleicht ist dieser gemeint, und zwar in kollektivischem

Sinne. [§371, 588]

In these two passages, occurring only few verses apart’”, a form with irregular pointing appears:
instead of the usual Ny~ (“shepherd”) there is a form vocalized with sére in its second syllable. This
may be explained (as BL suggest, see above) as denoting a pl. c¢s. form (normally spelled 'v4), but
written with consonants of the singular form (77 ). As we can see, this word was understood in

the ancient versions in both senses: while the Peshitta and the Samaritan Pentateuch have plural

They even appear within the same parasiya (GEN 36:28-47:31). See BHS and the list of Maimonides, e.g. in Oesch 1979,
P- 395.

194



78.
79.

80.
81.

Chapter 7: Rare Biblical Forms: An Analysis Al

in both occurrences, LXX, the Targum’® and Sa‘adya translate GEN 46:34 as a singular (Totuny,
M, 'R ) while in GEN 47:3 they took it as a plural (motpéveg, ¥, 8y1).

In the first verse (GEN 46:34) both singular and plural forms fit well into the context: it doesn't
matter for the meaning of the verse whether we understand 8% npa-53 as “every (single) shep-
herd” or “all of the shepherds”). In the second case, however, only the plural form fits the context,
since the subject of the clause is clearly in the plural. In any case, as we can see, the versions don't
contradict’” the context. The same is true for the masoretic vocalization; the only problematic
version found is that of the Hebrew consonantal text in GEN 47:3. This can most probably be seen
as a scribal error.

Thus it stands to reason that an oral tradition is preserved in the masoretic vocalization,

80 not marked

which contradicts the consonantal text. It can, therefore, be seen as a “latent gere”
by the masoretic notes only because the letter hé can also act as a matres lectionis for the sére
vowel.

More interesting is, however, the question as to why do we have such a “latent geré” in
GEN 46:34. Here the consonants present a plausible variant not contradicting the context, so
there seems to be no reason for the masoretic vocalization to differ from the consonantal text.

8D we can assume that the former form

However, since these two verses occur in close proximity
occurs due to an assimilation to the latter one.

Apart from these two cases of np7, we also find another two in GEN 4:2 and Ps 80:2:
GEN 4:2

e IRIR gty AR WPl INY <PpI> '73:7"-‘!’1

Ancient Versions
2 PIROR 19D 1R PP AN <YRT> P27 RV [| & sols D9 Joor oo <G> Nusor Jooo || F MM

XY M99 77 PR RIY <> Ban

Note, however, the plural variant p7 in some manuscripts in GEN 46:34.

The only exception would be the minor variants of the Samaritanus which could perhaps be explained as standing under
the influence of the Jewish consonantal text.

See chapter 7.2.2, p. 198.

As noted above the two occur in the same parasiya, i.e. a section which was most probably learned at the same time.
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Ps 8o:2

Wi N oin 0220 W qOI INRD 303 NrIRD SR <npa>

Ancient Versions

S A oo Na oM Lamad gl iage Loy NSy <ouwny> || Y mER ST <x01ID>

Y9I R'217D P2 R NIOWT A0TT RMIR RIY PA 2707

Both of the two occurrences of the above-mentioned form are no doubt in the singular, as wit-
nessed in all the versions. In their context no plausible reinterpretation, that could take them
as plural forms is possible: in GEN 4:7 it is clearly Abel who is the subject of the sentence; in
Ps 80:2 the phrase ,Shepherd of Israel” (denoting God) comes with a verb (an imperative) which
also stands in the singular: ny&a . Yet another explanation could be found here: in both places
the form in question stands parallel to a participle gal of a regular verb: nn8 72p in Genesis
and 2y’ in the Psalm (here even beside yet another such form: x7i ). Now, the participles gal of
regular verbs always have a seré in the second syllable, while participles of the 1”5 irregular verbs
are vocalized (in any stem) with a segol.

Thus, it seems that the pronunciation of our two irregular forms is a result of an phonetic
assimilation of the irregular participles to their regular counterparts to which they stand in a
parallelism. We can assume that this vocalization emerged at a time when Hebrew was no longer
vernacular (the rhetoric features override here the grammatical Systemzwang), and we should,
therefore, expect that the reason for this change lies in the domain of the oral performance of the
biblical text. Here I would like to point out the fact that both cases occur each in a biblical text
with a different Sitz im Leben in the synagogal liturgical life: the first one is part of the Tora, read
in the synagogal services from the scroll; the second one may perhaps have been used as a part
of the prayers *?. This would strengthen the assumption that both texts were primarily studied
and memorized orally as part of some institutionalized study outside the scope of the regular

synagogal liturgy.

Ismar Elbogen, however, doesn't mention this Psalm as being used in the synagogal liturgy (see Elbogen 1931).
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7.2 Conclusion

7.2.1 A Reinterpretation through Vocalization?

As we can see, in the vast majority of the above analysed cases it doesn't seem plausible that
the Masoretic vocalization resulted from any kind of reinterpretation of the consonantal text.
Actually, we found only one case which may be interpreted in this way, ne3 in JoB 26:9 (above
p. 185). The diferrence between the two forms is, however, very small, one of them having segol
where the other has seré. Note, that these vowels may have even been homophonic in some

dialects®®

. Moreover, the LXX seems to reflect the same reading as the Masoretic text does and
the Targum has a conflate reading of both variants. This shows that if a reinterpretation through
a re-vocalization occurred in this case it must have been relatively old.

Overall, it seems that the present “vocalization” of the Masoretic text doesn't reflect any sort
of intentional reinterpreting of the consonants in most cases®”. In the remaining, exceptional
cases which can be suspected of having emerged through some sort of reinterpretation it seems
that these weren't a priori a result of an intention to change the text but were rather induced in
an ad hoc manner by some confusion or a difficulty in the text itself. Only in such a context we
may consider some interpretative process of “guessing” the “correct” form. Such a guessing was,
presumably, done primarily orally and it is not clear whether the written text was consulted as
part of this process.

Moreover, unlike the vocalization, it was demonstrated by several scholars®” that the division
of the Biblical verse as reflected by the masoretic accents shows sometimes a particular interpre-
tation which doesn't correspond to the most simple understanding of the text, i.e. we can say that
the accents reinterpret the text of the Hebrew Bible. More specifically, it is the oral version which
may sometimes be reinterpreted by the accentuation and sometimes even the accents go against

the vocalization (see above chapter 5.7, p. 107). As I have suggested above, this “interpretive”

Note also, that in the Babylonian Hebrew dialect (i.e. as reflected by the Babylonian masoretic punctuation) there was
even no distinctive segol sound at all.
Stefan Schorch comes to a similar conclusion concerning the Samaritan reading tradition, see Schorch 2004, p. 247.

For example see Kogut 1996 or Cohen 1974.
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character of the Hebrew accents (as opposed to the vocalization) can be best explained by the as-
sumption that the accentuation actually served not only as a mnemonic device to ease the study
of the Hebrew Bible by heart but was also used as a sort of “synchronization device” between
the Masoretic text and its targum (chapter 5.4, p. 73). If this is correct, it becomes obvious that
the accentuation may sometimes be influenced by the masoretic targum and thus reflect its in-
terpretation while the vocalization changes occurred only as a result of some textual problem.
Moreover, the very existence of a targum, studied together with the orally transmitted Hebrew
Bible explains why this oral tradition (and consequently the vocalization as found in the Masoretic
codices) was almost not changed to fit some interpretation: there already was a parallel text in-
tended to contain exactly such kinds of interpretative intervention into the text: the appropriate
masoretic targum.

Interestingly, we can actually find more cases in which rather the consonantal form can be
suspected of being a reinterpretation of an older tradition (see 0™w07, p. 148 and @17, p. 150).
Although other explanations of these forms may also be suggested (e.g. a result of a scribal error),
the fact that both examples can be interpreted as pointing to a name of an ethnic group, which was
a popular method of exegetical actualisation in ancient Judaism, makes this explanation possible.

A scribe should, then, be responsible for such an interpretive orthography.

7.2.2 A “Latent Qere”.

We should, further, ask whether the “rare forms” can sometimes be explained by a sole difference
between the written biblical text and the oral tradition, or some kind of an interaction between
the two. The first possibility, in which the two traditions simply differ, indeed occurs in the above
analysed cases. Such cases would usually be marked as a qeré/ketib variant in the masoretic
codices, sometimes, however, the difference was so small that the Masoretes didn't consider this
to be a distinct variant. These include cases where a distinct matres lectionis occurs in the written
text from the one that fits the vocalization (see 13 in JoB 26:9, above on p. 185 or Ny in GEN 46:34,

p- 194)*®, cases where two matres lectionis occur in the masoretic form when we can assume that

Note, however, that a similar case in 1 KGs 10:19 (p. 185) shows rather an unusual orthography in the written text than

two “real” variants.
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one of them was consonantal in the form intended by the written text (e.g. 'nxam in Num 14:11
and similar, see p. 160) or the written form may even have a superfluous matres lectionis ("Wyx1

in ZECH 11:5, p. 193). I suggest to term such cases as a “latent” or “unmarked gere”*”.

7.2.3 The Interplay between the Written Text and The Oral Tradition

In other cases, however, forms occur whose vocalization doesn't fit the consonants but wouldn't
make sense on their own, either. In such a case the present vocalization can be explained basically
in two ways: a) the vocalization is based on an older oral form which was only slightly changed
to match the consonants. This can include cases where a consonant is missing in the written text
(axnm in EXOD 2:4, p. 177) or, on the other hand, has one more consonant when compared to the
oral version (e.g. Dn%2 in 2 SAM 23:6, p. 183 or W1y in EZRA 10:16, p. 167)*®.

b) In other cases, however, the vocalization in question is completely replaced with another
one (see onNY in ISA 47:14, p. 165 or MyT? in EXOD 2:4, p. 174). Interestingly, such a vocalized
form is actually possible and grammatically correct®”, but doesn't fit in the context and may even
have a completely different origin and meaning (as with onn? , for example). Both cases can be
well explained if we assume that they emerged through some sort of “guessing”, based on both
the written text and the oral form (although the latter was not actually used in the second case,
it is clear that the very reason for such a “re-vocalization” lies in the disagreement between the
two traditions). If another form existed in the language (and the biblical corpus) for the same
consonants this form was taken, even if it doesn't make sense in the place in question. In the
other cases the vocalization was simply adapted to the consonants.

Actually, the term “guessing”, I'm referring to was first introduced by James Barr in connec-
tion with the translation techniques of the Septuagint. Barr assumes that there were two basic
modes of how an ancient biblical translation may have been done with regard to the consonantal

text and the oral tradition®”: either the translation was done on the basis of the oral tradition

M. Breuer calls it nnrn mp, a “seeming/virtual geré”, see also Ofer 2007, p. 275.

For an example of similar case where a consonant is interchanged with another one see Joosten 2010 (W& w2 in
ExoD 22:4).

But see the "nnnm (JER 49:37, above p. 171) which apparently is the result of a re-vocalisation according to regular verbs.

See e.g. Barr 1967.
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(Barr's “Method B”) i.e. the translators knew the accepted pronunciation by heart and translated
accordingly or the translation was based on the written text solely (“Method A”). In the latter
case, Barr presumes that a process of “guessing” must be seen as part of the translational tech-
nique. Interestingly, however, we have shown that a comparable “guessing” occurred even in the
case of the differences between the written and oral component of the Masoretic text. It, however,
doesn't mean that the masoretic “vocalization” emerged by “guessing” as whole but this process
of a search for a more suitable “vocalization” of the form in question happened only when the
pronounced form was felt to be problematic. The thesis of ]. Barr should thus be reexamined to
show whether it really proves that the Septuagint was translated only from a written Vorlage,
without any knowledge of traditional pronunciation.

In any case, the proposed explanation of some rare Biblical Hebrew forms which would see
them as a result of an adaptation of the oral biblical version to its written counterpart, if it is
correct, shows that contact between the two traditions must have existed and that the written
text was seen as more authoritative than the oral tradition (at least with regard to these cases)’”.
Several possibilities can be suggested as to where to locate a Sitz im Leben of such contact between
the written and oral Hebrew Bible: one can perhaps think about the synagogal liturgical reading
of the Torah and Haftarot. This cannot, however, explain forms occurring in passages not usually
read as part of the Jewish services (see e.g. EzrA 10:16 above). We thus assume that either the
scribe knew the Bible by heart and was consequently able to affect the further fate of the oral
tradition if he found some problematic forms. Alternatively, it is possible that in some contexts
the written biblical text was consulted as part of its oral study (presumably rather in some sort of

rabbinic academies rather than in regular, smaller Jewish communities).

7.2.4 The forma mixta

92)

Given these observations, we may also ask whether the phenomenon of “forma mixta™?, i.e. a

form which seems to be conflated from two distinct grammatical forms, may not be explained also

Note, that we have a limited possibility to locate the opposite examples in which a written form would be changed to
match the oral tradition, mainly because very few reliable sources for the biblical oral tradition exist. The only cases are
those whose orthography deviates from the etymological spelling, e.g. i in 2 SAM 20:9.

See Mur] §16g, p. 73.
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on the basis of the dual character of the Masoretic text, i.e. as mixed from the written text and
the oral tradition. While such cases occasionally occur (and they are basically to be categorized
as a “latent gere”, as well), see e.g. &2 in EZEK 40:3 (p. 165), not all the assumed cases of a
forma mixta can be explained in this way. Sometimes, for example, a mixed form would happen

° in 1 SAM 28:15, p. 192); in other

on the level of the consonantal text alone (see e.g. nXIPR
cases only in vocalization (e.g. 477 in Ps 7:6). It seems that forms being traditionally categorized
as intentionally “mixed forms” should rather be analysed based on the internal criteria and by
observing the possible role of the oral and written component of the masoretic form. Sometimes
a form, traditionally assumed to be forma mixta, may be much better explained considering the
interaction between the written text and the oral tradition, for example 7970m (ExoD 9:23) would

be better interpreted as a form whose oral component emerged from the hit. wa-tith“llak adapted

to the consonants 757m ( > wa-tih%ak).

7.2.5 Masoretic Hebrew as a Non-Vernacular Language

Some of the examples also show that the masoretic vocalization was influenced to some degree
by its oral performance in a way atypical for forms in a vernacular language. Most notably, some
forms may be assimilated to similarly sounding forms standing in the near context, see e.g. np9

in GEN 4:2 and Ps 80:2 (p. 196) or awin in GEN 47:11 (p. 181).

93. Note, however, that the differences between those two forms are not significant for the interpretation.
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1.

4.

Chapter 8
Conclusion

As I have proposed, the reason for the existence of the text of Hebrew Bible as two parallel tra-
ditions, i.e. the written text as copied by the scribes and the oral tradition as memorized by
professional Bible “readers”, is to be sought within the socio-economic conditions concerning
the ability to write texts in the Rabbinic era (most notably the costs connected with writing and,
consequently, the literacy rate in the Jewish society). It seems that in this period the oral study of
traditional texts (be it the Bible or rabbinic traditions) was a means how to target a broader public
from all social strata. Access to written texts was in this time still restricted to a small literate
elite. The reason why in the rabbinic period the Torah and other biblical books were still copied
is to be seen in their symbolic and artefactual character”. Moreover, the written text seems to
still be copied relatively faithfully and, as our analysis shows, there seems to be occasional con-
tact between the oral and the written biblical text”. Sometimes the oral tradition was apparently
“corrected” according to the written version®. On the other hand, both traditions still deviated
from each other, as shown by the relatively large number of the geré/ketib variants®. It seems,
therefore, that contact between the two traditions was rather random and ad hoc, not systematic
or in any way methodical. Interestingly, the adaptation of the oral tradition to the consonantal
form happened through a process which can be described as “guessing”, similar to what J. Barr
proposes with regard to the translational process of the Septuagint®.

The situation in which the Hebrew Bible was transmitted dually as an oral and a written tra-

dition, apparently changed only in a period when actual Hebrew manuscripts emerged that are

It seems that such an elite existed before 70 C.E., mainly in the priestly circles or closed communities like in Qumran and
indeed, evidence for a considerable literary activity from this time exists. This, however, doesn't necessarily mean that
before 70 C.E. there was no institutionalized oral study of bilical or other texts.

See chapter 2.4.1, p. 20.

See chapter 7.2.3, p. 199.

Actually, there seem to be no indications as to when this contact between the two traditions happened and it cannot be
ruled out that it has its root before the rabbinic era.

See chapter 4.1, p. 31.

. See p. 199.
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Chapter 8: Conclusion

known to us today. Moreover, the time of the Masoretes coincides with an important paradigm
change within the history of Jewish literature: a transition from a traditional literature (Mishna,
Talmud, midrasim) towards individual works composed by authors known by their name and
having a clear structure, not composed of older pieces of tradition. It seems, therefore, that both
processes are a result of a more general shift from orality to literacy, at least among the Jewish
intellectual elites. Apparently, this change happened relatively late among the Jews, compared,
with, for example, the ancient Christianity or the Graeco-Roman world in general”. This seems
to be an outcome of a strong anti-literary sentiment® within Rabbinic Judaism which we assume
to be the result of an effort not to restrict the Jewish spiritual elites to a small circle of wealthy
individuals having access to the material resources needed to reach literacy”. This tendency to
restrict literary activity only to scribes (whose role was to copy the biblical scrolls for their sym-
bolic value) was formulated by the Rabbis as prohibitions and restrictions on the use of the written
texts. These, in turn, were the reason why the oral activities remained the primary mean of Jew-
ish intellectual activities long after literacy became more available to a broader circle of scholars.
At the end, however, it seems that Jewish scholars became acquainted with scribal techniques in
their everyday lives (probably under Islamic influence) and were losing their ability to learn and
study the texts orally. This situation should be seen as Sitz in Leben of the emergence of the first
masoretic codices.

This brings us to the second question, namely what the mutual relationship between the in-
dividual components and elements of the Masoretic text (as found in the masoretic codices) was.
As we have shown'?, the textual and meta-textual element of the Masoretic text can basically be
divided into two groups: the first one containing, besides consonants, occasional other elements
(such as the suspended letters, puncta extraodrinaria and so forth), all having a scribal background.
All of these were allowed to be written in the liturgical (Torah-)scrolls. The second group of tex-

tual elements, on the other hand, restricted to masoretic codices only, can, as I have shown, all

See chapter 2.1, p. 4.
See chapter 2.4, p. 17.
See chapter 2.4.1, p. 20.

See chapter 3, p. 23.
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15.
16.

17.

18.
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11)

be traced back to oral study of the Hebrew Bible: the vocalization'” reflecting the actual pronun-
ciation of the biblical text, which was not possible to be marked using consonantal signs only;
the accentuation'” representing primarily a mnemonic device and the masoretic notes* reflect-
ing the oral shape of the biblical text as well. Actually, the last two elements provide us with
a picture about the methods and techniques of oral transmission, study and even “translation”
of biblical texts. The accents show how music was used to ease the memorization and collective
repeating of the memorized biblical text'¥. Moreover, as I have shown'”, the accents served most
probably as an synchronization device between the original Hebrew text and its “targum”, i.e.
the word-for-word (or better: cluster-for-cluster'®) annotation of the biblical text, done mainly in
another language (besides Aramaic targumim we can most probably apply this to certain Greek
versions and perhaps to the Peshitta as well). The masoretic notes, on the other hand, emerged
presumably from some sort of a “word game” which started as entertainment or relaxation of the
professional bible “readers” but seems to develop into a didactic technique used to teach the bibli-

cal text accurately and avoid deviating readings'”

. Only when literacy became more widespread
were the masoretic notes attempted to be used as a tool for the scribes to cope with the problem
of textual variants between individual manuscripts. The logic of the masoretic notes was thus
changed to fit the need of the scribal context (i.e. adding notes about plene/defective spellings and
reversing the logic of the geré/ketib variants'®).

Lastly, we tried to answer the question, to what degree the oral tradition as reflected by the

(Tiberian) masoretic vocalization represents a reinterpretation of the consonants (or of an older

tradition preserved by the consonants). As we have seen in both, the individual examples of

See chapter 4, p. 31.

See chapter 5, p. 62.

See chapter 6, p. 112.

See chapter 5.2, p. 64 and following sections.

See chapter 5.4, p. 73.

See p. 78.

Actually, I am reluctant to speak about techniques aimed at “fixing” the biblical text, as the diachronic aspect (i.e. the
question about textual variants found in various manuscripts written at different places and times) doesn't seem to be as
important as the synchronic and social aspect (i.e. the need to agree upon the same text when reciting it collectively).

See chapter 6.4, p. 139, chapter 4.1.1, p. 35 and chapter 4.1.3, p. 47.
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29 cases of such reinterpretation are very

rare grammatical forms'” and in the geré/ketib variants
rare. Moreover, many of them can be seen as a response to some textual problem and only very
few examples are left which could possibly be attributed to a deliberate reinterpretation in the
midrashic style. The masoretic accentuation, on the other hand, can indeed be shown to mirror
in some cases a particular kind of midrashic/targumic interpretation*” which occasionally even
contradicts the sense as reflected by the masoretic vocalization®”. As I have shown in this work,
to a great degree the interpretive nature of the accents may be a result of the accents presumably
serving as a synchronization device between the oral Hebrew biblical text and its targum. As we

have seen®

, even if in most cases the prosodic structure of the Hebrew text determined the struc-
ture and content of the targum, sometimes, however, the opposite was true and the accentuation

was influenced by the targum®¥—reflecting sometimes a particular interpretation.

8.1 Questions and Proposals for Further Research

Further, the present work opens several question for various fields of Hebrew Bible scholarship:

1. For grammatical research of Tiberian Hebrew and textual criticism we propose to con-
sider analysing complicated, rare or grammatically unusual Tiberian Hebrew forms by regarding
their two constituents—the written text and the oral tradition—separately and to consider the
possible interaction(s) between the two traditions as I have shown above®” on a couple of exam-
ples. In my opinion the interplay between the oral tradition and the written text can plausibly
explain some more peculiar Hebrew forms.

29 given the findings we have shown concerning

2. For textual criticism: I am suggesting
the role of orality and mechanisms of oral techniques for the emergence of the Masoretic text, to

reconsider the possible use of the oral tradition in ancient Hebrew witnesses. In the first place

See chapter 7.2.1, p. 196.

See chapter 4.3, p. 56.

See e.g. Cohen 1974; Kogut 1996.

See chapter 5.7, p. 107.

See chapter 5.4, p. 73.

In a few exceptional cases even a targumic addition may have slipped into the Hebrew (oral) text, see chapter 4.3, p. 56.
See chapter 7, p. 143.

See p. 99.
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we propose to take a new look at the “vulgar texts” of the Hebrew Bible from Qumran and ask
to what degree oral techniques played a role in the emergence of these texts. A further question
would be whether these texts may have actually represented some kind of targum or a similar
para-text or paraphrase of the Hebrew Bible. Also, it may be suggested to reconsider the role
of the oral tradition within the ancient biblical version in general, on a typology of individual
text-critical phenomena.

3. For textual criticism and masoretic studies: I'm suggesting that the masoretic notes should
not be taken as a primarily scribal device aimed at “fixing” the written text but rather as an oral
technique used to teach and ease the memorizing of the oral version of the Hebrew Bible. This
means that the masoretic notes, at least those that apparently show the primary, i.e. oral, stage®”,
should be used to reconstruct the oral shape of the biblical text and not the written one. Care
should be given when analysing which masoretic note is still referring to the oral tradition and
which has already (to some extent) the written text in mind.

4. For the targumic studies: we propose to see the Hebrew chant (i.e. the Hebrew accents) as
a constituent element of the targumic translation and transmission and not as only a late feature
of some targumic manuscripts. We, therefore, urge that further editions of the targumim should
include accent signs (edited critically) where these exist in the manuscripts. The same should
be true also for the vocalization and the targumic Masora. Also, we have shown®® with high
probability that there was a “targum” to the Aramaic parts of the Hebrew Bible, which means
that the phenomenon of a targum should not be regarded primarily as a translation but rather a
kind of annotation or explication.

5. For the Septuagint studies: we suggest the need to reconsider the role of orality in the
process of translation and transmission of the ancient Greek version of the Bible as well. Further,
as shown above (), it seems that the LXX share some important characteristics with the targumim,
mostly the “word-by-word” character of this translation which may suggest that also some of the
Greek version may have emerged in the same way we are suggesting for the targumim, i.e. as

an annotation of the original Hebrew, both texts synchronized using some sort of chant. This

27. See chapter 6.4, p. 139.
28. See chapter 6.4, p. 139.
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resembles closely what has been suggested by the proponents of an “interlinear paradigm” of
Greek translations, albeit not on an oral basis. Obviously, more work should be done on examining
the claims of James Barr who holds that the LXX must have emerged from the Hebrew consonantal
text by some kind of “guessing”.

6. For textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible: Moreover, further ancient biblical versions
should be examined to see whether they show the characteristics of orally translated or orally
transmitted texts and the mutual relationship between the written and oral element should be
studied accordingly. Further, a typology of “para-biblical” texts, emerged by distinct means
and using various (presumably oral) techniques—such as the targum, midras or more free para-
phrases—should be systematized to allow for a more exact description of individual para-biblical
texts.

7. For the Jewish studies: We suggest that the reason for illiteracy and a strong sentiment
against writing in the Judaism of the rabbinic era should be sought in the socio-economic condi-
tions of writing in this period and in the possible impact of adopting either literacy or orality in

establishing the intellectual elites.
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Appendix A

Doubly Accentuated Words in the Aramaic Portions
of the Hebrew Bible

verse doubly accentuated words (in context®)
DaN 2:10 WIN TR <IN RkaonoTR 8TV 1Y
DAN 2:11 DTIR KD RIWaDY <iATR> T PAYR 1Y
DAN 2:12 :522 an 537 <m72inh> R
DaN 2:20 ORI ROVINROOINT  <REOLTI> REOTID I3 RIORTT ARY N2
DAN 2:40 KO193 12PN RN <RI 129
Dan 2:41 Mo Rpve D <NhmE> P ane™T Apn 1R ROVIYR RO AW
DAN 2:44 PROYN XTI OR?  <nmdpmi> S3nnn &g Poopy 1 iohn
DAN 2:46 A% 12817 NN <PRI> nnam
DAN 2:48 Sanrmhaty  <Adhwd> Avam v o
Dan3:2 || &nyyn 30w 501 inon RanT <ROIT> RWTIN ROND) X130 KISTTWNNY (W07 MY K7D TRTaN
DAN 3:3 ROPTD WOWON KON <RMART> ROIT RIS KON R0 RhaTIUNN PYIann 1IN3
DAN 3:5 NIDWMSN <niEmo> IO K220 OINR RPIWE R11R R nYnYnTT RiTwa
DaN 3:7 | 8011591 ripson Roa ofnp <wivpPwn> KR Op RiDnwoa rnw 2
DAN 3:9 8290 TRITIA <IN i1p
DA 3:10 RTWON <nhEo> PImIos Roaw oinR ROPIVE RN O YAWTT WiN
DAN 3:12 opY Ry TH <NRy> THR 823
DAN 3:15 NN <mhEmo> Pamyos 8320 oinR RPPIWR X172 OR,
DAN 3:19 Ay ThY <npawnTn> RIARYD KD N
DAN 3:23 13 T3 TYR TITY <fiAmn> Tox 8N
DAN 4:4 DR YRTIRRY AR <ERIR> IR RR R
DAN 4:9 <A R5H> TiT Rdy A21R) Ew AaY
DAN 4:15 Shamat <wmpTing> KW phaNy b pana
DAN 4:18 <AA"RYIY> TiT R 218 EW A0
DaN 5:6 AUPINTINT  <ANIW> PINWR AN TIvp)
Dan 57 RMINTP2 <NpwRy> ownh T3 ken Np
DAN 5:12 aRwLYA ANYDW RINDTT <HRIT3> A3 NMARYA ... PR N 0T SapHa
DAN 5:16 wihn RN <npTing> e #pnkh 8AnN3 13070
DAN 5:17 awpnns? o <amaa> PR T2 Tenn ki 7R Tnw
DaN 5119 MNP <NBUP R ionp 92
DAN 5:21 YALY AW KDY 0 <Afnppr> ind xap
DAN 5:29 :ROIINI ROYD VYW K177 <0
DAN 5:30 SNRTYI RI7D WWRYD TR <Nirhas> n3
DAN 6:6 Ay 73 iy <mnawn> 5
DAN 6:17 ROIMIR T K237 A7 <HRiT9> P IR RAYD IR
DAN 6:20 O ORI RLYy  <abpanng>
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Appendix A: Doubly Accentuated Words in the Aramaic Portions of the Hebrew Bible

verse doubly accentuated words (in context)
DAN 6:21 PuT YD Hpa <HRiT9> R235 ATPNN
DAN 6:24 R23710 NROINY K <HRITO> i arv Ry k39D IR
DAN 6:25 RO1IR {in2 <> TV R MPIRY 00 R
DAN 6:25 APTA TIRRON <RIIN> 1ina 3wy T
DAN 6:27 ORI AR DIRTR <ronm> P 1in an 1owoa
DAN 6:27 Sannn K777 Rmahm <pnaph> 'R RN RIOR IR0
DaN 7:5 R a3 0N <nip> n% N i
Dan 7:6 ARIMIGYT <RAPDY> PURI AW
Dan 7:8 ARTFID MIRENR  <NIRTR>  RuIRTn ngm
DAN 7:16 MI779275D AITRDIR KRR <RIIRPI> 05 nap
DAN 7:18 R 0hY T <xnibyTY> Rmadon pjonn
DAN 7:19 PRI MY MATT <REWI> Ropnop xawh e iy
DaN 7:23 ROIRI RO ARPIVIOD <NDPIT> ROPDORN TR
DaN 7:27 mppRYN prom Ay <8hphes O
Esr 4:14 Rnn?  <RITIN> KRR MW
EsR 4:14 :8351% RWTIM RINHW <MITH90>
EsR 4:15 NN 7T ROMP <niT50>
Esr 4:17 TIMY3rAmTT  <IiAnua> 8w x990 wnw booopa oinTy
ESR 4:20 MmO A pehyy <ohwiphu> B pepn pam
ESR 4:20 M3 92w 593 <poHY>
ESR 4:23 5 M yTRa 90 HY: <RTImHY> v irnaa R
EsRr 5:1 oW T T <RTImHY> NP2 RITH-I2 77720 8921 30 3nm
Esr 5:6 03 1303 7T KPS <AmIp> A anw ML nne 1ann
Esr 5:6 MIIIAP3NT <NDOWR> AN
EsR 6:4 <xnpah>
EsR 6:6 :anmn &3 naTn <qinma>
Esr 6:18 TV T RIGR MTALOY <fAnpyong> RN IANA093 KD R
Esr 7:12 8N TN <RPOYNmIR>
Esr 7:24 || na7 8o o3 mos R0 RwIn <RMBI> KoY 872752 77 POTIAD 097
Esr 7:24 AT ROPR 3 Nom <R3- Rewan xrnr RRT 252
EsR 7:24 3T RD9R 2 <o NiPD Repan 8t RPT RN

1. The text is quoted according to the gere.
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The masora parva of JosH 1

verse word(s) masoretic notes
JosH 1:1 nin-mrwn | ALM: g
Josn 1:1 mm T awh | AL:soaT | Mi: soa
JosH 1:1 nwhmwn | A:rnania [LMri: 3
JosH 1:2 nwh | A[L] [C]: 8 &1 3 | M1: joa wxa 3
JosH 1:2 op oy | Al
JosH 1:2 "2y | Mi:oni
JosH 1:2 ooy | L
JosH 1:2 opno) | AL:3A3iaTioa k5Kl [C:iAddT o0 815
JosH 1:2 IR WR | M1: 3
JosH 1:2 S b o iR | A
JosH 1:3 oipn=52 | LM1: 3 | A:ow i wr 3 (=Isa 7:23) | C: v 2 (=Isa 7:23)
JosH 1:3 T | AC:a | M oma
JosH 1:3 ramod? | ALC:
JosH 1:4 satenn | ALMi:a | C:inbw (=1 SAM 25:14)
JosH 1:4 raym | ALMi: A
JosH 1:4 fiaaymaatenn | A:% (?, improbable, see below an3n—T )
JosH 1:4 ooy | LM [A:Snamonias |C:onh
JosH 1:4 T | M1 mprapion
JosH 1:4 S | C:Y A ()
JosH 1:4 opnn | A:a | C:?
JosH 1:4 ooy | ALMi:a | C:?
JosH 1:5 Ny | Cid
JosH 1:5 N5 (1) | L:&pada &t | Mi: doa pios wrn i
JosH 1:5 x5 (2" | M1: X5 &Y &Y poa
JosH 1:5 7% | ALM1: Y
Josu 1:6 || on% nn% oniagY mwawywr | L: 3
JosH 1:6 oniagy mvayy | A Mi: 2
JosH 1:7 pox1pin 7 | A:Anbwh 3 ? (=1 CHR 28:20)
JosH 1:7 paRI P | M1 iupaa
JosH 1:7 poRy | L:a | C: nwhwh pra (=JosH 1:7; 1 CHR 28:20)
JosH 1:7 mapawhmy | LY
JosH 1:7 upn | A:9aoi | L:mnaoi | Mi: no inor unn pap mann piao i (see Mm)
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Appendix B: The masora parva of Josh 1

verse word(s) masoretic notes
JosH 1:8 85 (1%) | A:®pada st (see above JosH 1:5)
JosH 1:8 wih | L:a | qoend (=IsA 54:10) | C:mom A (=IsA 54:10) | M1: pion wen
JosH 1:8 vy | Mi: 2
JosH 1:8 mm | ALMi:% |C:omb
JosH 1:8 7077 | ALMi:oni |C:0ni
Josn 1:8 W | ALCMi1: 9
JosH 1:9 vwnor | ALMi: %
JosH 1:9 Tonwr53 | AL
JosH 1:9 W& 532 | Mi: i —incorrect (32x)
JosH 1:10 Mo | C:RA31ONIWH 5 | M1 R naaonwh 5
JosH 1:11 n1 | ALMi: 3 | C: illegible
Josu 1:11 wan | A
JosH 1:11 ahr opnng | Li i | C:illegible
JosH 1:11 nyy &iay | Mi: o113
JosH 1:12 1R | A:ysnnonm A (=DEurt 3:16) | L: 2
JosH 1:12 Ry | Cowanmennia (=DEUT 3:16) | M1: ywir anr 3 (=JOsH 1:12, sic!)
JosH 1:13 maTay nwhn | M v
JosH 1:13 min | ALCM: %
JosH 1:14 ooupm DAY DVl | A:H
JosH 1:14 opsvows |LC:H
JosH 1:14 00w | Mi: pion wna Y
JosH 1:14 mwr | ACMi: 2
JosH 1:14 owpn | AMi:omT |C:a
JosH 1:14 Snaias | A [ MuiA
JosH 1:14 Son | Lea
JosH 1:14 op | A:S
JosH 1:15 C=imm | C:»
JosH 1:15 oo | C:onTA
JosH 1:15 oonwy | AL:Y
JosH 1:15 mm Ay awh | Lisoa s | Mi: o3
JosH 1:16 ume | ALMi: % | C: illegible
JosH 1:16 unown | ALMai: % | C: illegible
JosH 1:18 wrh | A:90a10n &0 | L: 010 wr1
JosH 1:18 | AY
JosH 1:18 ynwrNn | ACMa:
JosH 1:18 mpn | ALY
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