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1.0. INTRODUCTION

I.0.1. PRONUNCIATION TRADITIONS OF BIBLICAL
HEBREW

Hebrew is generally thought to have ceased to be a spoken ver-
nacular around the beginning of the third century C.E., after the
destruction of the final remaining Hebrew-speaking settlements
in Judaea by the Romans following the Bar-Kochba revolt. This
coincides with the end of the Tannaitic period in Rabbinic tradi-
tion.! The surviving Hebrew texts that are datable to before this
date would, therefore, have been written when Hebrew was still
spoken. This includes the books of the Hebrew Bible, Qumran
literature, Tannaitic Rabbinic literature, documents and epigra-
phy. There are references to the use of Hebrew as a vernacular in
the second century C.E., for example the anecdote of the maid-
servant of Rabbi Yehudah ha-Nasi, who is said to have known the
meanings of some Hebrew words with which the scholars of the
time were not familiar (Babylonian Talmud, Megilla 18a, Pales-
tinian Talmud, Megilla 2.2, 73a). The Bar Kochba documents in
the first half of the second century C.E. contain a number of fea-
tures that appear to reflect the spoken language (Mor 2013a;
2015).

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

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

! Kutscher (1982, 115-16), Saenz-Badillos (1996, 171-72), Schnie-
dewind (2013, 191), Y. Breuer (2013).
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2 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

periods in oral as well as written form. The oral recitation of the
Hebrew Bible continued in a variety of traditions down to mod-
ern times. The Hebrew Rabbinic material of not only the Tanna-
itic period but also of the Amoraic period (220-500 C.E.) was
composed orally. Furthermore, after Rabbinic literature was
committed to writing, the oral dimension continued in reading
traditions that have survived down to the present. There is a
reference also to the use of Hebrew for ‘spoken discourse’ (1127715)
in a saying attributed to Rabbi Yonatan of Bet-Guvrin (Palestine,
third century C.E.):

Rabbi Yonatan from Bet-Guvrin said there are four
languages that are pleasant for use: Greek for singing, Latin
for combat, Syriac for lamentation, and Hebrew for spoken

discourse.?

Even as late as the tenth century one finds in a Masoretic
treatise attributed to ‘Eli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir (ed. Allony 1973)
a description of how the author undertook fieldwork in the
streets of Tiberias to verify his analysis of the resh in the Tiberian
biblical reading, on the grounds that the Hebrew resh could still
be heard in the local speech of the (Jewish) inhabitants of
Tiberias. These references are unlikely to refer to vernacular
speech. Hebrew continued to be used as a form of learned
discourse among scholars in the Rabbinic period after it had
ceased to be a vernacular (Smelik 2013, 109-16). It was,

moreover, promoted as a language of everyday speech by the

2 Palestinian Talmud, Megilla 1.11(8), 71b: nya R 213-0"37 (N3 " 'DR
May R7HRS 010 39PY 0 D b 1 R 09PN 1N wanww ORI mnwd
Rint)



Introduction 3

Karaite scholar Benjamin al-Nahawendi (mid-ninth century C.E.)
on ideological grounds (al-Qirgisani 1939, VI 25.3; Khan 1992b,
157). Hebrew words and phrases, as well as Biblical Hebrew
quotations, continued in the so-called ‘Hebrew component’ of the
vernacular languages spoken by the Jews down to modern times,
which, it seems, is what ‘Eli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir was listening
to on the streets of medieval Tiberias. A particularly large
Hebrew component existed in Jewish secret languages, used
mainly by merchants.?

When Hebrew was a spoken vernacular language before the
third century C.E., it existed in a diversity of dialects, which
differed on various linguistic levels (Rendsburg 2013a). This
dialectal diversity existed synchronically at particular periods
and there was also diachronic change in the various spoken forms
of the language. Both of the synchronic and the diachronic
differences in the spoken language were disguised to a large
extent by the written form of the language, which was
considerably standardized in its orthography and linguistic form
(Rendsburg 1990; 2013Db). Several differences are, nevertheless,
identifiable from the surviving written evidence, some of which
relate to pronunciation. We know from epigraphic evidence from
the biblical period that diphthongs tended to be contracted in the
northern (Israelian) dialects whereas they tended to be preserved
uncontracted in the southern (Judahite) form of Hebrew, which
is the basis of the standardized Biblical Hebrew language. In the

Samaria ostraca, for example, one finds the orthography 1 ‘wine’,

® See the entries on the Hebrew component of secret languages in the
Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics (vol. 3, 511-520).



4 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

reflecting the pronunciation yen, whereas the Arad ostraca from
the south have the orthography » corresponding to Masoretic
Hebrew form 1 (Bruck 2013). The shibboleth incident described
in Jud. 12.1-6 is clear evidence of differences in pronunciation
between the dialects of Transjordan and Cisjordan (Rendsburg
2013c). In the Second Temple Period, there were differences in
dialects of Hebrew regarding the pronunciation of the guttural
consonants (laryngeals and pharyngeals). In many of the Dead
Sea Scrolls from Qumran datable to this period, including those
containing biblical texts, and Judaean inscriptions there is evi-
dence of the weakening of the gutturals. This is shown by the fact
that they are often either omitted or interchanged in the orthog-
raphy. Such weakening was presumably due to Greek influence,
which was spoken in Palestine during this period, especially in
the educated or urban classes, since Greek did not contain phar-
yngeals in its sound inventory. The Bar Kochba documents, on
the other hand, exhibit remarkably little weakening of the gut-
turals, despite the fact that they otherwise deviate quite radically
from the standard language and orthography and appear to be
close reflections of the spoken language. These documents are
likely, therefore, to reflect a spoken dialect that had preserved
the gutturals to a large extent.* The biblical scrolls from Qumran
which exhibit weakening of the gutturals, such as the Isaiah
Scroll 1QIsa?, therefore, reflect a particular dialectal variety of

pronunciation, which was not general throughout Palestine.

4 See Mor (2013b; 2013a), Fassberg (2013), Morgenstern (2013, 505-
6).
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Some of the biblical scrolls from Qumran have an
orthography close to that of the Tiberian Masoretic Text without
omission or interchange of gutturals. This may be due to
conservatism of orthography, but it is necessary to assume that
some traditions of Biblical Hebrew at this period did preserve the
gutturals and were the source of later traditions that preserved
them. In the Second Temple Period there is further evidence of
variation in the pronunciation of the gutturals in the Greek
transcriptions of Hebrew words in the Septuagint (late first
millennium B.C.E.), which reflect the preservation of the Proto-
Semitic velar fricatives *k and *g, e.g. Ayal{ ‘Ahaz’ (cf. Arabic
>akhadha ‘he took’ = my), I'ala ‘Gaza’ (cf. Arabic Ghazza, = nw).
The Hebrew orthography represents the merger of the original
velar fricatives with the pharyngeal fricatives n and p. This
orthography, which was derived from Phoenician, may have
concealed a distinction that was preserved in some Hebrew
dialects, but it is clear that there must have been a merger in
some dialects by the Second Temple Period. This is due to the
fact that some sources from Qumran that are roughly
contemporary with the Septuagint exhibit weakening of the
pharyngeals irrespective of their historical origin.’

There were a number of differences in morphology across
the various dialects of Hebrew when it was a spoken language.
Of particular significance for the later reading traditions of
Biblical Hebrew are the differences in pronouns and pronominal

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

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

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

endings of pronominal forms, e.g. in the second person forms:
2ms suffixes: 7-/n23-, n-/nn-
2mpl forms: onR/nNNR, on-/nNnN-, 03/0N2-

Another case of variation is found in the 3ms pronominal
suffix on plural nouns, which has the forms -, 1- or *m- (Qimron
1986, 58-59; 2018, 269-78; Reymond 2014, 153-64).

1.0.2. THE BIBLE IN THE SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD

The text of the Hebrew Bible that is reflected by the Qumran
manuscripts and other sources from the Second Temple Period
was pluriform and dynamically growing (Ulrich 2015, 18). There
were variant literary editions of many of the biblical books, these
being particularly numerous in the Pentateuch (Tov 2016). A
sizeable proportion of the Qumran biblical manuscripts, how-
ever, exhibit a text that is close to that of the medieval Masoretic
Text. These have been termed by Emanuel Tov ‘proto-Masoretic’
or, in his more recent work (Tov 2012, 107-9) as ‘Masoretic-like’
texts. These show us that great efforts were made in some circles,
apparently the Temple authorities, to preserve a stable text. In
Talmudic literature, there are reports of three scrolls of the
Pentateuch that were found in the Temple court. These differed
from one another in small details. They were carefully collated
and differences were corrected towards the majority reading.®

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

¢ The sources are discussed in detail by Talmon (1962). See also Ofer
(2019, 88).
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and level variants in one particular type of text, but not neces-
sarily to standardize and eliminate rival texts (Tov 2014; van der
Kooij 2014). This is clearly shown by the fact that such Masoretic-
like texts exist alongside other types of biblical texts in the Qum-
ran corpus that exhibit a variety of substantial differences from
the Masoretic Text. Furthermore, the Masoretic-like texts from
Qumran themselves exhibit some degree of diversity, since minor
textual differences are found from one manuscript to another.
Some hold the view that the Masoretic-like texts did not repre-
sent a central authoritative type of a text but rather one of several
forms of text that were of equal status. Doubts are cast on the
existence of sufficient cohesion in Judaism in the late Second
Temple Period or of a sufficiently acknowledged leadership to
make it conceivable that a majority of Jews recognized a single
authoritative text (Ulrich 2015, 19). Lim (2013, 126) draws at-
tention to the fact that different types of text are sometimes cited
side-by-side, which he presents as evidence that there was no
preference for one particular type of text. A further issue is the
selection of the text of the Masoretic-like manuscripts. It is now
generally agreed that this text was selected largely by chance ra-
ther than due to the archaic nature of the text or its perceived
accuracy.

Despite the pluriformity of the biblical text that is reflected
by the Qumran manuscripts, after the destruction of the Temple
in 70 C.E. the Masoretic type of text was the only text tradition
that continued to be transmitted in Jewish communities.
Fragments of biblical scrolls discovered in sites outside Qumran

datable to the first two centuries C.E. contain a consonantal text
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that is identical with that of the medieval Masoretic manuscripts,
even in the smallest details of orthography and cancellation dots
above letters. These include fragments found in Masada (first
century C.E.) and the somewhat later sites of Wadi Sdeir (Nahal
David), Nahal Hever, Wadi Murabba‘at and Nahal Se’elim (early
second century C.E.). The same applies to the recently published
charred fragments of a scroll of Leviticus from En Gedi, which
have been dated to roughly the same period (M. Segal et al.
2016). According to Tov (2008, 150), these texts from com-
munities outside Qumran constitute an ‘inner circle’ of proto-
Masoretic texts that derive directly from Temple circles and were
copied from the master copy in the Temple court. The proto-
Masoretic texts of Qumran, on the other hand, formed a second
transmission circle copied from the inner circle, and so exhibits
small differences.

The exclusive transmission of the proto-Masoretic tradition
in Judaism is nowadays generally thought to be the consequence
of historical events. Power and influence were gradually trans-
ferred from the priestly Sadducees to the Pharisees (Schiffman
1991, 112). The Pharisees, who as part of this process espoused
the proto-Masoretic text from the priestly authorities, constituted
the only organized Jewish group that survived the destruction of
the Temple (Albrektson 1978; Tov 2012).

Several scholars have drawn attention to the interaction
and interdependence of oral and written tradition in the
formation and transmission of the Hebrew Bible through the first
millennium B.C.E. down to the destruction of the Second Temple,
for example Nyberg (1934), Niditch (1996), Person (1998; 2010)
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and Carr (2005). Carr, in particular, stresses the fact that even
after the textualization of Scripture in written form in the first
millennium B.C.E., the written text remained combined with a
tradition of oral reading. The oral tradition of reading was mem-
orized and the texts were learnt as part of an educational process,
which has parallels in other ancient Near Eastern cultures. Such
a tradition of transmission relied not only on written texts but
also on teachers to pass on the oral traditions to pupils. Such was
the importance and self-sufficiency of the oral tradition of the
text, claims Carr, that at times of crisis, such as the Babylonian
exile, it may have been used to regenerate lost written forms of
the text. Raymond Person argues that the oral mind-set of ancient
Hebrew scribes influenced the way they copied texts, in that they
did not feel obliged to replicate the texts word by word, but pre-
served the texts’ meaning as a dynamic tradition like performers
of oral epics, with numerous small adaptations. This resulted in
a pluriformity of texts, which were nevertheless understood as

faithful representations of the tradition.

1.0.3. THE BIBLE IN THE MIDDLE AGES

After the destruction of the Second Temple, the Hebrew Bible
continued to be transmitted in a process similar to that attributed
by Carr to the earlier period, i.e. there was an intertwining of
written text and oral reading tradition. The written text was
copied by scribes and the memory of the oral reading tradition
was passed on from generation to generation by teachers. The
fact that the Hebrew Bible lost its pluriformity in its surviving

written consonantal text after the Second Temple Period does not
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mean it lost pluriformity also in its oral transmission. The
aforementioned fragments of biblical scrolls from the period after
the destruction of the Temple must have been recited with an
oral reading tradition. Just as the consonantal text (ketiv) of the
medieval Masoretic manuscripts corresponded to the written
consonantal text of these early scrolls, it is likely that the
medieval oral reading of the Middle Ages, which is represented
by the Masoretic vocalization signs, also had a close
correspondence to what was being recited orally at the beginning
of the first millennium C.E. There is, indeed, evidence that the
medieval reading tradition had its roots in the Second Temple
Period (81.0.8.).

The reading traditions of Biblical Hebrew that were
transmitted after Hebrew ceased to be a spoken vernacular
language exhibit diversity in phonology and morphology, some
of which is likely to have had its roots in the dialectal diversity
of spoken Hebrew at earlier periods.

We can distinguish broadly three stages of attestation of the
later reading traditions:

(i) The pre-Masoretic Greek and Latin transcriptions dat-
able to the first half of the first millennium C.E. The most
important sources from this period are the Greek transcriptions
found in the second column of the Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254
C.E.) and the Latin transcriptions in the Vulgate and writings of
Jerome (346-420 C.E.). In addition to these, transcriptions are
sporadically found in late Greek translations, such as Aquila,
Symmachus and Theodotion, and in the writings of the Church
fathers.
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(ii) The medieval traditions reflected by vocalized manu-
scripts and other sources. In addition to the Tiberian vocalization
system, medieval manuscripts are extant that contain other
vocalization sign systems, which reflect different reading
traditions.

(iii) The reading traditions that have survived in Jewish
communities in modern times.

The reading traditions of the Bible in Palestine reflected by
the Greek transcriptions of Origen and the Latin works of Jerome
exhibit a number of features that can be correlated with some of
the dialectal features mention in 81.0.1. They appear to have
preserved the gutturals, although they are not directly
represented by the Greek and Latin script, and so have their roots
in dialectal pronunciations in which these consonants were not
weakened. The 2ms pronominal suffixes are generally trans-
cribed without a following vowel and so correspond to the
variants ending in consonants reflected by the orthographies -
and n- in Qumran sources, e.g., ceoxay (Tiberian: 7pT¥) ‘your
righteousness’ (Origen, Psa. 35.28), ¢apacf (Tiberian: n¥1a) ‘you
have breached’ (Origen, Psa. 89.41); phalach vs. §7v3, ‘your work’
(Jerome, Hab. 3.2), calloth (Tiberian: ni%p) ‘you are vile’ (Jerome,
Nah. 1.14).7

The reading traditions of the Hebrew Bible that are
reflected by the medieval systems of vocalization signs were
transmitted orally for many generations during the first

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

7 See Sperber (1937), Brgnno (1943; 1970), Sutcliffe (1948), Janssens
(1982), Yuditsky (2013; 2017), Kantor (2017).
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vocalization sign systems was a textualization of oral traditions.
This was no doubt stimulated by the general increasing shift from
oral to written transmission of knowledge in the early Islamic
period.® This is a phenomenon that affected the whole of society
in the Middle East at this period. It is likely to have been brought
about, in part at least, by the archival documentary culture of the
Abbasid bureaucracy, which developed in the eighth century
C.E., and the spread in the production of paper at that period.’
The systems of vocalization signs that were developed in
the Middle Ages reflect three major traditions of pronunciation,
which are normally referred to as the Tiberian, Babylonian and
Palestinian traditions. The Palestinian pronunciation is reflected
also by some manuscripts vocalized with Tiberian vowel signs.
This latter type of vocalization will be referred to as Non-
Standard Tiberian vocalization (81.0.13.6.). Although the sign
systems were a creation of the Middle Ages, the pronunciation
traditions that they reflect had their roots in an earlier period and

had been transmitted orally for many generations. There is some

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

° For the documentary culture of the Abbasid administration see Sijpes-
teijn (2007), van Berkel (2014), Khan (2007, 13-65) and for the spread
of paper at this period see Bloom (2001). An analogy can be identified
in the increase of written culture in the kingdom of the Judean king
Hezekiah in the eighth century B.C.E. According to Schniedewind
(2004; 2013) this was stimulated by the increase in administrative bu-
reaucracy and urbanization. The role of bureaucracy and documentary
culture appears to have been a catalyst to written culture also in

medieval Europe; cf. Clanchy (2013).
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evidence that they originated in the Second Temple Period
(81.0.8.). They share more features among themselves than they
do with the Samaritan pronunciation tradition, which was
transmitted orally by the Samaritan community through the
Middle Ages down to modern times. This suggests that they were
more closely related, due to a common origin and/or due to
convergence through communal contact. They nevertheless
diverged from one another in a number of ways in phonology
and morphology. The distinctness of the Samaritan tradition of
reading reflects the fact that it split from the Jewish traditions
with the separation of the Samaritan community from Judaism
at an early period.

The various Jewish reading traditions had distinctive vowel
systems. The Tiberian pronunciation tradition distinguished the
vowel qualities [a] (patah), [o] (games), [e] (sere) and [e] (segol).
The Babylonian vocalization system lacked a sign for segol and
generally used a patah sign where Tiberian had segol, suggesting
that Babylonian pronunciation did not distinguish between the
qualities [a] and [e], but only had the quality [a].!° The Pales-
tinian pronunciation tradition did not distinguish between patah

and games, on the one hand, and between sere and segol, on the

10 The Babylonian tradition has been exhaustively described by Yeivin
(1985), which is the most authoritative scholarly source. Important
earlier studies of manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization were made
by Kahle (1902; 1913; 1928). For an overview of the distinctive features
of Babylonian vocalization and the reading traditions it reflects see
Khan (2013f) and Heijmans (2016).
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other, but rather had only one ‘a’ vowel and one ‘e’ vowel."
There was, however, internal diversity within these traditions of
pronunciation. This applied in particular to the Babylonian and
the Palestinian traditions, which exhibit a considerable amount
of variation both in the sign systems and the pronunciation these
systems reflect in the medieval manuscripts. The Tiberian
vocalization system and the pronunciation it reflects are more
uniform and standardized than the other traditions, but,

nevertheless, there is some internal diversity (§1.0.10).

1.0.4. THE TIBERIAN MASORETIC TRADITION

The textualization of the orally transmitted Tiberian reading
tradition was carried out by a circle of scholars in Tiberias known
as Masoretes. The Masoretes (known in Hebrew as n7on "2;3;)
were scholars who devoted themselves to preserving the
traditions of writing and reading the Bible. Their name derives
from the Hebrew term masora or masoret, the meaning of which

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

! The most important scholarly studies of the Palestinian vocalization
include Kahle (1930), Dietrich (1968), Revell (1970a; 1970b; 1977),
Chiesa (1978) and Yahalom (1997). For overviews of the system see
Heijmans (2013b) and Yahalom (2016).

12 There is no complete consensus concerning the original meaning or
etymology of the term. It seems to be connected with the Rabbinic
Hebrew verb 201 ‘to hand over’, though this may be a denominal form.
The noun n7bn occurs in Ezek. 20.37, which is generally understood
today as ‘bond’ (< 7oR). One of its ancient interpretations, however,

was ‘number’ (cf. Septuagint &pibu@). As we shall see, counting letters
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Tiberian Masoretes were active over a period of several centuries
in the second half of the first millennium C.E. The medieval
sources refer to several generations of Masoretes, some of them
belonging to the same family. The most famous of these families
is that of Aharon ben Asher (tenth century), whose forebears
were engaged in Masoretic activities over five generations.'® The
Masoretes continued the work of the soferim (‘scribes’) of the
Talmudic and Second Temple periods, who were also occupied

with the correct transmission of the biblical text.

and words to ensure the correct preservation of the text was one of the
activities of the Masoretes. The word occurs also in Mishnah Avot 3.14
in a statement attributed to Rabbi Aqgiva (c. 50-135 C.E.) 7mn% »o non
‘The masoret is a fence for the Torah’, where it may have been originally
used with the same sense (i.e. ‘counting’ of letters/words). Ben-Hayyim
(1957b) has suggested that the verb 7on in Hebrew actually had the
meaning of ‘to count’, as did its cognate in Samaritan Aramaic. The form
m1on is a variant feminine pattern of the noun. The form nqon or nqbn,
which is reflected in the English spelling ‘Massorah’, has no textual basis
but is a modern reconstruction on the analogy of the pattern found in
nouns such as n)83 ‘mercy seat’ and nka ‘dearth’.

13 Asher ‘the elder’, the great-great-grandfather of Aharon, probably
lived in the second half of the eighth century C.E.; cf. Kahle (1959, 75-
82; 1927, vol. 1, 39).

4 According to the Babylonian Talmud (Qiddushin 30a) the soferim
acquired their name from the fact that they counted (Hebrew -ap) all
the letters of the Pentateuch. As we have seen above the term nqbn was
probably originally understood in the sense of ‘counting’. This
connection with the Talmudic interpretation of the term soferim may be

more than coincidental, in that nqbn may have been intended originally
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The Tiberian Masoretes developed what can be termed the
Tiberian Masoretic tradition. This was a body of tradition that
gradually took shape over two or three centuries and continued
to grow until it was finally fixed, and the activities of the
Masoretes ceased, at the beginning of the second millennium.
During the same period, circles of Masoretes are known to have
existed also in Iraq. It is the tradition of the Tiberian Masoretes,
however, that had become virtually the exclusive Masoretic
tradition in Judaism by the late Middle Ages and has been
followed by all printed editions of the Hebrew Bible.

The Tiberian Masoretic tradition is recorded in numerous
medieval manuscripts. The majority of these were written after
1100 C.E. and are copies of older manuscripts that were made in
various Jewish communities. The early printed editions are based
on these late medieval manuscripts. The most authoritative of
these early editions was the so-called second Rabbinic Bible (i.e.
the Bible text combined with commentaries and translations,
known as Miqgra’ot Gedolot) edited by Jacob ben Hayyim ben
Adoniyahu and printed at the press of Daniel Bomberg in Venice
between 1524 and 1525. These early Rabbinic Bibles appear to
have been based on more than one manuscript (Penkower 1983).
This came to be regarded as a textus receptus and was used as

the basis for many subsequent editions of the Hebrew Bible.

to refer to the activity of the soferim. In the Middle Ages the term sofer
acquired the narrower sense of ‘copyist’. According to a medieval list of
Masoretes published by Mann (1935, 2:44) the chain of Masoretes

began with Ezra the scribe.
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A small number of surviving manuscripts are first-hand
records of the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. These were written
in the Middle East before 1100 C.E., when the Masoretes were
still active in the tenth century or in the period immediately after
the cessation of their activities in the eleventh century. They are,
therefore, the most reliable witnesses of the Tiberian Masoretic
tradition. They all come from the end, or near the end, of the
Masoretic period, when the Masoretic tradition had become fixed
in most of its details. After 1100 C.E. the fixed tradition was
transmitted by generations of scribes. Some of the modern
editions of the Bible are based on these early manuscripts, e.g.
the Biblia Hebraica from the third edition (1929-1937) onwards
(the latest edition of which is the Biblia Hebraica Quinta, 2004-),
The Hebrew University Bible (1975-), the editions by Aron Dotan
(1973; revised 2001) and Mordechai Breuer (1977-1982) and the
modern edition of the Rabbinic Bible by Menachem Cohen
(known as Ha-Keter, Ramat-Gan, 1992-).

The Tiberian Masoretic tradition can be divided into the

following components:
1.  The consonantal text of the Hebrew Bible.

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

manuscripts.

3. The indications of divisions of paragraphs (known in

Hebrew as pisqa’ot or parashiyyot).

4.  The accent signs, which indicated the musical cantillation

of the text and also the position of the main stress in a word.
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5.  The vocalization, which indicated the pronunciation of the
vowels and some details of the pronunciation of the
consonants in the reading of the text.

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

7.  Masoretic treatises. Some manuscripts have appendices at
the end of the biblical text containing various treatises on

aspects of the teachings of the Masoretes.
8.  Orally transmitted reading tradition.

The first seven of these components are written, whereas
the eighth existed only orally. The orally transmitted Tiberian
reading tradition was passed on from one generation to the next.
The reading tradition is only partially represented in graphic
form by the vocalization and accent signs. These written compo-
nents were created during the Masoretic period in the last third
of the first millennium C.E. The most famous Masorete, Aharon
ben Asher, who lived in the tenth century, represented the last
generation. At the close of the Masoretic period at the beginning
of the second millennium, the written components of the Tiberian
Masoretic tradition had become fixed and were transmitted in
this fixed form by later scribes. By contrast, the oral component,
i.e. the Tiberian reading tradition, was soon forgotten and
appears not to have been transmitted much beyond the twelfth
century. As a result, the Tiberian vocalization signs came to be
read according to the various local traditions of Hebrew
pronunciation, most of them influenced by the vernacular
languages of the communities concerned. The vocalization and

accents were no longer direct representations of the way in which
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the biblical text was recited and they became fossilized written
components of the text. Since the Tiberian oral tradition of read-
ing did not survive down to modern times, the letters, vocaliza-
tion and accent signs are symbols that require interpretation. This
interpretation is little more than speculation unless we examine
extant sources that were written by medieval scholars and scribes
who had direct access to the Tiberian pronunciation when it was
still a living oral tradition. The description of the Tiberian pro-
nunciation that is presented in this book is based on such medie-
val sources. Our main concern will be with the pronunciation of
the vowels and consonants.

The Tiberian Masoretic manuscripts are codices, i.e. books
consisting of collections of double-leaves that were stitched
together. A Bible codex was referred to in medieval Hebrew
sources as a mnn mahzor, as opposed to a scroll, which was re-
ferred to as a 1av sefer. The term mahzor later came to designate
specifically a codex containing a prayer-book for festivals. An-
other term that was used for a Bible codex in the Middle Ages
was anen mishaf, which is an Arabic loanword (< Arabic
mushaf).'® The Hebrew Bible began to be produced in codex form
during the Islamic period. The earliest surviving codices with
explicitly dated colophons were written in the tenth century C.E.
All of these originate from the Jewish communities in the Middle

East. There is indirect evidence from some Rabbinic sources that

!5 The Arabic word mugshaf is itself a loanword from Ethiopic mashaf,
which means ‘book’, or specifically ‘Scripture’, see Leslau (1987, s.v.
sahafa).
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the codex had been adopted for Hebrew Bibles already in the
eighth century C.E.'®

Previously, the Hebrew Bible was always written in a scroll.
After the introduction of the codex, scrolls continued to be used
for writing the Hebrew Bible. Each type of manuscript, however,
had a different function. The scrolls were used for public
liturgical reading in the synagogues, whereas the codices were
used for study purposes and non-liturgical reading. The scroll was
the ancient form of manuscript that was hallowed by liturgical
tradition and it was regarded as unacceptable by the Masoretes
to change the custom of writing the scroll by adding the various
written components of the Masoretic tradition that they dev-
eloped, such as vocalization, accents and marginal notes. The
codex had no such tradition behind it in Judaism and so the
Masoretes felt free to introduce into this type of manuscripts the
newly developed written Masoretic components.'” The desire to
commit to writing in the Middle Ages many components of the
Masoretic tradition that had been previously transmitted orally
was, no doubt, one of the main motivations for the adoption of
the codex at this period. It had been available as a format of book
production since the Roman period. It started to be used for the
writing of Christian Bibles as early as the second century C.E. The
earliest extant datable codices of the Qur’an pre-date the dated

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

16 See Beit-Arié et al. (1997), Glatzer (1989, 260-63), Outhwaite (2018,
323).

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

physical form of manuscripts see Khan (1990b).
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one of the medieval Hebrew terms for Bible codex, mishaf, is a
loanword from Arabic (mushaf) suggests, indeed, that the Jews
borrowed the format from the Muslims. We may say that the
liturgical scroll remained the core of the biblical tradition,
whereas the Masoretic codex was conceived as auxiliary to this.
This distinction of function between liturgical scrolls with no
vocalization, accents or Masoretic notes, on the one hand, and
Masoretic codices, on the other, has continued in Jewish
communities down to the present day. Occasionally in the Middle
Ages, Masoretic additions were made to scrolls if they had, for
some reason, become unfit for liturgical use. The fact that the
leaves of a codex were written on both sides, unlike biblical
scrolls, and its overall practical format meant that the entire
twenty-four books of the Bible could be bound together in a
single volume. The less practical scroll format meant that the
books of the Bible had to be divided up into a series of separate
scrolls. In many cases, however, codices consisted of only
sections of the Bible, such as the major divisions of Pentateuch
(Torah), Prophets (Nevi’im) and Writings (Ketuvim), or smaller
units.

The scrolls generally differed from Masoretic codices not
only in the lack of vocalization, accents and Masoretic notes, but
also in the addition of ornamental strokes called tagin (‘crowns’)
to the Hebrew letters shin, ‘ayin, tet, nun, zayin, gimel and sade.

In the Masoretic period, the task of writing codices was
generally divided between two specialist scribes. The copying of
the consonantal text was entrusted to a scribe known as a sofer,

who also wrote scrolls. The vocalization, accents and Masoretic
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notes, on the other hand, were generally added by a scribe known
as a naqdan (‘pointer’, i.e. vocalizer) or by a Masorete. This
reflects the fact that the tradition of transmitting the consonantal
text and the tradition of transmitting the Masoretic components
were not completely integrated. According to the colophon of the
Aleppo Codex, for example, the text was copied by the scribe
Shlomo ben Buya‘a and its vocalization and Masora were sup-
plied by Aharon ben Asher.'® For the scribe who wrote the con-
sonantal text the base of authority was constituted by an existing
authoritative exemplar manuscript.’® For the nagdan the base of
authority was a master teacher of the oral reading tradition. In
the case of the Aleppo Codex, the nagdan and the master teacher
were one and the same person. By contrast, the Codex Lenin-
gradensis, which was produced in the early eleventh century af-
ter the close of Masoretic period and the death of the last author-
ities of the Tiberian oral tradition, was written and vocalized by

the same scribe, Samuel ben Jacob.?°

8 The original inscriptions are now lost and survive only in copies
(Kahle 1930, 7-12; Ofer 1989). The scribe Shlomo ben Buya‘a also
wrote the manuscript I Firkovitch I1.17 (L' according to the abbrev-
iation of Yeivin 1980, 22-23), but the nagdan was different from that of

A and so the vocalization and accentuation.

19 In one extant Judaeo-Arabic document from the Genizah the Persian
loanword namiidhaj ‘model, exemplar’ is used to refer to such a model
manuscript (Outhwaite 2018, 331).

20 There is evidence from colophons that other Masoretic codices, also
apparently from the post-Masoretic period, were produced entirely by
a single scribe (Outhwaite 2018, 329).



Introduction 23

So far we have made a distinction between manuscripts of
the Hebrew Bible written in scrolls and those written in Masoretic
codices and also between the early Tiberian codices datable to
before 1100 and later ones. In the early period, coinciding with
or close to the time when the Masoretes were active, we can
distinguish between various types of Hebrew Bible codices. The
type of codex that has been referred to in the preceding dis-
cussion is what can be termed a ‘model’ codex, which was
carefully written and accurately preserved the written
components of the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. Such manu-
scripts were generally in the possession of a community, as is
shown by their colophons, and were kept in a public place of
study and worship for consultation and copying (to produce both
codices and scrolls). References to various model codices and
their readings are found in the Masoretic notes, e.g. Codex
Muggah, Codex Hilleli, Codex Zambuqgi and Codex Yerushalmi
(Ginsburg 1897, 429-33). Sometimes accurately written manu-
scripts also contain the text of an Aramaic Targum.

In addition to these model Masoretic codices, there existed
numerous so-called ‘popular’ Bible codices, which were generally
in the possession of private individuals. These were not written
with such precision as the model codices and usually did not
include all the written components of the Tiberian Masoretic
tradition. Often they contain no accents or Masoretic notes but
only vocalization, and this may deviate from the standard

Tiberian system of vocalization in a number of details. Some
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popular Bible manuscripts were accompanied by an Aramaic
Targum or an Arabic translation and commentary.?!

All popular manuscripts were not necessarily written
carelessly. The crucial feature of their production was that the
scribes felt less bound by tradition than in the copying of the
model manuscripts. Many of them are distinguished from the
model manuscripts also in their smaller dimensions and their dif-
ferent page-layout (Arrant 2020).

There were, therefore, three classes of Hebrew Bible
manuscript in the early Middle Ages: (i) scrolls used for public
reading in the liturgy; (ii) model Masoretic codices, the purpose
of which was to preserve the full biblical tradition, both the
written tradition and the reading tradition; (iii) popular
manuscripts that aided individuals in the reading of the text.

We describe here briefly some of the surviving model
Tiberian Masoretic codices that have come to be regarded as
among the most important and are referred to in various places
in this book. All of these manuscripts originate from the Middle
East, as do the vast majority of the early codices. The early
eastern manuscripts began to come to the attention of scholars in
the nineteenth century, mainly due to the collection of eastern
manuscripts assembled by Abraham Firkovitch (1787-1874), the

majority of which were donated to what is now the National

! For this type of medieval manuscript see Goshen-Gottstein (1962, 36—
44), Diez Macho (1971, 22), Sirat (2002, 42-50), Stern (2017, 88-90),
Arrant (2020) and Outhwaite (2020). These scholars use different terms
to refer to such Bible manuscripts. Sirat, for example, refers to them as

‘common Bibles’, a term that is adopted by Outhwaite (2020).
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Library of Russia in St. Petersburg. An important breakthrough
was also the discovery of the Cairo Genizah in the late nineteenth
century, which contained many fragments of early eastern Bible
manuscripts, the majority of which are now in the possession of
Cambridge University Library. The earliest surviving codices that
were written in Europe are datable to the twelfth century (Beit-
Arié et al. 1997). The early medieval model codices with stand-
ard Tiberian vocalization all reflect a basically uniform Masoretic
tradition, though no two manuscripts are completely identical.
The differences are sometimes the result of scribal errors and
other times due to a slightly different reading tradition or system
of marking vocalization and accents that is followed by the

naqdan.

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

In the colophon of this manuscript, it is stated that it was written
by Shlomo ben Buya‘a and the Masorete Aharon ben Asher (tenth
century C.E.) added the vocalization, accents and Masoretic
notes. This is confirmed by comparison with the statements
concerning the traditions of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali in the
Masoretic treatise known as ‘The Book of Differences’ (Kitab al-
Khilaf) of Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el (81.0.13.1.). The Aleppo Codex
agrees with Ben Asher against Ben Naftali in 94% of the cases of
differences between the two Masoretes recorded in this work. It
is indeed thought to be the manuscript that Maimonides
examined when he pronounced that Ben Asher’s tradition was
superior to that of other Masoretes. It should be regarded,

therefore, as the authorized edition in Jewish tradition after the
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time of Maimonides (Penkower 1981). When Maimonides saw
the manuscript, it was kept in Egypt, possibly in the Ben-Ezra
synagogue in Fustat, which later became famous for its ‘Genizah’.
From the later Middle Ages, however, it was kept in Aleppo. In
1948 the synagogue in which it was kept in Aleppo was set on
fire and only about three-quarters of the original manuscript
were preserved. The surviving portions are now kept in
Jerusalem in the library of the Ben-Zvi Institute (Shamosh 1987;
Friedman 2012; Goshen-Gottstein 1960; Yeivin 1968). It has
been published in a facsimile edition by Moshe Goshen-Gottstein
(1976) and images are available online.?* This manuscript forms
the basis of a number of Israeli editions of the Hebrew Bible,
including the Hebrew University Bible (Goshen-Gottstein 1975),
the edition of Mordechai Breuer (Jerusalem 1977-1982, re-
edited in 1996-1998 with inclusion of new information on the
parasha divisions) and the modern Rabbinic Bible (ha-Keter)
edited by Menachem Cohen (1992-).

2. Codex Leningradensis, St. Petersburg (Leningrad), National Li-
brary of Russia, I Firkovitch Evr. I B 19a (referred to henceforth
as L).

This codex is still widely known as Codex Leningradensis. One of
the colophons of the manuscript states that it was written in
Fustat, Egypt, and subsequently checked and corrected
‘according to the most exact texts of Ben Asher’.?? Its date is given

in the colophon according to five different systems of reckoning,

22 http://www.aleppocodex.org.
B quR 12 Hw o'pMTRn oaon ah.
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which do not completely coincide, but a date in the region of
1008-1009 C.E. seems to be intended. It was, therefore, written
after the close of the Masoretic period and was not the original
work of a Masoretic authority, unlike the Aleppo Codex, which
was vocalized by the Masorete Aharon ben Asher. It is, neverthe-
less, very similar to A and agrees with Ben Asher against Ben
Naftali in 90% of the cases of differences between them that are
recorded in the ‘The Book of Differences’. The commissioner and
first owner of the manuscript was a wealthy Karaite merchant
known as Joseph ibn Yazdad.?* The Codex Leningradensis differs
slightly from the Aleppo Codex in a few minor details. There is a
lesser degree of marking of hatef signs on non-guttural conso-
nants than in A (81.2.5.3.) and a slightly greater degree of mark-
ing of ga‘ya on open syllables. Some of the original vocalization
and accentuation has clearly been changed during the correction
process referred to in the colophon and the corrections, in gen-
eral, correspond to what is found in A. These consist of erasures,
mainly of ga‘ya signs, and additions, mainly of hatef signs under
non-guttural consonants. The manuscript has been preserved in
its entirety and it contains the complete text of the Bible. Paul
Kahle made this the basis of the third edition of Biblia Hebraica
(Stuttgart 1929-1937) and it has been used for all subsequent
editions. For practical reasons, unless otherwise indicated, man-
uscript L is cited according to the edition in the fourth edition of

Biblia Hebraica (Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, abbreviated as

4 For the background of the manuscript and the interpretation of its
colophon see Outhwaite (2018).
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BHS). In places where there are problems with the reading re-
flected by BHS (see, e.g. 81.3.1.14.) the manuscript is cited di-
rectly. Manuscript L is also the basis of the edition of the Hebrew
Bible by Aron Dotan (Tel-Aviv 1973, revised 2001).%

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

This manuscript contains leaves from different periods. The ones
of greatest interest for the study of the Tiberian Masoretic tradi-
tion are the oldest leaves, which constitute most of the Penta-
teuch. These are generally thought to have been written at the
same period as A in the first half of the tenth century, or possibly
slightly earlier. This older section agrees with Ben Asher against
Ben Naftali in 80% of the recorded cases of differences. It marks
hatef signs on non-guttural consonants slightly more frequently
than in the corresponding portions of L, in accordance the prin-
ciples found in A. The marking of ga‘ya in open syllables is, how-
ever, less frequent than in A. The rafe sign, furthermore, is used
on non-ns>73a1 consonants less often than in A (81.3.2.). It ap-
pears, therefore, to represent a slightly less developed tradition
than A.%¢

% A facsimile edition of the manuscript was published by Loewinger
(1970).

% Yeivin (1968, 359-60), Ginsburg (1897, 469-74), Lyons (1983), Do-
tan (1993).
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4. The Cairo Codex of the Prophets (referred to henceforth as C)

This manuscript, which contains all of the books of the Prophets,
was preserved down to modern times in the Karaite synagogue
in Cairo. It has a colophon attributing it to the Masorete Moshe
ben Asher, the father of Aharon ben Asher, with the date 895 C.E.
There is now a consensus that the manuscript was written later,
most likely in the eleventh century, and this is a later copy of an
earlier colophon.?’” The manuscript reflects a tradition that is
closer to that of Ben Naftali than to that of Ben Asher. In places
where a difference is recorded between Ben Asher and Ben
Naftali, it agrees with Ben Asher in 33% of cases and with Ben
Naftali in 64% of cases. C also reflects some features of vocaliza-
tion that are attributed to Ben Naftali in the Masoretic sources.
These include forms such as 5%, instead of Hx7"Y, the latter
being the tradition of Ben Asher, which is found in A and L
(81.2.5.1.). Another case is the marking of dagesh in the qof of the
verb apy» ‘he supplants’ (Jer. 9.3) (§1.3.1.11.2.). It does not, how-
ever, correspond to the tradition attributed to Ben Naftali in all
features. In general, it exhibits a more developed tradition than
A and L. It marks, for example, ga‘ya in open syllables (81.2.8.2.1)
and dagesh in consonantal °alef (§1.1.1.) more frequently than is
the case in A and L.?® A facsimile of C was published by Loew-
inger (1971). A Spanish team directed by Pérez Castro (1979-

? For the arguments regarding its dating, see Menachem Cohen
(1982b), Glatzer (1989, 250-59), Lipschiitz (1964, 6-7).

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

Masora.

5. Jerusalem National and University Library, Heb. 24, 5702 (for-
merly MS Sassoon 507) (henceforth referred to as S)

This is likely to have been written in the tenth century. The sur-
viving sections contain most of the Pentateuch. It does not exhibit
a predominant correspondence to either Ben Asher or Ben
Naftali, in that it agrees with Ben Asher against Ben Naftali in
52% of the recorded cases of differences. The vocalization exhib-
its some features that are attributed to Ben Naftali, e.g. Hx1i"a
(81.2.5.1.). In some features it is more developed than A and L,
such as the greater marking of rafe and the greater marking of
ga‘ya in open syllables. Unlike A and L, however, it does not mark

hatef signs on non-guttural consonants.?

Towards the end of the Masoretic period in the second half of the
tenth century and the eleventh century, many Karaite scholars
became involved with the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. Some
studies have shown that the Masoretic notes in some Tiberian
Bible codices, including the Aleppo Codex, contain some
elements that appear to reflect Karaite rather than Rabbanite
theology.® Does this mean that the whole circle of Tiberian
Masoretes were Karaites? There are several problems with such

a simple assessment. The medieval sources refer to several

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

%0 For example, the gradual revelation of misvot to generations before
Moses; cf. Zer (2003).
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generations of Masoretes, some of them belonging to the same
family. They indicate that the family of the famous Masorete
Aharon Ben Asher had been involved in Masoretic activities over
five generations. Aharon Ben Asher lived in the tenth century,
and so Asher ‘the elder’, who is stated to be the great-great-
grandfather of Aharon, is likely to have lived in the second half
of the eighth century C.E., before the emergence of Karaism on
the historical scene. There is no evidence of a Karaite community
in Tiberias during the Masoretic period. The immigration of
Karaites to Palestine evidently began in the second half of the
ninth century and was directed towards Jerusalem (Gil 1992,
182). Some of the Masoretes, furthermore, were closely
associated with the Rabbanite Jewish authorities, e.g. Pinhas
Rosh ha-Yeshiva (‘head of the Academy’), who lived in the ninth
century. The ‘Academy’ (Yeshiva) was the central body of
Rabbanite Jewish communal authority in Palestine. Some close
parallels to the format and phraseology of the Masoretic notes
can, in fact, be found in Midrashic literature composed before the
Islamic period (Martin Contreras 1999; 2002; 2003). It is likely
that these Midrashim were redacted by Jewish sages in Tiberias,
which was a thriving centre of Rabbinic scholarship in the
Byzantine period (Rozenfeld 2010, 120-26). All this suggests that
Karaite scholars joined forces with an existing stream of tradition
of ‘Bible scholarship’ in Rabbanite Judaism, enhancing it and
developing it.

The Karaites contributed to the Tiberian Masoretic
tradition in various ways. They sponsored the safekeeping of the

model Masoretic codices produced by the Masoretes. This is
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shown by the fact that colophons of many of the surviving
codices indicate that they had come into the possession of Karaite
public institutions, such as study houses and synagogues. The
Karaites also become involved in the production of accurate
copies of Masoretic biblical codices, particularly in the eleventh
century, after the cessation of the activities of the Tiberian
Masoretes. In the late tenth and early eleventh century, they
produced several Masoretic treatises (§1.0.13.1.) and developed
the para-Masoretic philological activity of grammar (81.0.13.4.).

Several of the colophons of the model Tiberian also indicate
that the codices were used for liturgical reading by the Karaite
communities on Sabbaths and festivals, e.g.

The Aleppo Codex (A):

‘in order that they bring it [the codex] out to the settle-
ments and communities in the holy city on the three pil-
grimage festivals, the festival of Passover, the festival of

Weeks and the festival Tabernacles to read in it’.%!

The Cairo Codex of the Prophets (C):

‘This is the codex, the Eight Prophets, which Ya‘bes ben
Shlomo consecrated in Jerusalem ... for the Karaites who
celebrate the feasts at seeing the moon, for them all to read

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

81 Kahle (1930, 3): nwbwa wTipn waw mHnpm mawinn DR 1mRerw 1
12 MAPY MaIoA AM NRawn an menn i ohan.

32 Kahle (1959, 93): nnbw 12 pay’ MR WIpnw ORI AINW 09T M
DWINA MNAwa 092 12 1R 1770 MR 5 omnn owwn pRIpY ... obwra
orTYInaL.
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II Firkovitch Evr. II B 34:

‘This Bible should be taken to one of the settlements in
which there are Karaite communities on Sabbaths and fes-
tivals in the city of Cairo so that the congregation can read
it each Sabbath and blessed festival’.?®

The use of Masoretic codices for liturgical reading distin-
guished the Karaites from the Rabbanites, who continued to use

scrolls for this purpose (Allony 1979).

I1.0.5. QERE AND KETIV

The medieval Tiberian Bible codices record the reading tradition
not only in the vocalization sign system but also in marginal
notes. These are known as gere notes. The term gere is the Ara-
maic passive participle mp ‘read’. The notes were marked when
there was a conflict between the orthography of the text, known
as the ketiv (from the Aramaic passive participle 2'n3 ‘written’),
and the oral reading. The usual practice in the manuscripts was
to write the vocalization of the gere on the orthography of the
ketiv and then write in the margin the appropriate orthography
of the gere without vocalization. The gere note in the margin is
generally flagged by the word ™ (gere) under it or the abbrevi-

ation p, e.g.
2 Kings 20.4

L: i Margin: q¥n i.e.read the ketiv 7y as agn

P

3 Kahle (1930, 74-77): mbnp na mmw mawinn DNk 98 RIpnn a1 qoKe
T2 T Naw 522313 5apn nRAph 0Mrn NTTRa DTN MNawa URIpN.
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In some places in the manuscripts, the gere note is accom-
panied by a sign that resembles a final nun j. This was evidently
a device to draw the attention of the reader (Ofer 2019, 89-91).

Qere notes are unevenly distributed across the Hebrew Bi-
ble. They are less frequent in the Pentateuch than in the Prophets
and Writings.>*

When there is a regular conflict between the orthography
of the reading in frequently occurring words and forms, as is the
case, for example, with the Tetragrammaton (ketiv mi, gere 378
or 0"9R), the place name ‘Jerusalem’ (ketiv ohwr, gere 0™ow™?)
and some morphological suffixes (see below), the vocalization of
the word reflects the gere but there are no gere notes in the mar-
gins with the appropriate orthography.

It is important to distinguish between the gere notes and
the gere. The term gere should properly refer to the entire reading
tradition, reflected by the vocalization, whereas the gere notes
concern selected cases where the reading tradition differs suffi-
ciently from the orthography to lead to errors in reading. Errors
in reading included not only errors in pronunciation but also er-
rors in the understanding and parsing of a word.

As remarked, the transmission of the Hebrew Bible in-
volved the intertwining of written text and oral reading tradition.
The written text was copied by scribes and the memory of the
oral reading tradition was passed on from generation to
generation by teachers. The scribes and the teachers constituted
two distinct groups and their activities were distinct. This is one

of the reasons why discrepancies arose between the two channels

34 Barr (1981), Tov (2015, 157).
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of transmission. To understand further the phenomenon of a
reading tradition (gere) of the Hebrew Bible that does not always
correspond to the orthography of the written text (ketiv), it is
helpful to compare the gere to the oral reading traditions of the
Qur’an, known as qird’at.

According to early Islamic sources, immediately after the
death of the prophet Muhammad, Qur’anic verses were preserved
in both written and oral form. They were recorded in writing on
small fragmentary objects, such as palm stalks and thin stones,
and were transmitted in human memory ‘in the hearts of men’
(sudar al-rijal).> The implication is that oral traditions accompa-
nied written traditions from the very beginning of the process of
transmission. After the written text of the Qur’an had been offi-
cially stabilized and had undergone a process of standardization
in the form of the edition of the caliph ‘Uthman (seventh century
C.E.), considerable diversity still remained in the various tradi-
tions of orally reciting the text, despite the fact that ‘Uthman had
commanded the written texts that did not conform to the new
‘Uthmanic recension to be destroyed. These oral reading tradi-
tions exhibited different linguistic features, reflecting differences
between the spoken Arabic dialects of the period, and also textual
differences. Some of the differences were also due to grammatical
errors by reciters. For approximately two centuries after the in-
troduction of the ‘Uthmanic standard written text, some textual

differences in the reading traditions still deviated from the or-

% See hadith 4986 in the collection of al-Bukhari (Sahih al-Bukhari) ed.
Muhammad M. Khan (1997).
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thography of this standard text. The textual differences, there-
fore, were not only different interpretations of the written or-
thography but also, it seems, different readings that arose in oral
transmission. By the third century A.H./ninth century C.E., how-
ever, the permitted forms of reading were strictly brought into
line with the orthography of the text and with standardized rules
of Arabic grammar. This was largely due to the activities of Ibn
Mujahid (d. 324 A.H./936 C.E.), who had the official backing of
the government authorities. Ibn Mujahid also reduced the num-
ber of authorized reading traditions to seven canonical ones,
which were transmitted from a recognized authority and had a
large number of tradents. The principle of conformity with the
orthography of the ‘Uthmanic text did not necessarily require
correspondence to the reading originally intended by the orthog-
raphy, but rather it was required that the reading could be ac-
commodated by the orthography. The potential for variation was
increased by the fact that what was fixed was the orthography
without diacritical dots on the Arabic letters (known as the rasm).
This is likely to have been intentional in order to accommodate
a diversity of reading traditions. The text, therefore, could not
serve as a stand-alone document but rather functioned as an aide-
mémoire for the oral reading (Graham and Kermani 2007, 116;
Roxburgh 2008, 8). Various different dialectal forms of Arabic
were permitted in the reading traditions, so long as they could be
supported by the rasm. The orthography originally represented
the western Arabian dialect of the Hijaz in which a glottal stop
was elided. The word for ‘well, spring’, for example, was

pronounced as bir in the dialect of Hijaz (i.e. »») and this is what
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was originally intended by the orthography . This was how it
was pronounced also in some of the canonical reading traditions.
Other canonical reading traditions, however, read the rasm with
a glottal stop, viz. bi’r, in accordance with the phonology of the
eastern Arabian dialect (i.e. _v). Some of the most widely
followed canonical readings in later centuries, in fact, followed
the eastern type of pronunciation, which deviated from what the
orthography was originally intended to represent.*

The gere of the Hebrew Bible was most likely analogous to
the Qur’anic reading traditions, especially those of the early
Islamic period, which sometimes differed textually from the
orthography.*” As with the Qur’anic reading traditions, the gere
reflects an orally transmitted reading tradition of the written text,
i.e. a memorized tradition of oral recitation. It need not be as-
sumed that it is derived from a variant written tradition that had
its origin in written manuscripts.* Indeed allusions to Jewish ed-

ucation in the Second Temple Period refer to learning the Torah

% For a good overview of Qur’anic reading traditions see Leemhuis
(2017). See also Nasser (2013) and Graham and Kermani (2007).

37 Cf. Crowther (2018), who draws analogies between the diversity of
Qur’anic oral reading traditions with the pluriformity of biblical texts

from Qumran.

3 We take the view here of scholars who have stressed the oral dimen-
sion of the text reflected by the vocalization; cf. especially Barr (1968,
194-222; 1981), Morag (1974), M. Breuer (1997) and Ofer (2019, 87—
89). A discrepancy between a reading tradition and the written text

similar to the one found in the transmission of the Hebrew Bible is found
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by hearing the recitation of texts, which would be memorized
and repeated orally. This acquired knowledge of the text would
stand independently of the written text. Josephus (d. 100 C.E.)

describes such a process of education as follows:

Let the high priest stand upon a high desk, whence he may
be heard, and let him read the laws to all the people; and
let neither the women nor the children be hindered from

hearing.*

Such memorized oral traditions could potentially survive
punctuations such as the physical destruction of written texts, as
is likely to have happened after the destruction of the First
Temple in the sixth century B.C.E.** and as is reported to have
happened during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, who,
according to 1 Macc. 1.56-57, ordered the destruction of books
in the Temple in 168-167 B.C.E. In a similar manner oral
traditions of the Qur’an maintained textual traditions that were
eliminated by the physical destruction of written non-‘Uthmanic
versions (Zbrzezny 2019).

The gere notes in the medieval Masoretic codices are
unlikely to have originated as written marginal corrections of
specific words in the written text, as advocated, for example, by
scholars such as Ginsburg (1897, 183-87) and Gordis (1971).

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

community; Morag (1988).
39 Antiquities (4.214). The passage is discussed by Schniedewind (2013,

196). Josephus refers elsewhere also to the memorization of Psalms by
the Levites (Antiquities 20.218).

0 Cf. Carr (2005, 161-73).
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Rather they constitute a system that was developed before the
vocalization signs were created to alert the reader to places
where the oral reading deviates from what is represented by the
written orthography.

In the early Islamic tradition, the Qur’an was typically
recited only from memory during congregational prayers. In an
attempt to bring the oral traditions more into line with the
of Iraq, ordered the recitation to be made from a book rather
from memory alone (Hamdan 2006, 172). Such an attempt to
bring the recitation of oral tradition more closely together with
the text is likely to have occurred also in Judaism in the process
of fixing the text after the destruction of the Temple. The oral
and written traditions of both the Hebrew Bible and the Qur’an,
nevertheless, continued to be separate levels of transmission. The
oral reading was the oral performance of the written text,
whereby the two levels were intertwined.

As is the case with Qur’anic reading traditions, the gere
reflected linguistic differences from the ketiv, textual differences
and sporadic errors in reading.

The linguistic differences often appear to reflect dialectal
divergences. The gere of the pronominal suffixes 7- [-y2:], p-
[-t">:] and 7- [-2:0v], for instance, reflect different morphological
forms from those reflected by the ketiv. The ketiv of the second
person suffixes -, n- reflect forms without a final vowel and the
3ms suffix »- appears to reflect a suffix containing a front vowel,
such as -éw or the like. The forms of the gere are reflected in

Qumran manuscripts and Hebrew epigraphic texts from the first
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millennium B.C.E. by spellings such as 13-, nn- and 1- (Cross and
Freedman 1952, 53, 66-67; Qimron 1986, 58-60). The spelling
of these suffixes with the normal Masoretic type of orthography
is also found in Qumran and epigraphic texts.*! The gere of the
suffixes 7-, p- and v;, moreover, is reflected by the orthography
of the consonantal text in a few sporadic cases, e.g. 137 ‘your
hand’ (Exod. 13.16), nm13 ‘you have sojourned’ (Gen. 21.23), 1¢ri
‘his arrows’ (Psa. 58.8). It is not necessarily the case, therefore,
that the linguistic differences between the gere and the ketiv al-
ways reflect later stages of development of the Hebrew language,
but rather in many cases these may have been contemporary di-
alectal differences. Exceptional pronominal forms that appear in
the ketiv but not in the gere and have been considered archaic are
often attested in the orthography of Qumran manuscripts. This

applies, for example, to 2fs pronominal forms with final yod:
ketiv 'nx, gere n& 1 Kings 14.2 ‘you (fs)’
ketiv *nabn, gere mahn Jer. 31.21 ‘you (fs) went’
ketiv 135, gere 79 2 Kings 4.2 ‘to you’

The yod occurs on these pronominal forms in Qumran man-
uscripts where they do not occur in the ketiv of the Masoretic
Text, suggesting that it was still a living linguistic feature in the
late Second Temple period. Examples are particularly numerous

in the scroll 1QIsa? e.g.*

‘1 For a detailed discusssion of the attested forms of the suffix see
Hornkohl (2020).

42 Material incorporated from the Gesenius grammar project contrib-
uted by Aaron Hornkohl.



Introduction 41

nx nx (1QIsa® 42.24 | BHS xn-nx Isa. 51.9 ‘[are] you
[not] she”)

225 (1QIsa® 39.26 | BHS 729 Isa. 47.7 ‘your [fs] heart’)

oy (1QIsa® 17.4 | BHS mbw Isa. 22.1 ‘you [fs] have gone

up’)

In fact, the forms with yod occasionally occur in the gere of
the Masoretic text, e.g. *21710 ‘your (fs) life’ (Psa. 103.4).

There are other less frequently occurring instances where
there appear to be differences in morphology between the form
represented by the orthography of the ketiv and the gere without

it being felt necessary to write a gere note, e.g.
Cant. 3.4. pnxanw-Tv ‘until I had brought him’
Gen. 24.47. oy ‘and I placed’
Lev. 20.26. 57281 ‘and I have separated’

Here the ketiv orthography is likely to reflect the forms
nia7, oy and 77281 respectively. Evidently, the orthography
of the ketiv was considered to be acceptable as a representation
of the gere due to analogy with orthography in other contexts,
e.g. 821 ‘bring!” (1 Sam. 20.40), and defective spellings such as
oW ‘officers’ (Exod. 14.7).4

With regard to textual differences between the gere and the
ketiv, sometimes there is a difference in the whole word, e.g. 2

Kings 20.4, written i ‘the town’, read -¢n ‘the court’ or the

3 The linguistic differences between the gere and the ketiv are particu-
larly prominent in Biblical Aramaic, where in many cases each of these

layers clearly reflects different dialects of Aramaic.
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division of words, e.g. Ezek. 42.9, written no&n mawh annnm,
read N80 Niowhn nnnn ‘below these chambers’. In some isolated
cases the discrepancy amounts to omissions or additions of words
or phrases, e.g. Jer. 31.38, written o'n' min, read o831 oR "IN
‘behold the days are coming’.

In a few cases, a textual difference in the gere does not
differ in its phonetic form from the reading offered by the ketiv.
This applies, for example, to several instances where the ketiv is

1% ‘to him’ and the gere is 85 ‘not’ and vice versa, e.g.
ink mipY nIPRY? NAN Ny WK HIWR Man opt
gere: NN WK
‘The house that is in a city with a wall (ketiv: a city that is

not a wall) shall be made sure in perpetuity to him who
bought it’ (Lev. 25.30).

150 nnw 3 1 1 0K
gere: K9 | WpR

‘He would say “No, you must give it now”’ (ketiv: ‘He would

say to him “You must give it now” (1 Sam. 2.16).

In such cases, the conflict between the oral gere and the
orthography of the ketiv is only a difference in its interpretation,
which shows that the oral reading was transmitted together with
an associated semantic content. So the note in the margins of
medieval Masoretic manuscripts stating that the gere is 1> where
the ketiv has 85 indicates that in the reading tradition this word
[6 has the meaning ‘to it’ and offers an orthography that is more

appropriate for this than the orthography of the ketiv (85), which



Introduction 43

reflects a different meaning of 16, namely the meaning of the
negative particle. In late antiquity, this semantic content was
expressed by the Targums (Ongelos and Jonathan), which
frequently reflect an interpretation of the gere and not the ketiv
(e.g. Ongelos to Lev. 25.30: 8w 57 8n7paT 82 ‘a house that
is in town that has a wall’). In a number of cases, however, the
Targums reflect the semantic content reflected by the
orthography of the ketiv. This applies, for example, to the Targum
to 1 Sam. 2.16, which reflects the ketiv 1 ‘to him’: 7% 908 ‘and
he said to him’. This reflects a diversity of interpretative
traditions.

Another case where the ketiv and gere have the same
phonetic form is 2 Sam 5.2: ketiv n& *anm, gere note NX K'an: ‘the
one bringing in + object marker’ (-n& 8'ann1). The ketiv seems to
have arisen by haplography of an ’alef. The gere note need not be
taken as evidence that it has its origin in a written manuscript
with the correct orthography, but rather indicates that in the
reading tradition the ketiv *ann is interpreted as meaning 8ann.
The purpose of the note was to ensure that readers parsed the
anomalous orthography *ann correctly. Similar cases of gere notes
that do not reflect a different pronunciation but rather offer help
in parsing words with an unusual orthography include Jer. 18.3
ketiv 1n3m, gere note &0 nam ‘and behold he’ (x373-731) and Exod.
4.2 ketiv mn, gere note M nn ‘what is that?’ (717nn). In these last
two cases, the orthography of the ketiv has the purpose of
reflecting the prosodic bonding of the words. Although this

prosodic bonding indeed exists also in the gere, the gere note was
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considered necessary since such combinations of words are
normally not represented in this way in the orthography.
Another case of the gere note apparently differing only in

orthography from the ketiv is

1 Chron. 11.17. L: w&nn ‘and he desired’, gere note: r&nm,

i.e. the gere is PRn".

Here the spelling of the gere note with final v (imitating the
orthography of the 3ms pronominal suffix on plural nouns »:;-)
is likely to be a device to ensure that the ending of the word is
read as a final diphthong. Similar gere notes for this verb are
found in Prov. 23.6 and Prov. 24.1. An analogous type of note is
found in Jer. 17.11: ketiv 7, gere v ‘his days’ ('a7). The orthog-
raphies 1w&nn and ' would, in principle, be possible for the rep-
resentation of a final diphthong consisting of games and conso-
nantal vav [2:0v]. The point is that the vav in orthographic se-
quences such as &- and - at the ends of words would normally
be read in the biblical corpus as a vowel. The gere note warns
against following the normal practice, which would result in an
error of reading.

In a few cases, the gere has a qames hatuf or hatef games

where the ketiv has a vowel letter vav, e.g.
Neh. 4.9. L: 21w ‘and we returned’, gere note: 2w, i.e. the
gere is 2V

The purpose of the gere note is to supply a more appropriate
orthography for the short vowel of the reading tradition since the

orthography of the ketiv with vav could cause an error in reading.
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In some cases falling into the category of those just
discussed, in which the gere note presents a more frequent
variation of orthography rather than the orthography of a
completely different word, there is a Masoretic note relating to
orthography rather than a gere note, which serves the same

purpose, e.g.

Neh. 13.23. L: nimny ninIwR ‘Ashdodite, Ammonite
women’, note 1 9’1" (‘the vav is redundant’), i.e. the gere is

ninpy NFTTYR.

In these types of cases the manuscripts occasionally differ,
some having a gere note and others a Masoretic note relating to
orthography (Ofer 2019, 92), e.g.

2 Sam. 16.8. 1nnn:
L:  prnnn ‘the gere is *rnp’

A:  ©on T ‘one of four cases in which the orthography (of this
suffix) lacks (yod)’

Notes such as those just described, in which the gere is
pronounced the same or similarly to the ketiv, suggest that the
gere notes were originally compiled before the creation of the
vocalization signs, since the vocalization would have ensured
that such an error of reading was not made. References to
differences between gere and ketiv are, in fact, already mentioned
in Rabbinic literature (Yeivin 1980, §105; Ofer 2008; 2009).

In a large proportion of cases where the gere differs from
the ketiv, the gere represents an easier reading than the ketiv. The

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

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

Jer. 13.20. L: bo'pp *&iy ‘lift up your (pl) eyes’ (where the
ketiv reflects *®v ‘lift up (fs)’), gere note Rw, i.e. the gere is
W

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

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

2 Sam. 20:14. L: 3%pn ‘and they assembled’, gere note

1P, i.e. the gere is H9npn.

In such cases in the Aleppo Codex the vocalization signs are
not marked in the order required by the gere but rather are
marked on the letters of the ketiv in a different order from the
form of the gere that they are intended to represent, i.e. i9pM
(Yeivin 1962). Here each individual letter has the vocalization
required by the gere but the sequence of vowels is still according
to the order of the letters in the ketiv. This may reflect the notion
that the gere here is correcting a mistaken orthography, which is
scrambled in the ketiv.

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

mism in place of a less socially polite ketiv, e.g.
Deut. 28.30. L: 139w ‘he will ravish her’, gere note n1ov,
i.e. the gere is 1322w ‘he will lie with her’.

It may be theologically easier by, for example, supplying a
substitution for the sacred Tetragrammaton or avoiding an an-

thropomorphism, as in
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Deut. 16.16. L: m | 39708 7331792 ARk niwa | onpe wiby

75K ‘Three times a year all your males shall appear before

the Lord, your God’.

Here the verb n&7 is read as a nif‘al, but the ketiv n&~ ap-
pears to have originally represented a transitive gal verb ‘he will
see (the face of the Lord)’. The reading tradition was less anthro-
pomorphic and so theologically more acceptable.

In a few cases, however, the gere contains textual
differences that appear to be more difficult than that of the ketiv

and have arisen by an error, e.g.

2 Sam. 16.12. L: "1p3, gere note "1p31, i.e. the gere is 12

‘upon my eye’.

The ketiv reflects the word 13y ‘my punishment’, and this
would seem from the context to be the original reading here (C.
McCarthy 1981, 81-83) and the reading ‘my eye’ has arisen by
an erroneous reading of the word: (*rpa ™p) "2 MM IR AR
:n1 0¥ N7 nop naiv 5 Moy 2wy ‘It may be that the Lord will
look upon my punishment (gere my eye) and that the Lord will
repay me with good for this cursing of me today.’ The Septuagint
translates év tjj Tamewvwaoet pov ‘in my humiliation’, which is clearly
a rendering of the ketiv. The interpretation of Targum Jonathan,
however, reflects the reading of the gere: nynT » 07p 893 DR 8N
1y ‘what if the tear of my eye is revealed before the Lord?’.

Another example is

Gen. 8.17. L: 8¥1n ‘bring out’, gere note 8x’f, i.e. the gere is
R
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The gere here is the morphologically difficult form xy',
whereas the ketiv reflects the expected form &yin. Here again, the
gere seems to have arisen by an erroneous reading of a yod
instead of a vav. The letters vav and yod were often difficult to
distinguish in the Hebrew square script used in the Second
Temple Period (Tov 2012, 228-32).

Difficult gere readings such as "3 and Ky'n, which appar-
ently arose from a confusion of written letters, do not necessarily
originate in scribal errors in written texts but rather could have
been due to misreadings of a written text in the oral recitation.
This would imply that the oral reading tradition, although mem-
orized and potentially independent of the written text, in practice
had some degree of dependence on it. As remarked, it is best
characterized as an oral performance of the visible written text.
The tradition of this oral performance was evidently less fixed in
antiquity and could adjust to the visible written text, even when
this was misread. At a later period, the Tiberian reading tradition
was fixed in its textual form, but it nevertheless continued to
have the status of an oral performance of the written text and so
have some degree of dependence on it. This is reflected, in par-
ticular, in the phenomenon of orthoepy in the Tiberian reading
tradition, i.e. the effort to ensure that the distinct elements of the
written text are given their optimal realization (81.0.11.).

The intertwined nature of the oral reading tradition and the
written text is reflected also in the interpretation exhibited by the
early versions and by the interpretation traditions that existed
during the first millennium C.E. when the Tiberian reading was

still a living oral tradition. In the ancient versions, such as the
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Septuagint, the Peshitta and the Vulgate, the renderings of pas-
sages with gere and ketiv differences in the Masoretic tradition in
some cases reflect the Tiberian gere and in other cases reflect the
ketiv.** Even Greek transcriptions of Hebrew proper names in the
Septuagint in some cases reflect the ketiv rather than the gere.*
It is possible that in the source text and source reading tradition
of the Septuagint in the Second Temple Period the gere and ketiv
variations were distributed differently from what came to be
fixed in the Masoretic tradition. This is less likely, however, in
later versions such as the Peshitta and Vulgate, and it appears
that the translators were basing themselves on either the gere or
the ketiv. In the Talmudic period, indeed, the Rabbis based their
interpretations of Scripture on both the gere and the ketiv, and

traces of this practice continued into the Middle Ages.*°

I1.0.6. THE ACCENTS

The gere became canonical and fixed. After the canonization of
the gere, another level of oral reading was superimposed on the
gere in the form of the divisions of the gere text expressed by
cantillation. These divisions, which came to be represented

graphically by the medieval accent signs, expressed a particular

a4 According to Gordis (1971, 66) the Peshitta and Vulgate versions
reflect approximately 70% gere readings and the Septuagint approxi-
mately 60%.

4 Myers (2019, 285-86).

%6 Goldberg (1990), Naeh (1992; 1993).
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interpretation of the text.*” Occasionally the accent divisions do
not correspond to the tradition of the written text. This applies
to some cases where there is a conflict between the accents and
the paragraph divisions, known as parashiyyot, in the Tiberian
Masoretic text. These paragraph divisions in the layout of the
written text are found in the manuscripts from Qumran, both
biblical and non-biblical. There is a large degree of agreement
between the paragraphing of the Qumran biblical scrolls and that
of the medieval manuscripts, which indicates that the tradition
can be traced back to the Second Temple period. In a number of
places, however, the paragraph divisions in the medieval manu-
scripts do not coincide with the end of a verse according to the
accents. This is known as p1oa yxnIRa npos ‘a paragraph division
within a verse’, e.g. Gen. 35.22, 1 Sam. 16.2. The reason for this
appears to be that the paragraph division of the written text and
the division expressed by the cantillation are two different layers
of exegetical tradition, which occasionally do not correspond
with one another. In a number of cases, the cantillation divisions
conflicted with the gere, as is seen by the fact that in a number
of verses a division in the gere represented by a pausal form in

the vocalization has a conjunctive accent in the cantillation.*®

47 There is evidence that the written accent signs were introduced before
the vocalization signs in the various traditions of notation of reading
traditions (Dotan 1981).

8 For this phenomenon see Revell (1980; 2015), I. Ben-David (1995)
and Khan (2013a, 59-60). According to Dresher (1994) and DeCaen
and Dresher (2020) this phenomenon is motivated by the system of pro-
sodic division, which obliges conjunctives to be used in long verses in
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The cantillation is a layer of reading that has roots in late
antiquity. There are references to the teaching of biblical
cantillation in Talmudic literature. One passage (Babylonian
Talmud, Berakhot 62a) mentions the use of the right hand by the
teacher or leader of the congregation to indicate the accents of
the reading. The term o'nyv *pos ‘stops of the accents’, which is
found in Talmudic literature, reflects the function of the accents
to mark syntactic division. The association of the chant with the
interpretation of the meaning of the text was recognized, as is
shown by the Talmudic interpretation of Neh. 8.8 ‘[And they read
from the book, from the law of God, clearly;] they gave the sense
and (the people) understood the reading’ (x1pn3 1721 Y3 DiwY),
which is said to refer to the reading with accents.

Evidence for the division of the biblical text by accents in
the Second Temple period is found in a Septuagint manuscript
from the second century B.C.E. that has spaces corresponding to
the major pausal accents of the Tiberian tradition (Revell 1971).
In addition to the Tiberian accent signs, there was also a tradition
of marking cantillation divisions by accents in manuscripts with
Babylonian vocalization. Divisions of the Babylonian cantillation
in most cases coincide with those of the Tiberian tradition
(Shoshany 2003; 2013). This can be interpreted as reflecting that
they had a common origin in antiquity.

There is evidence that in the Second Temple period the

exegesis of the syntax of the biblical text did not always

some places where they are not expected. This would imply that the
prosodic accent system was imposed on an earlier inherited reading tra-

dition.
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correspond to that of the Tiberian accents. This is seen in the
Septuagint translation, which often reflects a different syntactic
division of the verse. From the Pesher commentaries found in
Qumran, moreover, it appears that the delimitation of biblical
verses did not always correspond to the placement of the final
pausal accent (sillug) in the Tiberian tradition. It should be taken
into account, however, that, just as there was a large range of
consonantal textual traditions at this period, it is likely that there
were a variety of exegetical traditions regarding the syntax of the
text.

This is seen in the case of Isa. 40.3. In the New Testament,
‘the voice of one crying in the wilderness’ of Matt. 3.3 reflects an
interpretation that is different from the one reflected by the
Tiberian accents. In the Manual of Discipline from Qumran (1QS
8.13-14), however, the introit ‘a voice calls’ is omitted and the
teacher uses the verse to exhort the sectarians ‘to prepare a way
in the wilderness’, i.e. establish a community there. This shows
that the Masoretic interpretation of the syntax was also current
at that period. The version found in Matt. 3.3 is apparently an
exegetical reworking to support the call of John from the wilder-
ness (Fishbane 1988, 367-68). Another case is Deut. 26.5. The
interpretation in conformity with the accents ‘An Aramaean was
seeking to destroy my father’ can be traced to the Second Temple
period. Midrashic literature, however, indicates that there was
also an ancient tradition of interpreting it ‘My father is an
Aramaean about to perish’ (Goldschmidt 1960, 34ff.).* It is likely

% The Septuagint translation (cupiav améPadev 6 matjp wou ‘my father

abandoned Syria’) seems to reflect a slightly different consonantal text.
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that the exegetical tradition of the Masoretic accents has its
origin in the teachings of mainstream Pharisaic Judaism. Within
the accent system itself one can sometimes identify different
layers of tradition. One example of this is the decalogue in Exod.
20.13-16. The accentuation of this passage is unusual in that most
words have two different accents. The explanation of this double
accentuation is apparently that it reflects two layers of tradition.
According to one layer of tradition, the four commandments are
presented in four separate verses, whereas in another they form
together one accentual unit.*°

The Targums frequently reflect an interpretation of the text
that corresponds to the divisions of the cantillation. In Deut. 26.5,
for instance, the disjunctive accent on the first word of the clause
ag 72k IR indicates that it is syntactically separated from the
following word and so the two should be interpreted as subject
and predicate rather than a noun and attributive adjective. The
sense reflected by the accents, therefore, is ‘An Aramaean (i.e.
Laban) was seeking to destroy my father’. This is a Midrashic
interpretation, which is reflected by Targum Ongelos ( n&m& 125
RIR I RTRD ®Y2).

We may say, therefore, that three layers of textual tradition
became fixed and canonized, one written, i.e. the ketiv, and two
oral, i.e. the gere and the cantillation tradition. It is not known
whether there was a difference in the historical depth of the two
oral layers of tradition. The accents, however, clearly relate more

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

% For the existence of different layers of accent systems see Menahem
Cohen (1987).
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contains words that are not written in the ketiv, these words have
accents and, vice versa, words that are written but not read have
no accents. When a word that occurs in the gere is omitted in the
ketiv, some manuscripts write the accents, e.g. in Jer. 31.38,
where the ketiv is 0 7130 and the gere is o'&a o' M1 ‘behold the
days are coming’, L writes the accents of the gere o°'X3 on a filler

sign:

L : R
S

This phenomenon of two oral traditions may be compared
to the toleration of pluriformity in the oral reading traditions
(gir@’at) of the Qur’an. As we have seen above, attempts were
made to restrain this pluriformity, but it was not eliminated
altogether and a limited diversity of reading traditions were
legitimated. The most direct analogy to the different Qur’anic
qir@’at is the existence of reading traditions that were distinct
from the Tiberian one, namely the Babylonian, Palestinian and
various non-standard Tiberian traditions. One could, however,
also regard the existence of distinct oral layers within the
Tiberian tradition as a manifestation of the legitimation of a

pluriformity of reading traditions.
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1.0.7. THE REPRESENTATION OF THE QERE IN WRITTEN
FORM

As is well known, the Targums sometimes go beyond the oral
reading reflected by the medieval Masoretic tradition and make
further adjustments for purposes of exegesis or the resolution of
perceived textual difficulties. One may regard them, therefore, as
a further layer of tradition, refining the oral cantillated gere. It is
of interest that some features of the oral gere and the adjustments
of the Targums actually appear in the written text of some
Qumran Hebrew Bible manuscripts.>! This may be compared to
the situation in the early years of the transmission of the Qur’an.
There are references to the existence of early codices of the
Qur’an that deviated from the ‘Uthmanic text. Some of the
readings attributed to these codices that differed from the
‘Uthmanic text survived as oral reading traditions after the
‘Uthmanic recension had become the standard written form of
the text.>? Even in some medieval manuscripts of the Hebrew
Bible, the reading of the gere was written in the text in place of
the reading of the ketiv. These were predominantly manuscripts
written for private use. Such manuscripts, which are mainly
preserved in the Genizah in fragmentary form, often deviate from

the traditional Masoretic tradition in other respects. Many, for

> For the reflection of the gere in the ketiv of 1QIsa® from Qumran see
Kutscher (1979, 519-21). The correspondences between the adjust-
ments of the Targum and the ketiv of Qumran manuscripts have been
discussed by Gottlieb (2016).

52 See Leemhuis (2017).
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example, exhibit features of Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization
or lack accents. An extreme case of such private medieval
manuscripts is a corpus of Hebrew Bible manuscripts written by
Karaite scribes in Arabic transcription (81.0.13.3.). These regu-
larly represent the gere in the transcription rather than the ketiv.
By contrast, monumental manuscripts, which were typically
deposited in public institutions, preserved the traditional dis-
tinction between the ketiv and the gere.

Biblical manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization, which
in general should be considered to be private texts, frequently
have the gere form written in place of the ketiv (Revell 1977, 164-
65). Manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, most of which
can be assumed to have been written in Iraq, correspond to the
Tiberian consonantal text very closely and differ only in a few
details. These differences are generally related to orthography
and include, in some cases, the harmonization of the ketiv with
the gere. Such small divergences between the ‘Easterners’ (Madin-
ha’e) and the ‘Westerners’ (Ma‘arba’e) are mentioned in the
Tiberian Masoretic notes and also in lists appended to Tiberian

manuscripts.

1.0.8. THE HISTORICAL DEPTH OF THE TIBERIAN READING
TRADITION

There are a number of indications that the Tiberian reading tra-
dition, i.e. the gere of the Tiberian Masoretic Text, which came
to be represented by the Tiberian vocalization sign system, had

its roots in the Second Temple Period.
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As has been remarked, the textual differences between the
reading and the written text are referred to in Rabbinic literature.
Furthermore, some of the Qumran scrolls from the Second
Temple period have in a number of places the text of the Tiberian
gere.>®* One may trace back the text of gere forms even further,
into the period of literary growth of the biblical books. There is
internal evidence for this in the distribution of gere and ketiv
within the Masoretic text. This is found, for example, in the fact
that the ketiv of the text of Chronicles often corresponds to the
gere of its earlier biblical source. An example of this is the word
mwun ‘surrounding pasture-lands’, which is used in association
with the lists of Levitical cities in Josh. 21 and 1 Chron. 6. The
Chronicler is clearly using the text of Josh. 21 as his literary
source. In the original text in Joshua, the word is always written
as a singular form but it is read in the reading tradition as a
plural: nwan. This reflects a later interpretation of an originally
singular form as a plural (Barr 1984). This ‘later’ interpretation,
however, is no later than the consonantal text of Chronicles,
where it is written as a plural. Even if we do not attribute this
interpretation to the author of the Chronicles passage, there are
good grounds for arguing that the text of the reading tradition of

Josh. 21 is as old as the consonantal text of 1 Chron. 6.5

>3 This is found particularly in ‘popular’ texts such as 1QIsa? cf. Kutscher
(1979, 519-21).

>* For the antiquity of the reading tradition see the discussion in Barr
(1968, 207-22) and Grabbe (1977, 179-97). Maimon Cohen (2007)

argues that the gere variants listed in the Masoretic notes are linguistic



58 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

In Late Biblical Hebrew, certain verbs with a reflexive or
non-agentive meaning appear as nif‘al in the past suffix
conjugation form (perfect) whereas they appear as gal in Classical
Biblical Hebrew. The intransitive form of the verb ‘to stumble’
(5wa), for example, appears in the nif‘al YW1 in the book of Daniel
(5wan ‘and he will stumble’ Dan. 11.19) but in the gal form w3
elsewhere. In the prefix conjugation (imperfect), however, the
verb is vocalized as a nif‘al throughout the Bible. This is because
the ketiv of the prefix conjugation (5w2) is ambiguous as to the
verbal conjugation and could, in principle, be read as qgal or nif‘al.
The Tiberian reading tradition treats the verbal forms as nif‘al
where this would be compatible with the consonantal text, but
the occurrence of the gal form in the suffix conjugation in
Classical Biblical Hebrew suggests that the verb was originally
read as qal in all forms. This is clearly the case in the infinitive
form of this verb i%w21ai (Prov. 24.17), where the consonant text
lacks the initial he of the nif‘al (‘7\?;3) and so must have repre-
sented the gal, but it is nevertheless read as a nif‘al. The crucial
point is that the replacement of the qal by the nif‘al is reflected
by the consonantal text itself in Late Biblical Hebrew in the book
of Daniel. In some cases, the evidence for the development of an
original gal verb into a nif‘al form that is independent of the vo-
calization is found in the Qumran manuscripts from the Second
Temple period many centuries before the creation of the vocali-
zation sign system. This applies, for example, to the verb wi1 ‘to
approach’. On account of the assimilation of the initial nun in this

variants that date back to the time of the composition of the biblical
books.
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verb when in contact with the following consonant, the orthog-
raphy of the prefix conjugation can only be read as gal (v3"), since
a nif‘al reading would require the insertion of a nun in the conso-
nantal text (w27). The orthography of the suffix conjugation form
(w31), however, could be read as either gal or nif‘al, and it is the
nif‘al reading that was adopted in the reading tradition (w31). In
the Qumran text 4Q512 (40-41, 2) the infinitive of this verb ap-
pears in the form wain3, which is unambiguously a nif‘al (iw3n3)
(Ariel 2013, 947). Similar distinctions between the suffix conju-
gation and prefix conjugation of passive forms are found,
whereby the former is vocalized as pu‘al whereas the latter is vo-
calized as nif‘al (e.g. 77b ‘was torn apart’ vs. q7v"). Furthermore,
the vocalization interprets certain verbs as pi‘el, which are likely
to have been originally gal. The verb v ‘to drive out’, for exam-
ple, is normally vocalized as pi‘el in the prefix and suffix conju-
gations (7w, Win), in which the orthography is ambiguous be-
tween a qal or pi‘el reading. In the participles, however, where
the orthography of gal and pi‘el would be distinct, the original
qal is preserved (w13, nwii). The shifts of pu‘al to nif‘al and qal
to pi‘el are developments that are attested in Post-biblical Hebrew
already in Second Temple sources.>

Another case of correspondence of the ketiv of late books

with that of the gere of earlier books is the word ‘Jerusalem’. The

* For these issues relating to the vocalization of verbal forms see
Ginsberg (1934), Ben-Hayyim (1958, 237), Qimron (1986) and Fass-
berg (2001). For further re-interpretations of the Masoretic orthography
in the Samaritan reading tradition see Ben-Hayyim (2000, 338-339)
and Schorch (2004).
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regular ketiv or this word in the earlier books is obw1™, whereas
the gere is 09w [jarw:(o:'la;jim] with the final syllable broken
by a glide. In some of the late books, there are a few examples of
the ketiv of this work spelt with a yod before the final mem, e.g.
o9wn (Esther 2.6).

External evidence for the antiquity of the gere includes the
fact that in many cases where there is a semantic difference be-
tween the gere and the ketiv, the meaning of the gere is reflected
by the Greek Septuagint. A clear example of this is the exegetical
alteration in the reading tradition whereby an original expression
of ‘seeing the face of God’ is changed into the theologically more

acceptable ‘appearing before God’ by reading the verb as a nif‘al

.....

appear before the Lord, your God’. This change is clear where the
verb is an infinitive and it lacks the expected initial he of the nif‘al
form in the consonantal text, e.g. Exod. 34.24 %197nx hix1? 9nopa
This change in the reading tradition is reflected not only in the
Targums but also already in the Septuagint (C. McCarthy 1981,
197-202), the Pentateuch section of which is normally dated to
the third century B.C.E.

One example that demonstrates the conservative nature of
the phonology of the Tiberian reading is the pronunciation of the
pe in the word ii7ax ‘his palace’ (Dan. 11.45). According to
medieval sources, this was pronounced as an emphatic
unaspirated stop, whereas the letter pe with dagesh in all other

places in the reading tradition was pronounced as an aspirated
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stop, i.e. a stop followed by a short flow of air before the onset
of the voicing for the ensuing vowel (81.1.17.). The hard
pronunciation of the pe is also mentioned by Jerome, who states
that it is the only ‘Latin’ p in the entire Bible (p in Latin was
regularly pronounced as an unaspirated stop).”® The hard
pronunciation is also reflected by the Greek transcription Amadavw
by the Church father Theodoretus (fifth century CE). Here the
Hebrew letter is with Greek pi, which, like Latin p, was pronounced
as unaspirated [p].”” The word is in origin a loan from Old Persian.
The unaspirated pronunciation of the pe, which is
uncharacteristic of Hebrew, evidently preserves a feature that
existed in the pronunciation of the source language.®® The fact
that this feature, which conflicted with normal Hebrew

pronunciation, should have been preserved from the original

¢ Notandum autem quod cum pe littera hebraeus sermo non habeat,
sed pro ipsa utatur phe cuius uim graecum ¢ sonat—in isto tantum loco
apud Hebraeos scribatur quidem phe sed legatur pe. ‘But it should be
noted that while Hebrew speech does not have the letter pe (i.e., Latin
p [p]), but instead of it uses phe, the force of which is approximated by
the sound of Greek ¢ (i.e., [ph])—in that particular place (i.e., Dan.
11.45) among the Hebrews phe (i.e., 8 [ph]) indeed is written but it is
read as pe (i.e., Latin p [p])’. Translation by Ben Kantor. Cf. Sutcliffe
(1948, 124-25).

*” Some Greek transcriptions represent the Hebrew pe with Greek phi
(i.e. aspirated [p"]), e.g. edadavw (Theodotion, second century C.E.),
edadavw / adadavw (Polychronios, fifth century C.E.). These could be
interpreted as reflecting variant reading traditions. The Greek data were

supplied by Ben Kantor.
%8 Steiner (1993).
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period of composition right down to the period of the Masoretes,
centuries after contact of the transmitters of the tradition with
the source language had ceased, demonstrates great conservatism
in the Tiberian reading tradition.

Another relevant issue in this context is the pronunciation
of the letter v, which is read in the Tiberian reading tradition in
two ways, distinguished in the vocalization by points, namely
either as [{] (shin) or as [s] (sin), the latter being equivalent to
the sound of the letter o (samekh). It is clear that the reading
tradition of w differed from the original pronunciation of the
letter in the pre-exilic period when Hebrew was first committed
to writing, otherwise the letter o would regularly appear in the
orthography where the reading tradition pronounces the sound

[s].° It is noteworthy, however, that roots and words that were

%9 This orthographic phenomenon can be interpreted in two ways. The
pre-exilic w may have been pronounced as a single sound, presumably
[f1, in all contexts. Possible evidence for this is the fact that in the
Samaritan reading tradition the letter is always pronounced [f],
including where the Tiberian tradition has sin. This feature of the
Samaritan reading tradition may have its roots in a type of
pronunciation that existed side by side with the Tiberian type in the
Second Temple Period. Alternatively, the letter w in the pre-exilic
orthography may have been intended to represent two sounds, which,
according to this interpretation, are normally thought to have been [f]
and a lateral sibilant resembling the lateral s [{] of Modern South
Arabian languages. In the Second Temple Period the lateral sibilant
would have shifted to [s]. It should be taken into account, furthermore,
that both of these alternative types of pronunciation of w may have
existed in the pre-exilic period. The necessity to use a single letter to
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regularly spelt with sin in pre-exilic books are occasionally spelt

interchangeably with sin and samekh in later books, e.g.
Ezra 4.5: 0201 ‘and they hire’ vs. 2 Chron. 24.12 b

The letters sin and samekh occasionally interchange in

proper names in the late books, e.g.
Ezra 4.11: XnownnR ‘Artaxerxes’ vs. Ezra 7.1 Kpownnix

Such cases of interchange between the written letters sin
and samekh are sporadic and most likely unintentional deviations
from the standard orthography that reflect the interference of
contemporary pronunciation.

In Rabbinic literature, the gere of sin is sometimes referred
to as samekh and its ketiv as shin.?® In these sources, the reading
(gere) of the letter sin is identified with that of samekh. Inter-
changes of orthography such as 0™2b1 and o™, therefore, con-
stitute another case of the gere being datable to the Second
Temple Period by orthographic variations internal to the
consonantal text.

In some manuscripts with Palestinian and Babylonian vo-
calization, the letter sin is distinguished from shin by writing over
sin a miniature © (samekh) and over shin a miniature w (shin)
(Revell 1970a, 87; Kahle 1902, 11). In some manuscripts with

Palestinian vocalization written in abbreviated form (known as

represent two sounds arose from the fact the alphabet used to write
Hebrew was in origin the one that was developed to represent
Phoenician, in which the two sibilant sounds in question were not
distinguished.

60 Steiner (1996).
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serugin) a letter samekh is written in place of sin (Revell 1977,
66).

There is some evidence that the placement of samekh over
the letter v as a diacritical sign for sin was an ancient practice
with roots in the period in which the ketiv was being stabilized,
i.e. the Second Temple period. One persuasive case is the variant
spellings of the following proper name in the books of Nehemiah

and Ezra:

Neh. 7.52. L: oovwin), gere note: o'oway, i.e. the gere is
D'oval.

Ezra 2.50. L: 0'0*a3, gere note 0011y, i.e. the gere is ooy

If we leave aside the difference between the ketiv and the
gere regarding the medial vowel in this name, the spelling with
the added shin in Neh. 7.52 ooy could be explained as the
result of the fact that the spelling was originally 0“1 with a
superscribed samekh over the v to indicate that it should be read
as sin. The samekh was subsequently incorporated into the line of
the text by scribal error.®* The reading of the first letter of the
sequence ow as shin is likely to have been a later orthoepic
measure to ensure that the two letters were read distinctly
(81.0.11.). The form o0’ in Ezra 2.50 with samekh is presumably
an orthographic variant of the original form o'wa: with sin. If
this is the correct explanation, then this is further evidence for
the equivalence of samekh and sin at an early period.

It should be pointed out that in gere notes in the medieval

manuscripts a sin of the ketiv is spelt w and not o, e.g.

61 Cf. Honeyman (1944).
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Ezra 4.23. L: XnynnIR, gere note: nvw, i.e. the gere is
nYYnnN.

Ezra 10.37: L: 1", gere note: "Wy, i.e. the gere is "pum.
Ezra 10.44. L: *8W1, gere note: 1Rwy, i.e. the gere is 1.

In such cases, the focus of the gere note is not on the sin but
rather on other letters in the ketiv. It may be for this reason that
it has not been replaced by samekh in the note. Moreover, the
purpose of the gere notes was to supply an appropriate
orthography of the gere. Within the norms of the biblical
orthography, ¥ was an appropriate orthography of [s] and so
there was no need to alter it.

Another indicator that the roots of the Tiberian reading
tradition were in the Second Temple period is its close
relationship with the Babylonian reading tradition, which is
reflected by manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization. This close
relationship between two branches of tradition transmitted in
different geographical locations is most easily explained through
the comparative method of historical linguistics as the result of a
common genetic connection in a single location at an earlier
period. The most obvious place of origin would be Second
Temple Palestine. Just as the written text of both the Babylonian
tradition and the Tiberian tradition has its origins in a proto-
Masoretic text of the Second Temple Period,** it is likely that
there was a proto-Masoretic reading tradition, which likewise

split into an eastern and western branch. This proto-Masoretic

62 For the phenomenon of the proto-Masoretic text-type in the Second

Temple sources see Tov (2012).
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reading tradition was clearly distinct from the Samaritan reading
tradition, which itself exhibits some features that can be
correlated with Second Temple sources, such as the long
pronominal forms (attimma, -kimma).®?

As remarked, there is evidence of great conservatism in
some elements of the Tiberian reading tradition, such as the pe
of 11728 (Dan. 11.45), but a comparison of the Tiberian and Bab-
ylonian branches of the biblical reading tradition shows that in
some features the Babylonian reading appears to be more linguis-
tically conservative. This is shown by the fact the Babylonian
tradition sometimes has parallels with earlier sources that are
lacking in the Tiberian tradition. For example, the preservation
of an /a/ vowel in unstressed closed syllables that is found in the
transcriptions of the Septuagint, Origen and Jerome is a feature
of Babylonian pronunciation, whereas this vowel is more widely
attenuated to /i/ in the Tiberian tradition, e.g. Septuagint
Meafoap ‘Mabsar’ (Tiberian: 2¥an, 1 Chron. 1.53),°* Origen’s Hex-
apla Aapalapa ‘for the battle’ (Tiberian: npnon% Psa. 18.40),%
Jerome: macne ‘cattle’ (Tiberian: nipn),*® Babylonian Qwan
[mav's‘a:r].%” Babylonian corresponds to Origen and Jerome and

also to some Qumran texts in preserving the unstressed /o/ vowel

83 Morag (1971), Ben-Hayyim (2000).

& Sperber (1937, 191).

% Brgnno (1943, 387).

¢ Siegfried (1884, 50), Sperber (1937, 192).
7 Yeivin (1985, para. 41.46).
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in prefix conjugation verbs where it is reduced to shewa in Tibe-
rian, e.g. ’i%avn [titbo'lemi:] (Job 9.31, Tiberian: *1330n ‘you will
plunge me”);®® cf. Origen eddorov (= 1587 Psa. 18.39),%° Jerome
iezbuleni ‘he will honour me’ (Tiberian: *15ar Gen. 30.20),7° and
the frequent occurrence of vav in the Qumran manuscripts after
the second radical of prefix conjugation verbs where Tiberian has
shewa, e.g. 0P, NOPR, NP7

Some features of the Tiberian reading that differ from Bab-
ylonian may have developed under the influence of the vernacu-
lar Aramaic of the Jews of Palestine. It is not clear whether this
applies to the aforementioned features, but we can identify a pos-
sible case of influence in the pronunciation of consonantal vav.
We know from medieval sources that in the Tiberian reading tra-
dition of Biblical Hebrew the default pronunciation of this letter
was a labio-dental [v] (§1.1.6.). In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic,
vav appears to have had the same labio-dental pronunciation.
This is shown by the interchange of vav and fricative bet in Jewish
Palestinian Aramaic texts and Rabbinic Hebrew of sources of Pal-
estinian provenance. The fact that fricative bet in these texts also

sometimes shifts to pe due to devoicing shows that it must have

® Yeivin (1985, para. 16.36).

% Janssens (1982, 92).

70 Siegfried (1884, 48), Sperber (1937, 158).

71 Qimron (1986, 50; 2018, 195-196), Reymond (2014, 209-21). For

the parallels between these Qumran forms and the medieval Babylonian
tradition see Yeivin (1972).
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been labio-dental and this implies that vav also was labio-den-
tal.”? There is also evidence of the pronunciation of vayv as a labio-
dental in Mishnaic Hebrew, in that vav in some words corre-
sponds to bet in Biblical Hebrew and vav and bet interchange in

the orthography of some manuscripts, e.g.

m'?-]; ‘he has disfigured her’ (Sotah 1.7); cf. Biblical Hebrew
5723 (M. H. Segal 1927, 34-35)

DR ~ D7aR ‘geese’ (Bar-Asher 2015, 61-62)

The shift in the pronunciation of vav to a labio-dental in
Aramaic and Hebrew in late antique Palestine is likely to be due
to convergence with a shift of [w] to [v] in Greek at this period
(Kantor and Khan forthcoming).”

The Babylonian tradition itself appears to have undergone
some change due to the influence of the local vernacular, which
resulted in a number of features that differed from Tiberian due
to their being innovative rather than conservative. One such fea-
ture that is characteristic of the Babylonian pronunciation tradi-

tion is the shift of holem to sere, which is reflected in the vocalized

72 A. Ben-David (1960, 255), Kutscher (1976, 16-17), Sokoloff (1968,
30), Epstein (1964, 1223-26). This pronunciation of vav can also be
reconstructed in the Samaritan tradition of Hebrew (Ben-Hayyim 2000,
33).

73 Possible evidence for the embryonic merging of vav and fricative bet
in Palestine is found already in some Qumran manuscripts, see Qimron
(2018, 122) (I am grateful to Noam Mizrahi for drawing my attention
to this).
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manuscripts by an interchange of these two vowels.” The Karaite
scholar al-Qirgisani writing in the tenth century C.E. attributes
this feature to influence from the language of the ‘Nabat’, i.e. the
Aramaic speaking population of Iraq.” The fronting of back vow-
els is still a feature of modern vernacular Iranian dialects in west-
ern Iran, including those spoken by Jews (Borjian 2012, 9, §D14).

One aspect of Tiberian vocalization that several scholars
have identified as an indicator of the antiquity of the reading tra-
dition is the apparent historical layering of variant types of vo-
calization of words with the same orthography across different
Biblical books. These are differences in vocalization between
words in late biblical books and corresponding words in earlier
biblical books. In such cases, the vocalization found in the later
books often corresponds to a type of vocalization that is charac-
teristic of Rabbinic Hebrew or Aramaic, i.e. languages associated
with the language situation in the Second Temple Period rather
than the pre-exilic period. In two cases in Chronicles, for
example, the nifal of the verb 7% is vocalized in an unusual way,
with shureq rather than holem and dagesh in the middle radical:
1791 ‘they were born’ (1 Chron. 3.5, 20.8). This morphological
feature is not found in the vocalization of the earlier books but is
found in some traditions of Rabbinic Hebrew.”® The vocalization

of these forms apparently reflects a dialectal form of morphology

4 Yeivin (1985, para. 11.6).

75 Cf. al-Qirqisani (Kitab al-’Anwar w-al-Maragqib, ed. Nemoy 1939, vol.
2: 140).

76 Cf. Yalon (1964, 152-57) and the references cited in Morag (1974,
310).
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that was current in the time of the Chronicler. By implication,
the vocalization of the earlier books must reflect a different,
presumably slightly earlier tradition (Morag 1974). A further
example is the difference in vocalization between “5nx ‘feeble’
(Psa. 6.3) and %981 ‘the feeble’ (Neh. 3.34). The vocalization
o%9nxn in the late biblical book reflects the one that is used in
Rabbinic sources (Boyarin 1988, 63-64). The dual of the noun
i is vocalized 0 37p in Hab. 3.4, with the normal pattern of the
dual, but o17p in Dan. 8 (verses 3, 6, 20), with the pattern of the
stem of plural nouns, as is found in early vocalized manuscripts
of the Mishnah (Kister 1992, 47, n.9; 1998, 246, n.9). The form
270 ‘Arab(ian)’ occurs in pre-exilic sources, whereas the word
has the vocalization "1, corresponding to that of Aramaic, in
post-exilic sources (Nehemiah and Chronicles) (Steiner 2016,
313). There is a difference in vocalization between o170 (1
Chron. 14.4) and o757 in the parallel passage in 2 Sam 5.14. The
word 5an in the phrase 1%2n 530 ‘we have acted corruptly’ (Neh.
1.7) is vocalized with the vocalic pattern of an infinitive con-
struct in a context where the vocalic pattern of an infinitive ab-
solute may have been expected in earlier books. In Dan. 11.20
the construct of the noun 777 ‘glory’ is vocalized 777, rather than
770, which is the vocalic pattern of the construct in earlier
books.””

Such differences in vocalization across pre-exilic and post-

exilic books constitute strong evidence for the argument that

7 These last three cases are noted by Jan Joosten, paper delivered at
the conference The exegetical value of the Masora: Pointing and accen-

tuation in historical perspective (Oxford, 7-8 November, 2016).
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there is historical layering in the reading tradition reflected by
the medieval vocalization. The variant types of morphophonol-
ogy in the late books, which often correspond in form to Rabbinic
Hebrew or Aramaic, would have become incorporated into the
reading tradition of the late books at some point in the Second
Temple Period, whereas the variants found in the earlier books
must reflect an earlier stage in the development of the biblical
reading tradition. Crucially the later types of morphophonology
were not extended to the reading tradition of the earlier books.
I would like to explore in greater detail the last point, i.e.
the fact that the late morphophonology in the forms in question
was not applied uniformly across the reading of all books. We
have, in fact, already seen some counterexamples to this phenom-
enon. Attention was drawn above to the phenomenon whereby
innovations in verbal patterns that are characteristic of the Sec-
ond Temple Period (i.e. shifts of intransitive gal to nif‘al and tran-
sitive qal to pi‘el) were extended to the vocalism of the earlier
books. There are also cases of exegetical harmonization whereby
the vocalism of words in late books is extended to parallel
phrases in earlier books that have an orthography reflecting a
different meaning. An example of this is the word nwn
‘surrounding pasture-lands’ in 1 Chron. 6. As remarked, the
Chronicler is clearly using as his literary source the text of Josh.
21, in which the word is written as a singular form but it is read
in the reading tradition as a plural: nwn. This reflects a later
interpretation of an originally singular form as a plural. This

‘later’ interpretation is reflected also by the consonantal text of
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Chronicles, where it is written as a plural. The later interpretation

has been extended to the reading tradition of the earlier book.

It should be taken into account that there are a number of

other variations in Tiberian vocalization within the biblical cor-

pus that cannot easily be correlated with chronological layer-

ing.”® These include, for example:

1)

(2)

(3)

4

)

Variations in the use of dagesh in the same lexeme such as
2® ‘let it go round’ (1 Sam 5.8) vs. 2d ‘it goes round’ (1
Kings 7.15); in1an ‘his wound’ (Isa. 53.5) vs. 'n7an ‘my
wound’ (Gen. 4.23)

Variations in hatef vowels in the same lexeme, such as 1w
‘they consider’ (Isa. 13:17) vs. pnawn ‘they conceive’ (Psa.
35:20)

Variation between hireq and segol in the same lexeme, as in
n%m ‘and he carried into exile’ (2 Kings 24.14) vs. 1310 ‘he
carried into exile’ (Jer. 52.28), or at least in the same mor-
pheme, as in 7228 ‘and I will be honoured’ (Isa. 49.5) vs.
waR ‘I will be asked’ (Ezek. 36.37).

Variations between gibbus and short games as the reflex of
a historical short *u in the same lexeme or in similar
contexts, e.g. 1773 (Psa. 150.2) vs. 1573 ‘his greatness’ (Deut.
11.2).

Occasionally a hatef games occurs in a prefix conjugation
verb (imperfect) before a pronominal suffix or a cohor-

tative suffix rather than the normal vocalization with shewa

78 Several of these were noted by Noldeke (1912).
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in such contexts. This reflects the lack of complete
reduction of the vowel that occurs after the second radical
in forms without suffixes, e.g. nynwx ‘I will plant it (m)’
(Ezek. 17.23), npwa ‘and I weighed’ (Ezra 8.25), -nophy
K3 ‘let me glean’ (Ruth 2.7).

(6) Variations between sere and patah in the stem of pi‘el verbal
forms, e.g. 573 ‘[who] has brought up?’ (Isa. 49.21) vs. 573
‘he made great’ (Josh. 4.14).

(7) Variations between hireq and sere before gutturals in pi‘el
verbs, e.g. 981 (Lam. 2.7, ‘he has spurned’) vs. j8n ‘he has
refused’ (Num. 22.13).

The key question is whether the types of variation in
Tiberian vocalization discussed above, diachronic and syn-
chronic, have any semantic or exegetical significance.

Some morphophonemic variations are exploited to express
distinctions in meaning in various reading traditions of the
Hebrew Bible. There are many examples of this in the Samaritan
tradition of reading. Typically the pairs of variant patterns of a
word in the Samaritan tradition consist of one member that is
conservative and another member that is innovative by a process
of analogy or assimilation to an Aramaic form, or two members
that are originally morphophonemic alternants that have now
become distinct in meaning.”” Many of these distinctions are

between different grammatical categories of lexical items.

79 See in particular Florentin (1996) for examples of this phenomenon.
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Internal differences in vocalism have developed, for example,

between wayyiqtol past forms and yiqtol non-past forms, e.g.%°

wtardd ‘and she went down’ (Tiberian T, by analogy
with the pattern gatil vs. térad ‘she goes down’ (non-past,
Tiberian 730, 790)

A morphophonemic distinction is made in the Samaritan

tradition between verbal and nominal participles, e.g.

g-w-m ‘to rise’: q@’>am (verbal, based on Aramaic) vs. gam
(nominal)

nif‘al form: niggatal (past verbal, by analogy with imperfect
yigqdtal) vs. niqtil (nominal)

There are a number of cases of variants of a single lexeme
with and without gemination of one of the consonants to express

distinctions in meaning, e.g.
adani ‘Lord’ (divine) vs. adanni ‘master’ (human)?®

3:sid& ‘the stork’ (animal) (Tiberian nTonn Lev. 11.19) vs.
assiddk ‘your pious one’ (human) (Tiberian 77'®n Deut.
33.8)%

yamon ‘Yamin’ (proper name) (Tiberian 1m Gen. 46.10) vs.

yammon ‘right hand’ (Tiberian pn).%

80 The transcription system of Ben-Hayyim and Florentin is adopted
here.
81 Ben-Hayyim (1957a-77, vol. 4, 8-9, vol. 5, 194; 2000, 260).

82 Florentin (1996, 231).
8 Florentin (1996, 234).
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wygbéd ‘and he perished (past)’ (< *ya’abad, Tiberian
TaR") vs. ygbbéd ‘he perishes (non-past)’ (< *ya’bad with
assimilation of the /°/ to the /b/, Tiberian 72X"), i.e. a pair
of alternants such as Tiberian 1Wn (Isa. 13:17) vs. pawm

(Psa. 35:20) has come to express a difference in meaning.5

‘@:rom ‘the cities’ (Tiberian ©™p7) vs. ‘arrom ‘cities’

(Tiberian o™w)®

wama ‘and the cubit’ (Tiberian nRRMY) vs. wamma ‘and a

cubit’ (Tiberian nnx1)®

Most of the cases of synchronic variation listed in (1)—(7)
above do not appear to have semantic or exegetical significance.
Many of these types of variation in the Tiberian vocalization are
not found, or only very marginally found, in the Babylonian
tradition of vocalization, i.e. the other descendant of what I
propose to identify as the proto-Masoretic reading tradition. This
is either because the Babylonian tradition is more conservative
of the proto-Masoretic reading of the particular feature in
question whereas the Tiberian variation is a later development or
the Babylonian tradition has levelled variation that has been

preserved by the Tiberian tradition. In the list of features (1)-(7)

8 Florentin (1996, 218). This particular minimal pair is not attested in
the Samaritan Pentateuch, but it can be inferred from the contrasting
patterns used for the attested forms of the past and non-past, e.g.
wyabadu 17281 ‘and they perished’ (Num. 16:33) vs. tdbbad Taxn ‘it
becomes lost’ (Deut. 22:3).
% Ben-Hayyim (2000, 92).
8 Ben-Hayyim (2000, 92).
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above the Babylonian tradition lacks variation in features (3)-
(7). In features (3)—(5) it is more conservative and in features (6)-
(7) it has levelled earlier variation. These are presented as (3a)—
(7a) below:

(3a) nm ‘and he carried into exile’ (2 Kings 24.14): 7%
[hig'12:]1¥
n230 ‘he carried into exile’ (Jer. 52.28): Absn [his'lo:]%8

7281 ‘and 1 will be honoured’ (Isa. 49.5): T3
[w?ikko:'va:6]®°

waTR ‘I will be asked’ (Ezek. 36.37): VAT [?iddo:'ra:f]°°

(4a) The Babylonian reading tradition normally preserves a his-
torical short *u where in Tiberian it shifts to short /5/

(qames), e.g.
%13 ‘his greatness’ (Deut. 11.2): 173 [gud'lo:]*!

nnon ‘wisdom’ (Jer. 49.7): ninan [huy 'mo:]®2

8 Yeivin (1985, 302). The transcriptions of the examples with Babylo-
nian vocalization are in some cases approximations, since there is un-
certainty regarding the precise realization of some of the phonetic seg-

ments in the Babylonian pronunciation.
8 Yeivin (1985, 144).

8 Yeivin (1985, 505).

% Yeivin (1985, 505).

%! Yeivin (1985, §37.12).

%2 Yeivin (1985, §37.18).
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ma9wn ‘I was cast’ (Psa. 22.11): 'n3bwn [huf'laryt"i:]%

In the Babylonian reading tradition, it is the norm for the
vowel of the prefix conjugation verbal stem to be preserved
before suffixes,” e.g.

ok 1 will remember him’ (Jer. 31.20): iR

[?izko'ra:nu:]
"153vn ‘you will plunge me’ (Job 9.31): 3i5avn [titbo'lerni:]

nwTn ‘and we will inquire’ (2 Chron. 18.6): nwATy

[wnidro'fo:]
11218 ‘I will remember’ (Psa. 77.4): mRatR [2izko'ro:]

In the Babylonian reading tradition it is the norm for the

vowel of the final syllable of the 3ms pi‘el to be patah,* e.g.
593 Isa. 49.21 ‘he brought up’ OB Y73 [id'da:l]

wpa Isa. 1.12 ‘he asked’ OB wpa [viq'qa:f]

The Babylonian vocalization reflects a tradition in which it
is the norm for the vowel to be sere before a guttural in the
pi‘el,’® e.g.

wno ‘it will deny’ (Job 8.18): wri [wye:'haf]

1 ‘and he will serve as a priest’ (Exod. 40.13): i

[wye:'ha:n]

% Yeivin (1985, §24.1).

% Yeivin (1985, §16.36, §16.45).

% Yeivin (1985, §20.01).

% Yeivin (1985, §20.06).
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Tp23 ‘and it will graze’ (Exod. 22.4): 2y [wver'Sar]
781 ‘he has spurned’ (Lam. 2.7): 9% [ne:'?ar]
PRI ‘he renounced’ (Psa. 10.3): P81 [ne:'?a:s]

It is unlikely, therefore, that synchronic variations such as
those listed in (3)—(7) had any semantic or exegetical significance
in the proto-Masoretic reading tradition, since they are either a
later development in the Tiberian tradition without clear
semantic significance or were early features but were eliminated
in the Babylonian tradition. They were simply cases of internal
morphophonemic variation that is common across languages.

The variations in the use of dagesh in the same lexeme in
the specific examples cited under (1) above do not appear to have
any semantic or exegetical significance. It should be noted, how-
ever, that several examples of dagesh distinguishing the meaning
of doublets of the same lexeme or homophonous words can be
found in the Tiberian tradition and this has been developed fur-
ther in the Babylonian tradition. There are, for example, a num-
ber of homophonous pairs of words in the Tiberian tradition that
are distinguished by dagesh. These include cases such 7"ax ‘pow-
erful’ referring to God, used in the construct state in phrases such
as apy 2R ‘the Mighty One of Jacob’ (Gen. 49.24, Isa. 49.26,
Isa. 60.16, Psa. 132.2, 5) vs. 77ar ‘powerful’ used to refer to hu-
mans (for further details see §1.3.1.3.).

With regard to pairs of forms from the same lexeme exhib-
iting a variation between a hatef vowel and silent shewa (as in
1w vs. pawn?), in many such cases there appears to be a met-

rical motivation for the variation, which will be discussed in
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81.2.5.4. We have seen, however, that in the Samaritan tradition
such a variation has been exploited to distinguish meaning in
pairs such as wyabad ‘and he perished (past)’ (< *ya’abad) vs.
ygbbé’ld ‘he perishes (non-past)’ (< *ya’bad). There is, indeed,
one isolated example of the exploitation of such variation to ex-
press a semantic distinction in the Tiberian tradition, namely the
difference in vocalization between the verb 1Py ‘he supplants’
(Jer. 9.3) and the proper name apy-.

Returning now to the list of variant vocalizations from the
late books, we should examine whether these had any semantic
or exegetical significance. I should like to argue that there are
indeed grounds for hypothesizing that many of the examples of
such variations were motivated by an attempt to express a se-
mantic distinction. It is relevant to note that these distinctions
appear also in biblical manuscripts with Babylonian vocaliza-
tion,” so they must be attributed to the proto-Masoretic reading

tradition. Some examples of semantic distinctions are as follows:

59nK vs. 099080 (Neh. 3.34)

All cases of 59n# and its inflections are predicative, most with
clear verbal inflection. o;5n&n is the only nominal form with
nominal inflection (functioning as an attributive adjective): *w183
Phny onmeHp miban ‘and those who spread a net upon the
water will languish’ (Isa. 19.8), "% 55nx ‘I am languishing’ (Psa.
6.3), vs. o79nr1 onnn ‘the feeble Jews’ (Neh. 3:34). This dis-

tinction in vocalism can be compared to the development of a

7 Examples of such forms that are attested in the manuscripts can be
found in Yeivin (1985, 608, 843, 956, 1050).
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distinction in vocalism between verbal and nominal participles

in the Samaritan tradition.

19 Vs, T71/190

Here again, the formal distinction appears to reflect a distinction
between verbal and nominal categories. The form 1791 is the only
inflection of the nif‘al of 7> that has transparent verbal inflection
in the biblical corpus: o™ywa 19737911 K ‘and these were born
to him in Jerusalem’ (1 Chron. 3.5). Other attestations of the
nif‘al of this verb are either in the singular form 7511, which is
explicitly adjectival, or T%i1 with patah but often used
impersonally without agreement with a plural subject, so both
may have been interpreted as adjectival, e.g. T7"n"2% 7911 13-man
‘behold a son is born’ (1 Kings 13.2), i7-7%i1 9wy 797 112 vn nH%
1inana ‘These are the sons of David that were born to him in Heb-
ron’ (1 Chron. 3.1).

79 vs. T

There may be a distinction also here between nominal and verbal
participles. Targum Jonathan to nowra i 70 ninw Nk (2
Sam 5.14) clearly interprets 7i% as a verbal participle: ninw o8
oowia % 37 nRT ‘These are the names of the ones who were
born to him in Jerusalem’. The form 73 is clearly used as a noun
in some contexts, e.g. "0 T ‘the living child’ (noun) (1 Kings
3:26); cf. Targum Jonathan: 8"n &717. Targum Jonathan to n9K]
ghwima {70 wR o ninw (1 Chron. 14.4), the parallel to 2
Sam 5.14, is obwia annn maT Ty nRT nnnw R ‘and these are

the names of the ones who were born who were being
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raised/were adolescents in Jerusalem’. This Targumic rendering
of 1 Chron. 14.4 seems to reflect a nominal interpretation of the
participle, presumably motivated by the added relative modifier

phrase 71 9WR, which would typically take a nominal antecedent.

370 Vs, TR

The two forms of these apparently synonymous construct forms
in the biblical corpus express a distinction between ‘divine glory’
(177) and ‘human glory’ (177), e.g. imabn 7717 ‘the glory of His
kingdom’ (God’s glory) (Psa. 145.12) vs. m;’?r_n 177 ‘glory of the
kingdom (human glory)’ (Dan. 11.20). As we have seen above,
the practice of using gemination to express semantic distinction
is often applied to separate the usage of the same lexeme in di-
vine and human contexts, e.g. 7aR (divine) vs. 9ax (human) and
examples cited above from the Samaritan and Babylonian tradi-

tions.

AW Vs, W

There is a distinction in meaning here between ‘desert nomad’
('27v) and ‘a gentilic term of an ethnic group’ (*17p): bW 5789
17w ‘and no desert nomad/Arab will pitch his tent there’ (Isa.
13.20) vs. "27w7 bW ‘Geshem the Arab’ (Neh. 2.19). One may
compare this to the formal distinction in Arabic between ’a‘rabi

‘nomad of the desert’ vs. ‘arabi ‘Arab, Arabian’ (ethnic term)’.

D7 vs. 01p
The dual form o17p in Daniel chapter 8, which has a characteris-

tically Rabbinic type of vocalization, has the meaning ‘horns’.



82 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

The form ©37p in Hab. 3.4, which has the normal dual vocalic
pattern, has the meaning ‘rays (of light)’. This is the only other
place where the word occurs in the biblical corpus as a common
noun without a suffix or not in construct. The difference in vo-
calization, therefore, is likely to express a distinction in meaning

between the two forms.*®

5an vs. Han

The infinitive absolute form San immediately preceding the
cognate verb occurs in Exod. 22.25 as an internal object with the
meaning of ‘taking in pledge” Tu71 nn5w Sanm Han-ox ‘If ever you
take your neighbour’s garment in pledge’ (Exod. 22.25). Here the
infinitive absolute is an inner object of the verb. It is connected
to the verb by a conjunctive accent, which is typical for infinitive
absolute internal objects; cf. 23wy 21w literally: ‘I shall return a
returning’ (Gen. 18.10). The construction 77 1%an an (Neh. 1.7)
differs prosodically from ann %an (Exod. 22.25) in that the initial
form 5an is separated from what follows by a disjunctive accent.
The word 5an differs from 5an semantically, in that it is from a
different, albeit homophonous, lexical root. Finally it differs from
it syntactically according to the interpretation reflected by the
early versions, which treat it as an adverbial noun rather than an
inner object: LXX odwaAdoer dieAboapey ‘we have broken with a
breaking [covenant]’, Vulgate: vanitate seducti sumus ‘we have
been seduced by vanity’, rather than nominative active partici-

ples, which are the common translation technique of Greek and

%8 See the remarks of Yeivin (1985, 844, n.74).
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Latin for inner objects, e.g. mpx 11p : LXX xtdipevos xtricopal
‘buying I shall buy’ (2 Sam 24.24).

We may summarize the hypothesis developed above regarding
the formation of the reading tradition as follows. The variations
in vocalization in the late biblical books are very likely to have
had their origin in the language situation of the Second Temple
Period. The proto-Masoretic reading tradition of the late books
was fixed in the Second Temple Period and the distinctive late
forms of vocalization discussed above are likely to reflect features
of contemporary vernacular speech. At the time when the proto-
Masoretic reading was fixed for the late books, a reading
tradition was already in existence for the earlier books. During
the Second Temple period, some of the innovative features of the
reading of the late books were extended to the earlier books (e.g.
the reading of intransitive gal verbs as nif‘al and the transitive qal
as pi‘el). Some of the innovative features of the later period,
however, were not retroverted into the reading of the same
lexemes in the earlier books, but rather the corresponding earlier
forms were retained. One factor, perhaps the key factor, that
motivated this retention of some of these distinct forms in the
reading of the biblical corpus was the desire to distinguish
different aspects of meaning or the distinction between
homophonous lexemes. There were other cases of variation
across the proto-Masoretic reading tradition as a whole, some
most likely the result of synchronic language variation. Some of
these variations were exploited to distinguish meaning (in

particular, gemination). A large proportion of the synchronic
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variation, however, did not have any semantic or exegetical
significance. Some of this type of variation that survived in the
Tiberian tradition was eliminated by levelling in the Babylonian
tradition. Moreover, some new variation with no semantic
significance developed in the Tiberian and Babylonian reading
traditions after the two branches split from the proto-Masoretic
tradition. The use of gemination to distinguish meaning within
lexemes and between homophonous lexemes was extended
further after the Tiberian and Babylonian branches had divided,
especially in the Babylonian branch (81.3.1.3.).

The exploitation of diachronic or synchronic morphopho-
nemic variation to express distinctions in meaning was a form of
inner-biblical exegesis. It should be pointed out, however, that
similar processes occur in living spoken languages.?® One phe-
nomenon that is directly analogous to the issue of diachronic var-
iants discussed here is the phenomenon of doublets, which are
found in many languages by a process of retaining older forms
alongside new forms of the same lexeme with different meanings.
An example from Neo-Aramaic is as follows. In the North-Eastern
Neo-Aramaic dialects, a historical *¢ develops into /°/ or zero
//. So in the Barwar dialect'® *sagas ‘to trouble; to dandle (a
child)’ developed into sa@as, which is pronounced sayas with a
glide. The new form Saya$ means specifically ‘to dandle, to rock
(a child)’. The old form sagas, however, is retained in the dialect

with the meaning of ‘to trouble’. This is a strategy for reducing

% 1 have described some cases from Neo-Aramaic dialects in Khan
(2018a).

190 Khan (2008, 51-52, 207).
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ambiguity in the meaning of a lexeme. Such a development is
directly analogous to the hypothesized process described above
whereby older forms were retained alongside new forms in the
biblical reading tradition during the Second Temple as a strategy

to reduce ambiguity and elucidate meaning in the biblical corpus.

1.0.9. THE PRESTIGE OF THE TIBERIAN TRADITION

Despite the fact that there are indications that the Tiberian pro-
nunciation tradition had undergone linguistic change in the
course of its transmission since splitting from the proto-Masoretic
reading, in the Middle Ages the Tiberian reading tradition was
regarded as the most prestigious and authoritative. The medieval
sources justify this by the claim that the transmitters of the Tibe-
rian tradition were able to preserve the original reading more
accurately since they never left Palestine, unlike the diaspora
communities.'®" In reality, as we have seen, the Tiberian reading
did undergo change and was, in many cases, less conservative
than the Babylonian tradition. It is likely that the authoritative-
ness of the Tiberian tradition had its roots primarily in its associ-
ation with the Palestinian Yeshiva ‘Academy’, the central body of
Jewish communal authority in Palestine, which was based in Ti-
berias from late antiquity until the Middle Ages.

After the Bar-Kochba revolt in the second century C.E.,
rabbinic leadership moved to the Galilee. Rabbi Johanan (d. 279
C.E.) established an academy in Tiberias. Subsequently, the

191 Cf. the passages from al-Qirqisani discussed in Khan (1990c) and the
introduction of the long version of the Masoretic treatise Hidayat al-
Qari’ (§I1.L.0.3. in the edition in this volume).
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Jewish patriarch (nasi) relocated from Sepphoris to Tiberias,
which transformed Tiberias into the Jewish capital of Palestine.
A large number of Jewish sages who were active in Palestine in
the Talmudic period studied in Tiberias. The Palestinian Talmud
and most of the Aggadic Midrashim were redacted in the city
(Rozenfeld 2010, 120-26). After the Islamic conquest of the city
in 636, it became the capital of the administrative district known
as Jund al-Urdunn. The city flourished between the eighth and
tenth centuries, as is witnessed by archaeological records of its
urban expansion, incorporating the neighbouring town of Ham-
mat (Avni 2014, 72-78). During the ninth and tenth centuries,
Tiberias was a thriving centre also of Muslim scholarship (Gil
1992, 329-30).

The association of the Masoretes with the Palestinian Ye-
shiva is reflected by the fact some of the Masoretes had direct
connections to this academy. One of the known Masoretes was
indeed the ‘head of the Academy’, namely Pinhas Rosh ha-
Yeshiva (‘head of the Academy’), who lived in the ninth century.
We also know of a certain >’Ahiyyahu ha-Kohen he-Haver, whose

epithet haver indicates that he was a ‘member of the Academy’.'%2

102 See the Treatise on the Shewa edited by Levy (1936, 9), the document
published by Mann (1969, 2:43-44) and Gil (1992, 179). The passage
in the Treatise on the Shewa refers to the Tiberian pronunciation as a
tradition that was received from ‘the men of the Great Assembly’ ("wiR
191730 no13), which was the supreme legislative body in Palestine during
the Second Temple Period.
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The medieval sources describe how teachers from Tiberias
would travel to various communities of the diaspora to give in-
struction in the Tiberian reading and how people from the dias-
pora communities would travel to Tiberias. We read, for example,
in the introduction of the long version of the Masoretic treatise
Hidayat al-Qari’:'*

‘The people in the communities of the exile would press
any teacher who travelled (from Tiberias) to these distant
lands to teach their children the reading of the Land of
Israel and eagerly imbibed that from him, making him sit
down so that they could assiduously learn it from him.
Whoever came from the exile to the Land of Israel had a
desire for the teaching of the reading of the Land of Israel
that was equally ardent as that of those absent [i.e. those
just mentioned who received teachers in diaspora lands]

and for abstaining from his own (tradition of reading)’.

Similarly, we read in a medieval Karaite commentary on

Genesis in a passage concerning Gen. 49.21:

The fact that he compared Naftali to ‘a hind let loose’ ( %
nn%v, Gen. 49.21) is on account of what he foresaw by the
help of prophecy, namely that he would be beautiful of
voice, excellent in reading, excellent in speaking Hebrew.
This is because from the inheritance of Naftali teachers and
masters will go forth, such as Ben Asher and Ben Naftali.
The Jews of the world follow the reading of these two
teachers. This is the reading of Palestine, which has been
disseminated throughout the corners of the world. The

teachers of it have gone forth to the land of Iraq and other

103 Edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.0.4.
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places. They have taught people and written many copies
(of manuscripts). He compared it (the inheritance of
Naftali) here to a ‘hind let loose’, which is beloved and
brought up in dwellings that bring ease to the heart, just
as is the case with the teachers who were sent from the
inheritance of Naftali to the lands of the exile to teach peo-
ple the reading of Palestine. For that reason, he said ‘a hind
let loose’. ... The superbly beautiful reading has its origin
in the inheritance of Naftali, namely the town of Tiberias,
which is uniquely renowned for this. For this reason, he
said ‘which gives words of beauty’ (qaw—1nR inin, Gen.

49.21), since the reading (of Tiberias) is the original one.*

The prestige and authoritative nature of the Tiberian read-
ing are reflected in various ways.

Many manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization exhibit
convergence with the Tiberian tradition of reading, eliminating
thereby distinctly Babylonian features. In some manuscripts with

Babylonian signs, there is almost total convergence with the

19411 Firk. Evr. Arab. II 4633, fol. 241r-241v: 11 Hw noxa *5nath o> nnm
oxba '8 YR T ARIPOR T3 SphR jon o many mamhy pya oo knb
*5Na1 121 WK 12 500 PIRODKRYRIT ROYADR 3127 *Hno1 nhman iR 79T IR1YOR
nHR DRWOR ARTP T PRSYROR TR IRIP wan TIOR 10 oHRYOR SR THR
R PRIPOR IRTHHR 1372 RIA PRAOYNAOR 181 DHRYOR pRAR {8} '8 nODAIR
7AAnnOR AmOw ARI RTA A RO PNOR TOHR AN ORIHR MO
52) onya 158 Pabynbh Ra RND 255K 8 DIk RAD NOR NPAOKR '8 ARIINOR
58P T57H DRWOHR 1IRTP ORIFR 105Y5 mBaHR 18792 52 R *Hnas nbnam (inya
730 DR I Hna3 nhn gn YRR JonHR TORAOR IRIPORI ... Anhw AR
HRRHR 1M IRIPOR TR W AR 1IN ORP THTY AR 1T RTNA navynby . This
extract was published by Mann (1935, 2:104-5) with some mistakes in

reading. The text above is the correct reading of the manuscript.
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Tiberian pronunciation tradition and additional signs were even
created to ensure a maximally close correspondence.'®

The same applied to Biblical manuscripts with Palestinian
vocalization. Many of these represent a reading tradition that is
very close to the Tiberian one. This is almost certainly due to
convergence, which involved the creation of signs to express
vowel quality distinctions that did not occur in the Palestinian
pronunciation.'® It should be noted that the background and
status of the Palestinian tradition of pronouncing the Hebrew
Bible were different from the Tiberian and Babylonian. When the
author of Hidayat al-Qari’ refers to the reading of ‘the Land of
Israel’, he is clearly referring to the Tiberian tradition, not the
tradition of reading with Palestinian pronunciation. The term ‘the
reading of Palestine’ (al-Sham) in the passage from the Karaite
commentary on Genesis is likewise referring to the Tiberian
tradition. The Karaite scholar al-Qirqisani (tenth century Iraq)
discusses in his Kitab al-’Anwar the relative merits of the reading
of Babylonia (Iraq) and the reading of Palestine (al-Sham).'®”
Here also what is intended is the Tiberian tradition. For
al-Qirqisani the Palestinian tradition of reading was not relevant
in his discussion of authority. This appears to reflect the fact that
the Palestinian pronunciation was a popular tradition of reading,
which had no authoritative roots. Al-Qirgisani’s focus on the
Babylonian and Tiberian traditions reflects the fact that only

these two traditions had claims to authority. It is likely that this

105 yeivin (1985, 77-87).
106 Revell (1977), Chiesa (1978).

197 See the passages from al-Qirgisani discussed in Khan (1990c).
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was due to the fact they were both descendants of the original
proto-Masoretic reading. Al-Qirqgisani maintains that of these
two, the Tiberian is the most authoritative.

The distinctive features of Palestinian pronunciation,
which are particularly discernible in the non-biblical manuscripts
with Palestinian pronunciation, have close parallels with what is
known about the vowel system of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic.'®
Unlike Tiberian and Babylonian, the Palestinian biblical reading
is unlikely to be a direct descendant of the proto-Masoretic
reading, but rather it has its roots in other traditions of reading
that were current in Palestine in antiquity. The Greek
transcription in Origen’s Hexapla (the middle of the third century
C.E.) reflects a reading that has even more evidence of influence
from the Aramaic vernacular, especially in the pronominal
suffixes, such as the 2ms suffix -akh, e.g. cepay ‘your name’
(Tiberian nW Psa. 31.4).'% This is also a feature of the Samaritan
tradition, e.g. yédak ‘your hand’ (Tiberian: 77)."° Some of these
features, such as the Aramaic type of pronominal suffixes, appear
in medieval non-biblical texts with Palestinian vocalization. In
the second half of the first millennium, however, it appears that
the popular biblical reading converged to a greater extent with
the prestigious Tiberian tradition. As a result, the Aramaic type

of suffixes were eliminated in the biblical reading.'!

198 Fagsberg (1991, 28-57).
109 Brgnno (1943, 110, 196-200).
110 Ben-Hayyim (2000, 228).

11 Yahalom (1997, Introduction).
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Various features deviating from the Tiberian reading trad-
ition that are found in the earlier biblical traditions are rarely
attested in the medieval biblical traditions but are found in non-
biblical Hebrew texts. This applies, for example, to the forms of
the 2ms suffixes without a final vowel in Origen and Jerome, and
indeed in the consonantal text that is found already in the proto-
Masoretic biblical manuscripts from Qumran (7-, n-), which is a
feature that surfaces in some traditions of post-biblical Hebrew
(Ben-Hayyim 1954, 27-32, 63; Kutscher 1979, 442-43; Fassberg
1989), including biblical quotations within non-biblical Hebrew
texts (Yahalom 1997, 24). The gutturals are clearly weakened in
some biblical texts from Qumran and are omitted or interchanged
in the orthography (Fassberg 2013, 665), but in the medieval
biblical texts one does not find evidence of such systematic
breakdown of distinctions. In non-biblical texts, on the other
hand, there is evidence of such a weakening. In piyyutim, for
example, p often rhymes with &, and likewise n rhymes with 7,
reflecting a weakening of the pharyngeals to laryngeals (Yahalom
1985, 173). In piyyut manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization
segolate nouns ending in a guttural often have an ‘e’ vowel in the
last syllable without a furtive patah (e.g. n9n meleh ‘salt’, Tibe-
rian: nYn) (Yahalom 1997, 25), again reflecting the weakening of
the guttural.

Another indicator of the prestigious nature of the Tiberian
reading tradition is the fact that the early traditions of Hebrew
grammar that emerged in the tenth century, i.e. those of Saadya

Gaon and the Karaite grammarians, were based on the Tiberian
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reading.''? The grammarian Ibn Janah (eleventh century Spain)
states that the Tiberians were ‘the most eloquent of the Hebrews
in language and the most lucid’.'*

Finally, there is evidence in some sources of hypercorrec-
tions in the production of the Tiberian reading. These reflect sit-
uations in which a reader’s pronunciation of Hebrew differs from
the standard Tiberian pronunciation, due to it belonging to a dif-
ferent tradition''* or being influenced by a vernacular language,
but the reader nevertheless attempts to pronounce words with
the Tiberian pronunciation due to its prestige. In some cases, this
results in producing distinctive features of Tiberian pronuncia-
tion that are used in the incorrect context (see chapter 4 for de-
tails).

1.0.10. THE INTERNAL DIVERSITY OF THE TIBERIAN
TRADITION

There was not complete uniformity in any of the traditions of
reading reflected by the vocalization systems. This applied also
to the Tiberian school. We have seen (§1.0.8.) that there are in-

consistencies in the Tiberian vocalization across different parts of

112 Dotan (1997), Khan (2000b; 2000a). Some features of Babylonian
pronunciation sporadically appear in the works of the eastern gram-
marians such as Saadya (Dotan 1997, 39) and the Karaites (Vidro 2011,
131-36).

13 Kitab al-Luma‘ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 29): RiRDY PMr12pHR Myar on
RIR™D DIININI.

14 For examples of such hypercorrections in manuscripts reflecting a
Tiberianized Babylonian tradition see Yeivin (1985, 185).
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the Hebrew Bible. There were also various streams of tradition in
the Tiberian Masoretic school that differed from one another in
the reading and vocalization of particular words. The monumen-
tal Hebrew Bible manuscript codices with Standard Tiberian vo-
calization that have survived from the Middle Ages exhibit minor
differences in vocalization of this nature. This applies even to
manuscripts that were written by the same scribe.!*> Minor dif-
ferences between vocalization practices of Masoretes and differ-
ences in the vocalization of codices are referred to also in Maso-
retic notes and Masoretic treatises. The tradition of vocalization
reflected in the Standard Tiberian manuscripts was, however, far
more uniform than other non-Tiberian traditions. This was the
result of greater efforts of standardization of the Tiberian tradi-
tion due to its greater authoritative status. The standardization
process is reflected in particular by Masoretic treatises collating
differences between Masoretes, the best known being the ‘Book
of Differences’ (Kitab al-Khilaf) of Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el, who was
active in Jerusalem at the end of the tenth or early eleventh cen-

tury.'*® This work concerned differences between the two

15 Examples of this are manuscripts written by the scribe of L, Samuel
ben Jacob, who has been identified as the scribe of several other early
Bible manuscripts. These manuscripts exhibit minor differences in

vocalization among themselves. See Phillips (2016; 2017; 2020).

116 Lipschiitz (1964; 1965). A manuscript preserved in the Karaite syn-
agogue in Cairo (known as C3) contains the inscription 5&1p 12 Srwm 1N
58 1ANT AMN23 13 %N WIS AN R npTa 550 12 qov 13 ‘1 Misha’el
ben ‘Uzz’iel ben Yoseph ben Hillel checked this holy Torah in the en-
closure of ben Bakhtavaih, may God have mercy on him’ (Gottheil 1905
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foremost Masoretic authorities at the end of the Masoretic period
in the first half of the tenth century, Aharon ben Asher and Moshe
ben Naftali. This lists disagreements between Ben Asher and Ben
Naftali in 867 specific places and agreements of Ben Asher and
Ben Naftali against another, usually unnamed, authority in 406
places. Most of these relate to differences in very small details.
The majority of the disagreements concern the minor ga‘ya (i.e.
ga‘ya on a short vowel in a closed syllable) and shewa ga‘ya (i.e.
ga‘ya written on shewa) (81.2.8.2.2., 81.2.9.). A few relate to
spellings, divisions of words, and vocalization. Several of these
are listed by Misha’el in the introduction as general differences
rather than relating to specific passages. Ben Asher, for example,
vocalized a preposition 5 or 21 with shewa when it was followed
by yod with hireq (e.g. Y&, ‘for Israel’), Ben Naftali, on the
other hand, vocalized the first letter with hireq with no vowel on
the yod (5%715). Whereas Ben Asher vocalized 1owiy» ‘Issachar’,
Ben Naftali vocalized this name 72&v». Another Masorete, Moshe
Mohe, vocalized it 72w¥. Ben Asher vocalized the kaf in all forms
of the verb 5ax ‘to eat’ before segol with hatef patah, e.g., n3738n
‘you will eat it’ (Ezek. 4.12), reflecting the reading of the shewa
as mobile, whereas Ben Naftali read the shewa in all such cases

as silent (81.2.5.7.5.). The purpose of the collation of differences

no. 18; Penkower 1989). This is likely to be the Misha’el who was the
author of Kitab al-Khilaf. The scholarly institution known as the enclo-
sure of ben Bakhtavaih was founded by Ydsuf ibn Bakhtavaih (also
known as Yiisuf ibn Nih) in Jerusalem at the end of the tenth century
and was the hub of Karaite scholarship there in the first half of the
eleventh century.
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was to impose a degree of standardization on the Tiberian
Masoretic tradition, which had developed into a number of
heterogeneous sub-schools by the tenth century, of which those
of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali were regarded as the most
authoritative. The readings of Ben Asher in Kitab al-Khilaf
conform very closely to the readings of the manuscript A, which
was produced by Ben Asher, and also to L, which contains many
erasures and corrections that made the correspondence closer
than was originally the case. The Ben Naftali readings conform
closely to C.'*7

At the close of the Masoretic period in the tenth century
and the early eleventh century, the traditions of Ben Asher and
Ben Naftali were considered to be equally authoritative. Misha’el
ben ‘Uzzi’el does not give priority to Ben Asher or Ben Naftali in
Kitab al-Khilaf. In his Masoretic treatise Hidayat al-Qari’, >Abii al-
Faraj Hartin, likewise, does not give priority to either one of these
two authorities. It is significant, however, that according to one
passage in this treatise a reader should not mix the traditions
according to personal assessment of correctness of the reading of
individual words in each tradition. One should adopt either the
tradition of Ben Asher in its entirety or that of Ben Naftali in its
entirety:

‘The reader, therefore, has two options. Either to read with

the reading of Ben Naftali, in which case he must read all

good and difficult forms that he (Ben Naftali) reads, or to

17 For differences between other Tiberian Masoretes see Digduge ha-
Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, 139-40), Levy (1936, 55-8H), Mann (1969,
2:43-44), Lipschiitz (1965, 5), Yeivin (1981).
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read with the reading of Ben Asher, which also is autho-
ritative. If somebody reads what he deems to be the best
reading of this one and of that one, he would (read)

without any rule, because he deviates from the rationale

of each of them.’!!®

The lack of ranking of these Masoretic authorities was the
practice among Masoretic scholars until the time of Maimonides,
who declared Ben Asher to be the most reliable authority. David
Qimhi (d. 1235), it seems, was the first who decided in favour of
Ben Asher in the context of reported differences between Ben
Asher and Ben Naftali (Lipschiitz 1965, 4).

The fact that the Kitab al-Khilaf rarely mentions vowels and
accents implies that their reading was virtually entirely fixed in
a tradition over which there was consensus among Masoretic au-
thorities. A passage in an anonymous Masoretic treatise discuss-
ing the cantillation of the Tiberian accents indicates that the way
the accents are read has been transmitted ‘from the hearts of the
two masters (°al-’ustadhayin)’, i.e. Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, and
they cannot be explained, i.e. their form is fixed by tradition and
readers cannot exercise any personal initiative with regard to

them:

‘As for all the other accents, every one of them has a single
melody that does not change for any reason, either
lengthening or shortening, as is the case with pronouncing

a vowel and shortening it. It is not possible to explain how

118 Tong version of Hiddyat al-Qari’, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§II.LL.1.7.11.
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they are read, because they are melodies transmitted from

the hearts of the two masters.’!!°

This passage makes it clear that the ultimate bases of au-
thority of the reading were Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. This can
be compared to the way reading traditions of the Qur’an (qira’at)
were anchored to the authority of particular scholars.

Although readers had to adhere to the traditions of Ben
Asher and Ben Naftali in most details of their reading without
personal initiative, the masters themselves did, it seems, take
some degree of personal initiative in fixing their traditions. This
applies in particular to Ben Naftali, whose reading tradition ex-
hibits more consistency in various features than the more con-
servative tradition of Ben Asher. In some places, for example, Ben
Naftali has introduced pausal forms where they are not found in
the Ben Asher tradition, with the result that their distribution in
his reading is more consistent than they are in that of Ben Asher
(A. Ben-David 1957b). Ben Naftali, moreover, introduced various
orthoepic measures into his tradition to ensure a greater accuracy
of reading (81.0.11.).

The focus on minor ga‘ya and shewa ga‘ya in the lists of
Kitab al-Khilaf indicates that these details also formed part of the
fixed sub-traditions of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. The fixing of
the vowels, accents, minor ga‘ya and shewa ga‘ya is reflected by
the fact that there is only minimal variation in these features

across the model Masoretic Tiberian Bible manuscripts. By the

19 CUL T-S NS 301.21: % 15 8an TnR1 52 RApni Dnpuhr "pra KON
K51 qVIOR 21 TINNHR 2 THTI RPN IR DMON RAR W 23D 10 PN KD ATM
PIROOKROR TR 11 HPpan (RMYR RAIRD RPN g2 KRAATW 1000
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end of the Masoretic period, however, not every detail had been
completely fixed and there was some permitted variation in the
sign system and also some variation in the oral reading. This ap-
plied in particular to the writing of hatef signs on non-guttural
consonants and the pronunciation of major ga‘ya (i.e. ga‘ya on
long vowels) in the oral reading, as expressed by the following

passages from Hiddyat al-Qari’:

The people responsible for this matter have agreed on the
rule of combining shewa and a vowel (i.e. writing hatef
signs) only under the four (guttural) letters. It is said,
however, that some scribes wanted to remove uncertainty
from places that may lead to error and have combined a
vowel with shewa (under a non-guttural letter) ... because
they thought that people would err in the reading ... This
is an exception to their customary practice. What supports
the claim that this is the view of only some of them with
regard to letters not belonging to the group of the four
(guttural letters) is that in most codices one does not find
what has been presented as counterevidence (i.e. the
combination shewa with a vowel under non-guttural
letters), but all codices are uniform in the combination of
shewa with a vowel under the four (guttural letters)

letters.'?°

120 Long version of Hidayat al-Qari’, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.L.2.12.6. Differences between scribes regarding the writing of hatef
signs under non-guttural consonants is referred to also in in the earlier
Masoretic treatise Digduge ha-Te‘amim, which is attributed to Aharon
ben Asher (ed. Dotan 1967, sec. 19).
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The ga‘ya does not have a definite status in the reading of
Scripture. One reader may omit it and another reader may

sustain it.!?

This is also reflected by the model Tiberian Masoretic Bible
codices, which exhibit a greater degree of variation in the writing
of hatef signs on non-guttural consonants (81.2.5.5.) and the
marking of major ga‘ya than in features that had been fixed, such

as vowels, accents, minor ga‘ya and shewa ga‘ya.

1.0.11. ORTHOEPY

The variation in the marking of hatef signs on non-guttural con-
sonants reflects the continual efforts that were made to refine the
vocalization system to ensure accurate reading towards the end
of the Masoretic period. By combining a vowel sign with a shewa
sign, the shewa was unambiguously marked as vocalic, which
removed potential ambiguity of the sign in the vocalization
system and so reduced the risk of inaccurate reading (81.2.5.5.).
Another measure to ensure correct reading of vowel length that
is occasionally found in standard Tiberian manuscripts is the use
of hatef signs in unstressed closed syllables to mark explicitly that
the vowel is short. A few examples of this are found in L, e.g.
onvIna ‘on the magicians’ (Exod. 9.11), oawn ‘the evening’
(Exod. 30.8), 3pm ‘they are strong’ (2 Sam. 10.11), 7721 ‘he
brings trouble on you’ (Josh. 7.25) (§1.2.5.1.).'%2

21 Long version of Hiddyat al-Qar?’, edition in this vol. 2 of this book,
SII.L.3.1.

122 The phenomenon in L is described by Dotan (1985).
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It is important to distinguish these differences in notation
with regard to the clarity of representation of the reading from
the existence of genuine differences in the reading between
Masoretes that are reflected in works such as Misha’el ben
‘Uzzi’el’s Kitab al-Khilaf.

I would like to focus here in particular on another deve-
lopment that took place within the Tiberian tradition, namely an
increasing effort to pronounce the reading with maximal clarity,
a phenomenon that I shall call orthoepy. Such orthoepic
measures are sometimes not discernible from the vocalized text
and can only be reconstructed from external sources, in particular
transcriptions and Masoretic treatises.

The basic principle of orthoepy is to ensure that the distinct
elements of the text are given their optimal realization, keeping
them maximally distinct and avoiding slurring over them. These
elements include letters, vowels, syllables and words.'*

One orthoepic measure was to minimize the number of
separate orthographic words that had no accent and so were at
risk of being slurred over. The Tiberian tradition, in general, is
more orthoepic in this respect than the Babylonian tradition
through the Tiberian practice of placing conjunctive accents on
orthographic words between disjunctive accents. In the
Babylonian tradition, there are only disjunctive accents and the
words between these are left without any accent (Shoshany 2003;
2013). The vocalization of some words that have acquired

conjunctive accents in the Tiberian tradition reflects their

123 This phenomenon corresponds closely to the careful recitation of the

Arabic Qur’an known as tajwid (Nelson 2001).
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originally unstressed status. This applies to stressed construct
forms such as hwnwn 127 ‘the matter of the release’ (Deut. 15.2),
and cases such as 2py 1ik3 n& ‘the pride of Jacob’ (Psa. 47.5), 92
whny ‘all the brothers of a poor man’ (Prov. 19.7), where the
object marker and the quantifier have the vocalization
characteristic of their unstressed form (-nyg and "7;) rather than
of their stressed form (n& and 52).'*

There are still, however, a sizeable number of orthographic
words in the Tiberian tradition that have no accent and are
connected to the following word by the maqqef sign. The lists of
differences in Kitab al-Khilaf, however, show that Ben Naftali in
a number cases read a word with a conjunctive accent where Ben
Asher read it with maqqef (A. Ben-David 1957b, 391-92), e.g.

Lev. 24.16

Ben Asher: ©w-iapia, Ben Naftali: ow iapia ‘when he

blasphemes the Name’
Gen. 39.6

Ben Asher: 2x8i-ng?, Ben Naftali: 98D 1o’ ‘beautiful in form’
Job 12.3

Ben Asher: px-n-n{), Ben Naftali: & *n-ng ‘with whom is

not?’

This and other features of Ben Naftali’s tradition, some of

which are discussed below, indicates that he introduced more

124 Cf. the long version of Hiddyat al-Qdri’, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8II.L.3.2.
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orthoepic innovations in the reading than Ben Asher, who was,
in general, more conservative.

The orthoepic measures taken to separate prosodically
words connected by maqqef sometimes resulted in reading a word
as prosodically separated even when the maqqgef sign continued
to be written. One clear example of this is the reading of the word
-nn vocalized with patah and connected by maqqgef to the
following word, the first letter of which has dagesh, e.g. 237-nm
‘and what did he say’ (Jer. 23.35). It is clear that the patah in this
particle originally developed due to its prosodic and syllabic
bonding with the following word, and this is reflected by the
maqqef. It continued, however, to be written as an ortho-
graphically separate word. In order to ensure that the
orthographic distinctness was expressed clearly in pronunciation
one of two orthoepic strategies were followed, both of which are
reflected by transcriptions of the Tiberian reading into Arabic
script. The most common strategy was to lengthen the patah, e.g.
PYYAN [ma'-tthisf'fa:ag] ‘Why do you cry?’ (Exod. 14.15). An-
other strategy was to glottalize the patah vowel by pronouncing
an [h] after the vowel, which separated syllabically from what
followed, e.g. inwW-nn [mah-ffa'mo:] ‘What is his name?’ (Exod.
3.13) (for further details see §1.2.8.1.2., §1.2.11.).

Various orthoepic measures were taken to ensure that
adjacent letters in contact were enunciated clearly and not
slurred together. Here again, these measures were more
developed in the tradition of Ben Naftali than in that of Ben
Asher. According to Kitab al-Khilaf, Ben Naftali placed a dagesh

in the first nun of the name 71 in the combination p3-ja (ed.
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Lipschiitz 1965, T3). This was a measure to prevent the
coalescence of two identical letters across a word-boundary, by
strengthening the second letter, which stood at the onset of a syl-
lable. Another strategy to keep the articulation of adjacent iden-
tical letters separate is seen in Ben Naftali’s reading of the name
Issachar "o@v». In Ben Asher’s tradition the second and third
letter of the name are pronounced as a geminate sin: 2wW?
[jissorxo:Rr]. The form 12w [jifso:ya:dR] of Ben Naftali looks,
prima facie, to be a more archaic form, corresponding more
closely to the ketiv and perhaps to proposed etymologies of the
name such as 12w v~ ‘there is hire’ or 712w v°) ‘man of hire’.'* It
is possible, however, that the pronunciation of the second letter
of the name as shin was an intentional dissimilation as an
orthoepic strategy to keep it distinct from the sin. A similar
process seems to have taken place in the name o'ov1n; in Neh.
7.52. Here the first letter in the sequence ow is likely to have
been a sin and this was dissimilated to shin by an orthoepic
process to keep it distinct from the following identical sounding
samekh (cf. the discussion of the form of this name in §1.0.8.).
Ben Naftali marked a dagesh in the gof of the verb apy» ‘he
supplants’ (Jer. 9.3) (ed. Lipschiitz 1965, »5) as a orthoepic stra-
tegy to ensure that the shewa on the preceding guttural was read
as silent, and therefore not confused with the more common
proper name 1Py’ ‘Jacob’. A related orthoepic measure that
developed in the Tiberian tradition, which is not attributable to

any specific subtradition, is what I call the extended dagesh forte

125 See for example Skinner (1994, ad loc.).
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reading. This involved pronouncing the dagesh lene of na>Tia
letters at the beginning of syllables as dagesh forte (§1.3.1.11.3.).
The extended dagesh forte reading arose by giving the dagesh sign
its full value in all contexts. The primary motivation for this was
most likely an attempt to make a maximally clear distinction
between fricative and plosive forms of the na>731 letters. Another
effect of strengthening the pronunciation of the dagesh was to
mark a clear separation between syllables.

The orthoepic features of the Tiberian reading have a
variety of different historical depths. The orthoepic practices that
we have examined so far appear to be developments that took
place in the later stages of the transmission of the Tiberian
reading, probably around the end of the Masoretic period in the
tenth century. It is possible to identify some orthoepic measures,
however, that have a greater time depth. One such case is the
lengthening of the vowel of prefixes of the verbs nn and mn
(81.2.10.), e.g. mnn [t"i*hje:] ‘it will be’ (Jer. 7:34), mm [jihje:]
‘let him live’ (Neh 2:3). The lengthening of the vowel of the
prefixes in the verbs 7’71 and n'n is likely to have been an ortho-
epic measure taken to ensure that the initial guttural consonants
were not weakened. If these consonants were weakened, the two
verbs would not be formally distinguished. There is evidence that
this particular orthoepic feature has deep historical roots that can
be traced to the proto-Masoretic reading in Second Temple Pal-
estine before the split of the Tiberian and Babylonian branches
(see 81.2.10. for details). It arose as a measure to ensure that the
gutturals were not weakened in these verbs at a period when gut-

turals were vulnerable to weakening under the influence of
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Greek. It would appear, therefore, that orthoepy was already a
feature of the ancient reading and that care over the oral reading
of the text went hand in hand with care over the copying of the
written text at an ancient period, presumably within Temple cir-

cles during the Second Temple period.

1.0.12. THE CLOSE OF THE TIBERIAN MASORETIC PERIOD

The activities of the Tiberian Masoretes came to an end in the
tenth century after the generation of Aharon ben Asher and
Moshe ben Naftali. The archaeological record shows that Tiberias
was almost deserted in the second half of the eleventh century.
This seems to have been due to the combined effect of
devastating earthquakes in 1033 and 1068 and the political
instability caused by the Seljuk raids into Palestine in the middle
of the eleventh century. When the Crusaders invaded Palestine in
1099, Tiberias was a half-ruined city (Avni 2014, 87-88; Gil
1992, 397-418). The cessation of the activities of the Masoretes,
however, occurred before this decline of the city in the tenth
century, when, it seems, the city was still thriving. The key factor
that brought about the end of the Masoretic school is likely to
have been the removal of the Palestinian Yeshiva to Jerusalem,
which can be dated to the middle of the tenth century.'?

The knowledge of the Tiberian reading tradition, which
was the most prestigious form of pronunciation, rapidly fell into
oblivion after this period. During the period in which the
Tiberian Masoretes were active, the oral tradition of Tiberian

reading was transmitted alongside the vocalization sign system.

126 Gil (1992, 499-500), Wechsler (2013).
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As we have seen, the sign system, indeed, was constantly being
refined to represent the reading with maximal accuracy. This is
clear, for example, in the many added hatef signs under non-
guttural consonants in A, which was vocalized by Aharon ben
Asher in the Masoretic period. The oral reading tradition was
primary and the sign system was a mechanism of graphic
notation.

Bible codices, of course, also had the consonantal text
(ketiv). In the Talmudic period, a practice developed of
interpreting Scripture on two levels, one according to the
consonantal text (ketiv) and one according to the way it was read
(gere). It is reflected by the Talmudic dictum Bx wn 8pn5 OR v
nmon5 ‘The reading has authority and the traditional text has
authority.”'?” Traces of this type of exegesis are found in medieval
sources. It was a practice that was condemned by many medieval
Karaites, who recognized the authority of only the reading
tradition.'?® This is reflected not only in their rejection of exegesis
on the basis of the ketiv. They used vocalized codices rather than
scrolls for liturgical reading.'? Moreover, in many cases they

dispensed with the Hebrew ketiv altogether and wrote biblical

127 Naeh (1992; 1993), who argues that this exegetical technique was
not practiced in the Rabbinic tradition before the Amoraic period.

128 A vocal exponent of this was the Karaite al-Qirqisani, see Khan
(1990c) and §1.0.13.3. Some medieval Karaite scholars did, however,
accept the possibility of interpreting according to the ketiv where it
conflicted with the gere, see al-Fasi, Kitab Jami¢ al-’Alfaz (ed. Skoss
1936, vol. 1, 12-13), Hadassi (Bacher 1895a, 113) and Habib (2020).

129 Allony (1979).
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manuscripts that consisted of Arabic transcriptions of the reading
tradition.'*°

The Karaite grammarian *Abi al-Faraj Hartin, who wrote
his works in Jerusalem in the first half of the eleventh century,
states in the introduction to his Masoretic treatise Hidayat al-Qari’
that his sources were earlier Masoretic treatises and the pupils of
the writers of these earlier treatises.’® This indicates that he had
access to an oral tradition of instruction in the Tiberian reading
that was still alive in his time in Jerusalem. Karaite scholars in
Jerusalem in the eleventh century were, in many respects, the
heirs of the Masoretic school. It was in Jerusalem in the early
eleventh century that Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el, who was also a Kar-
aite, composed his work Kitab al-Khilaf, which recorded differ-
ences between the Masoretes Aharon ben Asher and Moshe ben
Naftali (Penkower 1989).

Already at this period, however, Hebrew grammarians out-
side of Palestine were not able to gain direct access to the oral
tradition of Tiberian reading. Ibn Janah writing in the first half
of the eleventh century in Spain, for example, laments the fact
that he was not able to verify the length of particular occurrences

of games vowels in the Tiberian tradition:

‘In such places [i.e. in the reading of the biblical text] and

others like them, a person needs readers and teachers [of

130 Khan (1992b).
131 Edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.0.9.
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the Tiberian tradition], which we lack in this country of

ours 7132

After the close of the Masoretic period and the death of the
primary Masoretic authorities Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, the
anchoring of the written vocalization signs to authoritative oral
traditions was broken. The primary base of authority began to
shift to the vocalization sign system, which was the textualization
of these oral traditions. Only the oral reading of Masoretic au-
thorities such as Ben Asher and Ben Naftali was independent of
the vocalization vowel system. This is the import of the following
passage in Hidayat al-Qari’:

Indeed there is no doubt that when somebody takes a

simple codex without accents or pointing, he stumbles in

the reading ... apart from a few exceptional people that are

found in some generations, such as Ben Asher and Ben

Naftali in their time and those like them.'*®

As the orally transmitted Tiberian reading was lost and the
primacy of its authority was transferred to the written sign
system, the signs were read with reading traditions that differed

from the Tiberian tradition. The incipient signs of this are found

132 mobrbr ARMERT ARTIOR HR IRDIROR 0P RADAN RAH PERINOR 770 00
770 RIPRRP 0 N3 DARINTY PIOR, Kitab al-Luma’, ed. Derenbourg (1886,
322-23). Ibn Ezra states that ‘scholars of Egypt and [North] Africa’
(x»pmary oen 'non) knew how to pronounce the Tiberian games
correctly; cf. Sefer Sahot (ed. Lippmann 1827, 3b). This was presumably

referring to his own time, i.e. the twelfth century.

33 Long version of Hidayat al-Qari’, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8IL.L.3.0.
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in a variety of medieval manuscripts in which standard Tiberian
vocalization is written under words with another vocalization
system.'** These can be interpreted as reflecting the tolerance of
two traditions of written vocalization alongside each other in a
way that can be compared to the apparent tolerance of different
written textual traditions alongside each other in some Qumran
manuscripts, which has been alluded to above (81.0.2.).1%° It is
clear from the medieval sources that one of the traditions in such
manuscripts, viz. the Tiberian, was more prestigious.

One of the consequences of the shift of authority to the
written vocalization and accent sign systems after the loss of the
Masoretic authorities who were guarantors of the oral tradition
was the increasing production and reliance on Bible codices that
recorded the authoritative sign systems.!3¢

In most communities other than Yemen the oral traditions
that came to be used to read the standard Tiberian vocalization
were derived ultimately from the Palestinian pronunciation of
Hebrew, with a five vowel system (without distinctions between
games and patah, on the one hand, and sere and segol, on the
other) that was based on that of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic. As

we have seen, the Palestinian pronunciation tradition had no

134 In the Genizah Bible manuscript T-S A38.10, for example, the scribe

has vocalized the text with both Babylonian and Tiberian signs.

135 A similar situation is found in some early Qur’an manuscripts in
which the vocalization records different reading traditions, distin-
guishing them with different colours of ink (Dutton 1999; 2000).

136 See Outhwaite (2018) for discussion of the commissioning and

production of codices.
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authoritative roots, but this was not relevant after the transition
of the authority of the Tiberian tradition from the oral reading to
the written sign system. It was the written sign system that now
preserved the authoritative standard. This meant that the process
whereby the Palestinian pronunciation was adapted to converge
with the standard Tiberian pronunciation, which is reflected in
manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization signs, now no longer
took place.

It is unlikely that the removal of the Palestinian Yeshiva
from Tiberias was the only factor that brought about the loss of
the oral Tiberian reading tradition. Another factor is likely to
have been that it was transmitted by a very small number of elite
practitioners. A related issue was that the conservative Tiberian
tradition and its highly careful orthoepic features deviated in
various ways from the spoken vernacular languages of the Jewish
communities. The Palestinian pronunciation of Hebrew, by
contrast, was very widely used and was closer to the vernacular.
As remarked, the vowel system of the Palestinian pronunciation
had its roots in that of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, which was
the vernacular of the Jews in the early Islamic period. When the
Jews of the region adopted Arabic as their vernacular, this
rapidly had an impact on the Palestinian pronunciation tradition.
In regions where the Arabic dialects did not have interdental
fricatives (6 and d), for example, there is evidence that already
in the Middle Ages the Hebrew consonants tav and dalet came to
be pronounced as stops (t and d) in all contexts (§1.4.2.) (Khan
1997).
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Developments in the transmission of the Qur’an in the tenth
century may also have had an impact on the fate of the Tiberian
reading tradition. At this period an official policy, endorsed by
the ruling ‘Abbasid régime, was instigated by the scholar Ibn
Mujahid (d. 324 A.H./936 C.E.) to reduce the number of reading
traditions of the Qur’an.'®” Before the time of Ibn Mujahid, a very
large number of reading traditions of the Qur’an existed. Many
of these were transmitted by only a small number of readers. As
a result of the activity of Ibn Mujahid, the traditions with
restricted numbers of transmitters were eliminated in favour of
seven canonical traditions that had wide levels of transmission.
Some of the smaller traditions that were lost exhibited unusual
features that deviated from normal Arabic usage. One example of
such non-canonical readings (Sawadhdh) that is of particular
interest in light of the discussion above concerning the orthoepic
extension of dagesh forte to all contexts in Tiberian Hebrew
(81.0.11.) is the practice of some Qur’an readers to geminate a
consonant after a preceding vowelless consonant, e.g. <ahi
yakhttifu ‘it takes away’ (Q 2.20).*® This process of obsolescence
of traditions with small numbers of transmitters and with
features that deviated from normal Arabic usage, which took
place in the Islamic world in the tenth century, could have

influenced the transmission of the Hebrew Bible at that period,

137 Ibn Mujahid, Kitab al-Sab‘a fi al-Qira’at (ed. Cairo, 1972), Noldeke et
al. (1938, 155-56).

138 This is recorded in the collection of shawddhdh by Ibn Khalawayh (d.
370/980), Mukhtasar fi Shawadhdh al-Qur’an min Kitab al-Badi‘ (ed.
Bergstrésser, 1934, 3).
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whereby the continuation of the Tiberian oral reading was
disfavoured due to the small number of readers.

After the loss of the orally transmitted Tiberian pronun-
ciation and its textualization as a historical relic in the written
signs, readers and teachers of the Hebrew Bible were obliged to
interpret the sign system as it was received. Many features of the
Tiberian pronunciation that are not discernible in the sign system
fell into complete oblivion. These include the orthoepic features
I have described above, such as the extended dagesh forte reading.
In the later Middle Ages, the standard Tiberian sign system was
a graphic fossil that reflected an extinct tradition that was
different from the pronunciation traditions of the various
communities. In some cases, however, the reading was adapted
to the sign system. A conspicuous example of this is the
development of Biblical reading in late medieval Ashkenaz.

The distribution of vowel signs in manuscripts from medi-
eval Ashkenaz dating to the twelfth and thirteenth centuries
reflects a five-vowel system, in which no distinction is made
between games and patah, nor between sere and segol.'* This in-
dicates that at that period the pronunciation of the Ashkenazi
communities still had the original Palestinian five vowel system.
By the middle of the fourteenth century, a new vowel system
evolved in the Ashkenazi tradition of Hebrew, in which there was
a distinction in pronunciation between games and patah and
between sere and segol. One of the main causes of this change in
the vowel system was the occurrence of vowel shifts in the dia-

lects of German that were spoken by the Jews. In the twelfth

139 Eldar (1978).
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century, a number of German dialects, including Yiddish,
developed a labio-velar pronunciation (in some [0] and in others
[u]) of Middle High German [a:] as well as of [a] in an open
syllable. This shift found its way into the Hebrew component of
Yiddish. Since, however, words of Hebrew origin were
assimilated into Yiddish at an earlier period, in which there were
no quantitative distinctions (between long and short a), this shift
only affected cases of [a] in an open syllable. In Hebrew words
that met the criteria for the shift to [o] or [u], a lengthened [a]
in open syllables mostly corresponded to historical games, e.g.,
[poter] (= =w2) ‘released’, [boro] (=&13) ‘he created’, [dvorim]
(=1om27) ‘words’, and in a few cases also to historical patah, as
in [noxem] (=0In1) ‘Nahum’, [kadoxes] (=nnTp) ‘fever’. In the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, Yiddish began to develop a
diphthongized articulation of long [e:] in an open syllable. The
shift [e:] > [ei] or [ai] entered the Hebrew component of Yiddish
as a reflection of sere (in an open syllable), as in [eyme] (=n'R)
‘terror’, [breySis] (=nwx131) ‘in the beginning’ and also as a
reflection of segol (in an open syllable) in a small group of words
that were pronounced in Yiddish as if they were vocalized with
sere, e.g., [meylex] (= 79 ) ‘king’, [keyver] (=92p) ‘grave’, etc.
The variations between [o] and [u], on the one hand, and [ei]
and [ai], on the other, in Ashkenazi Hebrew were reflections of
the local dialects of Yiddish. At approximately the same period
as these vowel shifts took place in the vernacular dialects, the
scribes in Ashkenaz began to make an association between the

newly developed vowel distinctions and the Tiberian vowel signs.
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What is of particular interest is that in the biblical reading tradi-
tion mismatches between the sign system and the pronunciation
were adjusted, e.g. patah was always read with the [a] quality,
even where it was pronounced as [0] or [u] due to the sound shift
of [a] in stressed open syllables in the Hebrew component of Yid-
dish, e.g. [kadoxes] (= nn7p). The written sign system, therefore,
had an impact on the biblical reading tradition, in that there was
an attempt to assign a particular phonetic value to each sign.!*

This development of the Ashkenazi reading in the late
Middle Ages reflects the primacy of the authority of the written
sign system over the oral reading tradition. Such a phenomenon
should be contrasted with the situation in the Masoretic period,
when the oral Tiberian reading tradition of particular Masoretes
had primary authority and the sign system underwent a constant
adaptation to reflect it.

We may identify a typological parallel here between the
developments after the destruction of the Second Temple and
those that occurred after the demise of the Tiberian Masoretic
school. Before the destruction of the Temple, there was a
stabilized proto-Masoretic text within a pluriformity of other
textual traditions. After the destruction of the Temple the
prestigious proto-Masoretic text gained general acceptance. The
diversity reflected by the pluriform biblical manuscripts from
Qumran was replaced by a uniform prestigious text that was read
with a pluriformity of oral reading traditions, of which one, the
Tiberian tradition, was regarded as the most prestigious. After

the dispersal of the Tiberian school, the pluriform written

140 Weinreich (1965), Eldar (2013).
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vocalization sign systems reflecting the different oral reading
traditions were gradually replaced by a uniform prestigious
vocalization system that was read with a pluriformity of oral
reading traditions. In both cases, there was a punctuation in
Jewish society involving the loss of a central prestigious body
that was responsible for the stabilization of the transmission of
the Hebrew Bible. In the first century C.E., this was the des-
truction of Temple. In the tenth century C.E., it was the loss of
the Tiberian Masoretic school. In both cases, after the ongoing
activity of stabilization ceased, the tradition reached completion
and became fossilized. In both cases, the written tradition, of the
text or of the vocalization system respectively, gained general

acceptance.

1.0.13. SOURCES FOR THE TIBERIAN PRONUNCIATION
TRADITION

The early model Tiberian Bible codices are an important starting
point for the reconstruction of the Tiberian pronunciation
tradition. Various additional sources, however, are crucial for
establishing many aspects of pronunciation that are not
discernible in these codices. In this section, we shall review these

additional sources.

1.0.13.1. Masoretic Treatises

A number of important details relating to pronunciation can be
found in a variety of treatises written by Tiberian Masoretes or
by scholars close to their circle who had direct access to the

Tiberian Masoretic tradition.
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A number of early Masoretic treatises that are written in
rhymed Hebrew and preserved mainly at the end of the medieval
Tiberian Bible codices contain material relating to pronunciation.
Many of these were published by Baer and Strack (1879). They
relate to selected issues concerning vocalization and accents,
particularly the shewa and ga‘ya. In some cases, they go beyond
description and offer explanatory rules for differences based on
their context of occurrence. Some of the Hebrew texts gathered
by Baer and Strack, furthermore, concern topics relating to
grammatical theory, such as the classification of consonants
according to their points of articulation, or according to whether
they are ‘radical’ or ‘servile’ letters, the distinction between
construct and absolute forms, the distinction between contextual
and pausal forms, and verbal tenses.

Baer and Strack attributed the majority of the texts in their
corpus to a Masoretic treatise known as Digduge ha-Te‘amim (see
below for meaning) by the Masorete Aharon ben Asher (tenth
century), although they did not clearly delineate the scope of the
treatise. Dotan (1967) made a thorough study of such texts and
concluded that the original treatise of Ben Asher contained
twenty-six sections, which are reproduced in a fixed order in
some manuscripts. Other sections, of unknown authorship, were
subsequently added to these in various manuscripts. The work
was not intended as a systematic collection of rules relating to
the accents, but only as a treatment of selected details that were
regarded as potentially problematic. This is reflected by the name
of the work Digduge ha-Te‘amim, which can be rendered ‘The Fine

Details of the Accents’. The work also includes discussions of
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some aspects of vocalization, in particular of the shewa. Dotan
argues that Aharon ben Asher incorporated some of the material
of Digduge ha-Te‘amim from earlier Masoretic collections. This
probably explains why the work is in Hebrew, since in the tenth
century Masoretic treatises were generally written in Arabic. The
source material for the work is likely to have been composed in
the ninth century.

A number of Arabic Masoretic treatises are extant that are
datable to the tenth century. Most of these concern the biblical
reading tradition and its phonological principles. In some cases,
a number of the technical terms and even sections of the text
itself are in Hebrew. These Hebrew elements may be regarded as
vestiges from the earlier Hebrew tradition of Masoretic treatises.
Some of the texts datable to the tenth century include treatises
on vowels and the shewa, such as those identified by Allony as
Kitab al-Musawwitat ‘The Book of Vowels’ (Allony 1963) and
Seder ha-Simanim ‘The Order of Signs’ (Allony 1965). These two
treatises offer explanations for the distinction between vowels
based on factors such context and placement of stress, and
develop many of the topics that are found in the Digduqe ha-
Te‘amim. In some cases, the explanations for distinctions in
vowels is correlated with semantic distinctions, which is a level
of functional explanation not found in earlier texts. The
functional concern of the work is also clear in the title of one of
the extant sections of the text Glal al-musawwitat ‘the reasons for
the vowels’ (Morag 2003, 251-52). An Arabic treatise devoted to
the shewa that is datable to the tenth century was published by
Levy (1936). This develops an analysis of the shewa based on a



118 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

theory of syllable structure. The treatise warns that mistakes in
reading shewa can lead to the corruption of the form of words
and, in general, has a pedagogical tone. This reflects the fact that
the correct transmission of the Tiberian reading still depended on
a tradition of teaching even after the details of the Tiberian Ma-
sora had been committed to writing (Eldar 1994, 3-8; Khan
2012, 3-4).

Allony (1973) published a fragment of an Arabic treatise
on consonants, which he attributed to ‘Eli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir.
This also appears to be datable to the tenth century. The extant
text is concerned mainly with the pronunciation of the letter resh.
A remarkable feature of this text is the reference by the author to
the fact that he undertook fieldwork in the streets of Tiberias to
verify his analysis of the resh in Tiberian reading, on the grounds
that resh had the same pronunciation in the local speech of the
(Jewish) inhabitants of Tiberias: “I spent a long time sitting in
the squares of Tiberias and its streets listening to the speech of
the common people, investigating the language and its principles,
seeing whether anything that I had established was overturned
or any of my opinions proved to be false, in what was uttered
with regard to Hebrew and Aramaic etc., that is the language of
the Targum, for it resembles Hebrew ... and it turned out to be
correct and accurate”. The interpretation of this is not completely
clear. The Aramaic mentioned by the author could have been
vernacular Aramaic that was still spoken in Tiberias at the time.
The Hebrew must have been the recitation of Hebrew liturgy or

the occurrence of a ‘Hebrew component’ (Hebrew words and



Introduction 119

phrases) within vernacular speech. Drory (1988, 33-35) sug-
gested that this report of fieldwork may have been an imitation
of the topos in the medieval Arabic grammatical literature of
verifying grammatical phenomena by carrying out fieldwork
among the Bedouin Arabs, who were deemed to be speakers of
‘pure Arabic’, the inhabitants of Tiberias being the corresponding
tradents of pure Hebrew. A Hebrew treatise concerning the resh
is found also in the corpus published by Baer and Strack (1879,
87), in which it is likewise stated that this pronunciation existed
in the conversational speech of the common people ( MWwp &M
A1 D'WIM D'WIRA 91 KR DMWY DK RPN IRIPY DX onwHa
qun ‘it is on their tongues, whether they read the Bible or
converse in their conversation, in the mouths of men, women,
and children’).

The authorship of these works on Tiberian pronunciation
cannot be established with certainty, although Allony, who
published many of them, attributed them to various medieval
scholars who are known from other sources. In most cases, there
is no decisive evidence for these attributions and they should be
treated with caution (Eldar 1986). It has been argued by Eldar
(1988) that the treatise on the shewa published by Levy (1936)
and Kitab al-Musawwitat ‘The Book of Vowels’ published by
Allony (1963) are parts of the same work.

An important work composed in the eleventh century was
the Hidayat al-Qari’ ‘The Guide for the Reader’. This work was
studied in detail by Eldar, who published sections of it (see, in
particular, Eldar 1994 and the references cited there). It can be

classified as a Masoretic treatise, although, unlike the treatises
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discussed above, the Hidayat al-Qari’ was composed several dec-
ades after the time in which the final Tiberian Masoretic
authorities, Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, were active. Its author
was the Karaite grammarian *Abii al-Faraj Hariin, who was based
in Jerusalem in the first half of the eleventh century (Khan 2003).
Although he did not have direct contact with the Masoretes of
the tenth century, he did have access to teachers of the Tiberian
reading tradition, who could still be found in Palestine in the
eleventh century, in addition to the Masoretic treatises of earlier
generations. *Abt al-Faraj produced the work in a long and a
short version. The long version, which was composed first,
contains more expansive theoretical discussions. The short
version became more popular, as is reflected by the greater
number of extant manuscripts. The work presents a systematic
description of the consonants, vowels (including shewa), and
accents. It was divided into three parts, part one being devoted
to the consonants, part two to the vowels, and part three to the
accents. The Hidayat al-Qari’ was conveyed beyond the confines
of Palestine to Yemen and to Europe. The long version was
transmitted to Yemen, probably in the thirteenth century. Two
abridgements were made of this in Yemen, one in Arabic (ed.
Neubauer 1891) and one in Hebrew (ed. Derenbourg 1871). Each
of these was known as Mahberet ha-Tijan ‘The Composition of the
Crowns’, since they were copied at the beginning of Bible codices
known as ‘crowns’ (Arabic tijan) (Eldar 1994, 15-16).'*' The

short version of Hidayat al-Qari’ found its way to central Europe

141 Another derivative Arabic version was published in Ginbsburg’s

(1885, 43-51) corpus of Masoretic material.
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and two full Hebrew translations were made of it. One was made
in Mainz and was given the title Horayat ha-Qore ‘Guide for the
Reader’ in the manuscripts, the earliest being datable to the
thirteenth century. The other translation was given the title
Tokhen ‘Ezra ‘The Ruling of Ezra’ in a manuscript dated 1145 and
the title Ta‘ame ha-Miqra ‘The Accents of the Bible’ in a
manuscript dated 1285-1287. Both copies were made in Italy. In
the version entitled Ta‘ame ha-Miqra the work is erroneously
attributed to the Spanish grammarian Yehudah ibn Bal‘am (Busi
1984; Eldar 1994, 16-18).

The sections on the consonants and vowels in Hidayat al-
Qari’ are of great importance for the reconstruction of the
Tiberian pronunciation tradition. This applies in particular to the
original Arabic long and short versions. So far, no full edition of
these is available. I have, therefore, included a critical edition of
the sections on consonants and vowels of the Arabic versions of
Hidayat al-Qari’ together with a facing English translation as a
supplementary volume to this book. Eldar (2018) has recently

published the section on the accents from the Arabic versions.

1.0.13.2. Masoretic Notes

The Masoretic notes in the margins of Bible codices occasionally
contain information about the pronunciation of the reading tra-
dition that supplements what is encoded in the vocalization sign
system. This applies in particular to notes that relate to vowel
length. The Masoretic note jvn ‘short’, for example, occurs in
places where there may be some doubt as to whether a vowel is

long or short, as in:
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L: 7921 ‘remember!” (2 Chron. 6.42). Masoretic note: fon %
501 ‘the only form in the book in which the vowel is short’,
i.e. it is an imperative with a short games and not a 3fs. past

verbal form, which would have had a long games.

A:  niaa7 ‘ten thousands of’ (Deut. 33.17). Masoretic note: qon
‘short’, i.e. the hireq is short here, in contrast to cases with
ga‘ya, such as ni117 (Num. 10.36), in which the hireq is
long.

1.0.13.3. Karaite Transcriptions of the Hebrew Bible

into Arabic Script

In the tenth and eleventh centuries C.E., many Karaite scribes in
the Middle East used Arabic script not only to write the Arabic
language but also to transcribe Hebrew. Such Hebrew texts in
Arabic transcription were predominantly Hebrew Bible texts.
These were sometimes written as separate manuscripts contain-
ing continuous Bible texts. Some manuscripts in Arabic script
contain collections of Biblical verses for liturgical purposes. Ara-
bic transcriptions of verses from the Hebrew Bible or individual
Biblical Hebrew words were, in many cases, embedded within
Karaite Arabic works, mainly of an exegetical nature, but also in
works of other intellectual genres. Several Karaite Arabic works
also contain Arabic transcriptions of extracts from Rabbinic He-
brew texts (Tirosh-Becker 2011). The Karaites transcribed into
Arabic script only texts with an oral reading tradition, as was the
case with the Hebrew Bible and Rabbinic texts in the Middle
Ages. The transcriptions reflect, in principle, these oral traditions.

It is for this reason that the transcription of the Hebrew Bible
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represents the gere (the orally transmitted reading tradition of
the text) rather than the ketiv (the written tradition) (Khan
1992b).

Most of the known manuscripts containing Karaite tran-
scriptions of Hebrew into Arabic script are found in the British
Library (Khan 1993), the Firkovitch collections of the National
Library of Russia in St. Petersburg (Harviainen 1993a), and in the
Cairo Genizah collections (Khan 1990a). These manuscripts em-
anate from Palestinian circles of Karaites or Karaites in Egypt
who had migrated to Egypt from Palestine after the capture of
Jerusalem by the Crusaders in 1099. The majority of them were
written in the tenth and eleventh centuries. Most of the transcrip-
tions of Biblical Hebrew reflect the Tiberian reading tradition.
The transcriptions, therefore, are an important source for the re-
construction of this reading tradition. The Karaites represented a
movement within Judaism and were closely associated with the
Tiberian Masoretes (81.0.4.). The tradition of Biblical Hebrew re-
flected by their texts is not a separate communal tradition com-
parable, for example, to that of the Samaritans.

The Karaite Hebrew grammarians of the tenth and eleventh
centuries were, in general, concerned with the reading tradition
(gere) reflected by the Tiberian vocalization signs and showed
little concern for the orthography of the written text (ketiv) (Khan
2000b; 2003; 2013b). The Karaite al-Qirqgisani, in his discussions
of the bases of authority for the Hebrew Bible, contended that
the ultimate authoritative source was the reading tradition of the
people of Palestine (by which he meant Tiberias), rather than the

written form of the text with orthographic inconsistencies. One
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of his justifications was that the reading tradition had been
transmitted by the whole community (‘umma) since the time of
the prophets whereas the written orthography had been
transmitted on the authority of small circles of scribes, which is,
therefore, more liable to corruption or wilful change (Khan
1990c). The Arabic transcription texts can be understood most
easily as a reflection of the priority that the Karaites gave to the

reading tradition.

1.0.13.4. Grammatical and Lexicographical Texts

Some of the early works on Hebrew grammar were written by
scholars who had knowledge of the pronunciation of Hebrew in
the Tiberian reading tradition. All these were written in the
Middle East in the tenth and eleventh centuries at the end of the
Masoretic period. As has been remarked, the grammarians of
Spain did not have direct access to the Tiberian reading tradition,
despite their extensive discussion of vocalization and phonology
in a number of their works.

The grammatical works written by grammarians with a
knowledge of the Tiberian reading tradition can be classified into
the works of Saadya Gaon and the works of Karaites.

The grammatical writings of Saadya contain elements
taken from the Masoretic tradition (Dotan 1997). After leaving
Egypt, Saadya spent a few years in Tiberias studying with the
Masoretes. According to Dotan, he composed his main grammar
book (Kitab Fasih Lughat al-‘Ibraniyyin ‘The Book of the Eloquence
of the Language of the Hebrews, also known as Kutub al-Lugha
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‘Books of the Language’) while he was in Tiberias during the sec-
ond decade of the tenth century. The surviving sections of the
work include not only treatments of grammatical inflection and
word structure, but also several chapters relating to the Tiberian
reading tradition. The material for some of these has clearly been
incorporated from the Masoretic tradition and direct parallels can
be found in the extant Masoretic treatises, such as Diqduqe ha-
Te‘amim (Dotan 1997, 34-36). Dotan, indeed, suggests that one
of the missing chapters may have been concerned specifically
with accents. We may say that Saadya’s grammar book is not a
product of collaboration with the Masoretes or a complementary
expansion of the scope of Masoretic teaching, but rather was in-
tended to stand apart from the Masoretic tradition.

The grammatical texts written by the Karaites, on the other
hand, reflect a closer association with Masoretic activities, in that
they were intended to complement the Masoretic treatises rather
than incorporate elements from them. Several grammatical
works have come down to us that were written by Karaite schol-
ars who had direct access to the Tiberian reading tradition. These
can be divided into works reflecting the early Karaite grammati-
cal tradition and those written by the grammarian °Abii al-Faraj
Hariin together with texts dependent on °Abii al-Faraj’s works.
The main source for the early Karaite grammatical tradition is
the grammatical commentary on the Bible of °Abii Ya‘qiib Yasuf
ibn Niih, known as the Digdug, which was composed in Jerusalem
the second half of the tenth century. >Abti al-Faraj’s works are
datable to the first half the eleventh century and were, likewise,
written in Jerusalem (Khan 2003). The Diqduq of Ibn Nih



126 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

contains some discussion of pronunciation and accents, but this
is usually related to some issue regarding linguistic form. The
Diqduq was intended, it seems, to complement such treatises as
Digduge ha-Te‘amim, the exclusive concern of which was
pronunciation and accents.

’Abt al-Faraj Hartn ibn Faraj wrote several works on the
Hebrew language. The largest of these is a comprehensive work
on Hebrew morphology and syntax consisting of eight parts
entitled al-Kitab al-Mushtamil ‘ala al-’Usiil wa-l-Fusil fi al-Lugha
al-‘Ibraniyya ‘The Comprehensive Book of General Principles and
Particular Rules of the Hebrew Language’ (Bacher 1895b; Khan
2003). °Abt al-Faraj subsequently wrote a short version of this
entitled al-Kitab al-Kdafi fi al-Lugha al-‘Ibraniyya ‘The Sufficient
Book concerning the Hebrew Language’, the entire text of which
has been edited with an English translation (Khan, Gallego, and
Olszowy-Schlanger 2003). The works of ’Abii al-Faraj were
radically different from the Digduq of Ibn Niih in their approach.
There was, nevertheless, a certain degree of continuity of
grammatical thought from the teachings of the earlier Karaite
grammarians in the works of >Abii al-Faraj, which can be found
especially in some of his theories of morphological structure. This
continuity can be identified also in the scope of his grammatical
works and their complementarity to the Masoretic treatises. The
subject matter of al-Kitab al-Mushtamil and his other grammatical
works includes mainly the description of morphology and syntax.
There is no systematic description of pronunciation or the
accents. As we have seen, *Abii al-Faraj devoted a separate work
to this topic, viz. the Hidayat al-Qari’ ‘The Guide for the Reader’.
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This was intended by him to complement his work on grammar.
It was conceived as a continuity of earlier Masoretic treatises on
pronunciation and accents, which were among his sources, as
’Abti al-Faraj states in his introduction to the work. Thus the
composition of Hidayat al-Qari by *Abt al-Faraj separately from
his grammatical works may be explained as a continuation of the
complementarity between grammatical and Masoretic treatises
that existed among the Karaite grammarians of the previous
generation (Khan 2014).

A number of valuable observations about the Tiberian
pronunciation tradition are found in the extensive
lexicographical work written in Palestine in the tenth century by
the Karaite scholar David ben Abraham al-Fasi known as Kitab
Jami‘ al-’Alfaz ‘Book of the collection of words’ (ed. Skoss 1936).

1.0.13.5. Commentaries on Sefer Yesira

Sefer Yesira is a mystical work of cosmology and cosmogony that
came to form part of the literature of the Qabbalah. It describes
God’s creation of the world by means of the ten cosmic numbers
(sefirot) and the twenty-two letters of the Hebrew alphabet
(Gruenwald 1971). Scholars differ widely regarding the date of
its composition. Gershom Scholem (1965, 158-204) believed it
was written in Palestine in the Tannaitic period (second to third
centuries C.E.) with some post-Talmudic additions, whereas
Bravmann (1934, 29) and Allony (1972; 1982b; 1982a) argued
that it was composed in the eighth or ninth century, due to the
fact that it contains features that he identified as the result of

influence from Arabic grammatical thought in the Islamic period.
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The fact that Sefer Yesira is already referred to in the Baraita d-
Shmuel and the poems of Eleazar ha-Kallir (c. sixth century)
(Scholem 2007, 330) suggests that such passages are later addi-
tions to the original work. Weinstock (1972) argues that a variety
of historical layers can be identified in the text, ranging from the
Tannaitic period until the tenth century C.E. Hayman (2004, 5)
also identifies layers in the text, but is reluctant to accept the
early dating of Weinstock.

The work is extant in two main versions, one short and one
long, without major divergences in ideas between them. On
account of its focus on letters of the Hebrew alphabet, the work
is of some importance for the history of the Hebrew language. It
contains, for example, a classification of the letters according to
their places of articulation in the mouth. It is not accurate, how-
ever, to identify the work as the first composition on Hebrew
grammar and orthography, as was proposed by Mordell (1914).
The inclusion of the letter resh together with ns3733 in a list of
the letters that have hard and soft realizations has been inter-
preted as reflecting a Babylonian rather than Tiberian tradition
of pronunciation (Morag 1960). Numerous commentaries were
written on work from the tenth century onwards, which made
expositions of its laconic and enigmatic text. It is in some of these
commentaries that one can find information about the Tiberian
reading tradition. The two extant commentaries that are relevant
in this respect are those of Saadya Gaon and Dunash ibn Tamim,
both written in the tenth century in Arabic. Saadya wrote a phil-

osophical commentary on the long version of Sefer Yesira in 931
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when he was Gaon in Iraq (ed. Lambert 1891). As has been re-
marked, Saadya was familiar with the Tiberian reading tradition
and makes reference to it in several places in this commentary.
’Abii Sahl Dunash ibn Tamim made a commentary on the short
version in 955/6 in Kairouan. Fragments of the Arabic original
have been discovered in the Genizah (Vajda 1954; 1963). Several
later revisions were made, mainly in Hebrew (e.g. ed. Grossberg
1902). The commentary is apparently based on the lectures of
Dunash’s teacher, Isaac Israeli, who is said to have known the

Tiberian reading tradition.

1.0.13.6. Non-Standard Tiberian Systems of

Vocalization

There are a variety of extant medieval manuscripts of the Hebrew
Bible that are vocalized with Tiberian signs but do not follow the
standard Tiberian system of vocalization. These manuscripts
exhibit numerous differences among themselves, though certain
tendencies are observable. Some of the differences from the
standard Tiberian vocalization can be interpreted as reflecting
stages of development different from the one exhibited by the
standard system, some more primitive and some more advanced,
in particular in the use of the dagesh, rafe, shewa and hatef
signs.'** Other differences from standard Tiberian reflect a
different pronunciation tradition, the most conspicuous feature
being the interchange of segol and sere, on the one hand, and
patah and games, on the other. Manuscripts exhibiting such

interchanges have been interpreted as reflecting the Palestinian

142 See Khan (1991, 856; 2017b).
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pronunciation tradition, since similar interchanges are found in
manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization. The interchanges are,
however, inconsistent across the extant manuscripts and they
appear to reflect a variety of types of pronunciation with minor
differences.

The Non-Standard Tiberian type of vocalization has been
found in biblical manuscripts written in medieval Europe, in both
Ashkenaz and Italy.*® The best known European biblical
manuscript of this type is Codex Reuchlinianus, written in Karls-
ruhe in 1105 CE.'** A range of manuscripts with Non-Standard
Tiberian vocalization that were written in the Middle East were
discovered in the Cairo Genizah by Kahle (1930, vol. 2), who
published descriptions of some of them. Descriptions of other
Genizah fragments were subsequently made by other scholars, in
particular Diez Macho (1956; 1963; 1971), Murtonen (1961) and
Revell (1969). Further work has been carried out by Blapp (2017;
2018) and Arrant (2020) on the Bible fragments with Non-Stand-
ard Tiberian vocalization from the Genizah at the University of
Cambridge.

The wide distribution of the non-standard type of Tiberian
vocalization in many medieval manuscripts written in Europe led

Kahle to believe that it must have been associated with a major

143 See Sperber (1956-1959). Additional manuscripts of this type from
Italy are described by Pilocane (2004).

144 Cod. Reuchlin 3 of the Badische Landesbibliothek in Karlsruhe; cf.
Sperber (1956-1959), Morag (1959). This type of vocalization is also
found in liturgical manuscripts from medieval Ashkenaz (Eldar 1978)
and some manuscripts of the Mishnah (Heijmans 2013b).
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stream of Masoretic tradition that is traceable in the Masoretic
sources. A common feature of the manuscripts is the vocalization
with hireq before yod in contexts such as 5% where standard
Tiberian generally has shewa followed by yod with hireq (5%79).
As we have seen, this is recorded in Masoretic treatises as a dis-
tinctive practice of Ben Naftali. For this reason, Kahle held that
this vocalization type was associated with the tradition of Ben
Naftali.'*® In reality, however, the manuscripts with Non-Stand-
ard Tiberian vocalization contain numerous features that are not
attributed to Ben Naftali or Ben Asher in the Masoretic lists, such
as the extended use of dagesh and rafe and the interchange of
games and patah, on the one hand, and segol and sere, on the
other. The attribution of the system to the Ben Naftali school was
subsequently followed by Prijs (1957). Diez Macho (1956; 1963)
maintained that the vocalization had its roots in the Ben Naftali
school but had undergone further development, and so he terms
it ‘Pseudo-Ben Naftali’. Morag (1959) argues against the attribu-
tion of the system to the Ben Naftali school and terms it ‘Fuller
Palestinian’. Dotan (2007, 645) believed that the vocalization
was a continuation of the Palestinian vocalization. Allony (1964)
termed the vocalization ‘Palestino-Tiberian’ on account of the
fact that in many cases, as remarked, they reflect a Palestinian
type of pronunciation. It is known that this type of pronunciation
existed in medieval Ashkenaz before the fourteenth century. The

term Palestino-Tiberian has been widely accepted (Eldar 1978;

145 He was following in this respect the identification by Delitzsch of the
non-standard features of the Codex Reuchlinianus with the Ben Naftali
tradition; see Baer and Delitzsch (1890, ix) and Ginsburg (1897, 640).
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Heijmans 2013b). Yeivin (1980; 1983), however, preferred the
term ‘Extended Tiberian,” on account of the fact that the vocali-
zation system in many of the manuscripts extends some of the
principles found in the standard Tiberian vocalization, such as
the use of the dagesh, rafe and hatef signs. It is this development
of principles of standard Tiberian vocalization as well as the
reflection of these principles in a less advanced stage of
development in the corpus of Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts
that will be of particular interest to us in this book. I shall refer
to the various vocalization systems of this type by the generic
term Non-Standard Tiberian, following Blapp (2017, 2018) and
Arrant (2020).

Despite the wide attestation of the Non-Standard Tiberian
system of vocalization in manuscripts written in the Middle East
that are preserved in the Genizah and in manuscripts written
Europe in the High Middle Ages, in both Ashkenaz and Italy,'* it
never had the same status as the standard Tiberian system and it
eventually fell into disuse. The existence of large numbers of
manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization indicates
that during the Masoretic period and for a period of time
immediately following it, a pluriformity of Tiberian vocalization
existed. Within this pluriformity the standard Tiberian system
was regarded as the most prestigious, due to its association with
the oral traditions of the Masoretic authorities, but there was no
systematic attempt to replace the Non-Standard Tiberian sign

systems. Indeed many of the manuscripts with Non-Standard

146 See Sperber (1956-1959). Additional manuscripts of this type from
Italy are described by Pilocane (2004).
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Tiberian vocalization have a monumental codicological form
(Arrant 2020). It was only after the primary base of authority
passed from the oral traditions of the Masoretes to the written
vocalization that textualized these traditions that the standard
Tiberian vocalization gradually began to replace the Non-Stand-
ard Tiberian sign systems, and indeed also other non-Tiberian

sign systems.

1.0.13.7. The Tiberian Reading Tradition in

Babylonian Vocalization

As remarked (81.0.9.), due to the prestige of the Tiberian reading
tradition, there was a tendency for other reading traditions to
converge with it. As a result, non-Tiberian systems of
vocalization were sometimes used in manuscripts to represent the
Tiberian tradition. The vocalization in such manuscripts cast
light on several aspects of Tiberian pronunciation. Of particular
importance are manuscripts that represent the Tiberian tradition
with a system of Babylonian signs known as ‘compound
Babylonian vocalization’. The ‘compound system’ of Babylonian
vocalization distinguished between long and short vowels, in that
it marked short vowels in open and closed syllables by the use of
different signs from those used to indicate long vowels. This sys-
tem, therefore, is helpful for the reconstruction of vowel length.
The longest and best known extant manuscript that represents
the Tiberian reading with this compound system of Babylonian
signs is the manuscript I Firkovitch Evr. I B 3 of the National
Library of Russia, which is generally known as Codex Babyloni-

cus Petropolitanus. This was published in facsimile by Strack
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(1876) and is a major source for the reconstruction of Tiberian

pronunciation (see, for example, A. Ben-David 1957a).

1.0.13.8. Tiberian Signs Used to Represent Other

Languages

In the Middle Ages, Tiberian vocalization signs were used in
manuscripts written in a variety of Jewish languages other than
the canonical biblical languages of Hebrew and Aramaic. Those
emanating from the medieval Middle East include manuscripts in
Judaeo-Arabic (Blau and Hopkins 1985; Khan 1992a; 2010;
2017a), Judaeo-Persian (Shaked 1985, 35-37) and Judaeo-Greek
(de Lange 1996). Of particular importance in this context are the
medieval vocalized Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts, since many of
these reflect the use of the vocalization signs with the phonetic
and syllabic value that they had in the Tiberian reading tradition.
This indicates that they were written when the Tiberian
pronunciation was still a living tradition. Many of these vocalized
Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts have been preserved in the Cairo
Genizah. The vowel signs in vocalized Judaeo-Arabic manu-
scripts from the later Middle Ages, by contrast, do not reflect the
Tiberian pronunciation, since by that period it had fallen into

oblivion.





