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DIGEST

It was the original intention of this thesis to study HUG

about the scores of masoretic phenomena which make-up and adorn
the biblical text. In particular I hoped to learn more of the two

great Tiberian schools of ben ASer and ben Naftali, the differences

that distinguished them and the similarities that allied them.

Time has obscured many of the precise differences between them.

Our received Bible text is predominantly ben ASer, but mixed with

many ben Naftali traditions and some traditions from other less known

Tiberian schools. More can be learned of these two and the Bible

texts that were the products of their schools by finding manuscripts

which can be confirmed as exemplars of one school or the other.

This is not easily done for many manuscripts contain colophons and

marginal references accrediting them to ben Aber while their biblical

texts differ greatly from one another. More can be learned of ben ASer

and ben Naftali and the developement of received traditions by attemp­

ting to separate the various stains running through different mixed

Bible manuscripts. I have attempted to use both these approaches.

The first chapter provides the reader with a general overview of

some of the some of the problems in the reconstuction of the ben Aber

and ben Naftali traditions'. Specifically, it acquaints the reader with

background of ben ASer and ben Naftali as Masoretes, it reviews some

MS. 958 and other biblical manuscripts in hopescof learning more



of the questions surrounding four purportedly "ben ASer manuscripts

and several of the most valuable masoretic compendia. I have attempted

to provide the reader with some insights into the differences between

the various Tiberian school. I portray them as conservators of the

biblical text who attempted to harmonize the oral transmission of the

Bible text with its separate but interdependent written tradition.

It is hoped that this introduction will provide the reader with a key

to develope his or her own perspective of the Tiberian Masoretic text

and its aplication to the manuscripts studied here.

Chapter two is important among the investigations of the ben A§er

Bible Codices. I have tested the reliance of the Aleppo and Leningrad

Codices as ben A§er exemplars using a new method. By comparing specific

parts of MiSael ben Uzziel's treatise on the differences and congruences

between ben A§er and ben Naftali,with the Aleppo and Leningrad Codices,

I have been able to demonstrate that the famouseLeningrad Codex B19a

is a mixed text and not exemplar of the ben ASer school. I was also

able to confirm that the Aleppo Codex is characteristic of ben ASer,

but that it is by no means certain that it was written by ben ASer

himself or his school.

In chapter three, I have analysed the various masoretic peculiarities

of HUC MS. 958 and compared it with Leningrad B19a and the Jacob ben

This manuscript is of value to masoreticHayyim edition of the Bible.

studies because it comes from the Jewish community of K'aifeng Fu, the

The isolation of the Jews in China drasticallyold capital of China.

increases the chances that this manuscript and others like it may

preserve masoretic strains that are much older than the 17th century

when HUC 958 itself was copied.

ii



Over the course of time, the differences in various traditions have

"been leveled by a desire to produce one authoritative Bible text.

Thus the earliest masoretic traditions can only be recovered with

certainty in old manuscripts like the Aleppo Codex. But the long
process of the development of the Bible text is also important.

HUC MS. 958, a relatively recent manuscript and filled with mistakes,

contains important information on the development of the placement of
the &evah and on the relationship between phonemes and graphemes in

the biblical text. It provides us with an excellent example of how

a ben ASer text was imposed upon a non-Tiberian tradition. Outwardly

the text seems to be both Tiberian and ben A&er, but a closer exami­

nation has revealed that it did not use vowels and accents in the

conventional Tiberian way. It also preserves only one set of accents

for the Ten Commandments and therefore provides the opportunity to

learn more about the separation of the two sets of accents in standard

Tiberian texts, and the separation of the verses when reading in

public or in private.

iii
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PREFACE

From the time that Dr. David Weisherg, ’Tin, first showed

I was to be the first person to study any part of the K’aifeng section

books in detail. My original thesis was to have been an analysis

of HUC MS. 958 with respect to the BA and BN traditions. But the

encouragement and confidence in my scholarly potential that Dr.

David Weisberg offered me and the intellectual and spititual chal­

lenge with which he confronted me lured me into an ever-widening

field of masoretic interests. The thesis expanded with those interests.

In its present form it includes the nature of masorah, the place of

the BA and BN traditions and our own biblical studies as masorah, a

analysis of the two codices most often attributed to BA and some

criticisms of the various masoretic compendia by which we judge those

codices.

It was a rare privilege to be able to work with such an unusual

and beautiful manuscript as HUC 958. I was also privileged to be

It has been under theable to investigate the famous Aleppo Codex.

of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem for the past decade andcare

a half, but it was available for scholarly study to only a select

Only a few poor in guality photographicnumber of individuals.

plates were published in Textus I (i960). When I first drafted my

thesis perspectus, I had no dreams of having the opportunity

within the context of my thesis to study the Aleppo Codex.

iv

me a photo-copy of the manuscript from K’aifeng, I was fascinated.

discussion of the dual accentuation of the Ten Commandments, an



An excellent quality photographic facsimile edition of the Aleppo

Codex was finally published last year and became the focus of a major

part of my research.

It is with the utmost gratitude that I thank the HUC Library

for making these manuscripts and facsimiles available to I amme.

also grateful to Dr. Weisberg for allowing me the use of his own

personal library which included many important volumes for my

research. More important, however, were the professors and friends

who aided me throughout this undertaking. My indebtedness to

Dr. Weisberg is inexpressable. His insightful and critical mind guided

me from the inception of the thesis through its completion. His

respect for my own scholarly worth continuously inspired me to go

on with my work. I also owe many thanks to Dr. Israel 0. Lehman

who devoted much of his valuable time helping me. He made himself

available for consultations whenever I had problems reading the

manuscripts or interpreting what I saw there. He was kind enough

to share with me some of his insights about the Chinese Torah Scrolls

Drs. Isaak Jerusalmi and Moshe Assisand their unusual readings.

aided me with the Judaeo-Arabic of Kitab atkilaf and offered their

My wifevaluable opinions on linguistic and other questions.

She generouslyJacqueline has been a constant source of support.

spent scores of hours translating important articles for my work from

She and our daughter Elisheva suffered forSpanish into English.

many months with a husband and father too busy to properly attend

I thank Robert Kirschner who helped me with styleto their needs.



and kindly proofread my final draft. Ms. Ermalou Rodda not only typed

my very difficult manuscript, "but added her very professional hand

to aid with technical problems. Without her this thesis would never

Finally I must thank all of my beloved teachershave been completed.

at the Hebrew Union College and my parents for helping me to reach

this time.

vi.



ABBREVIATIONS

A = Aleppo Codex.

B = British Museum MS. Or

B19a = Leningrad MS. B19a.

BA = ben A§er, Aharon ben MoSeh.

BH-3 = Biblia Hebraica 3rd ed.
BN = ben Naftali, Mo&eh ben David.

C = The Cairo Codex of the Prophets.

diq. = diqduqe hattecamim.

EJ = Encyclopaedia Judaica.

IOMS = The International Organization for Masoretic Studies.

JBH = Jacob ben Hayyim's second rabbinic Bible.

L = Leningrad MS. B19a.

oktah. = sefer oklah ve*oklah.

TRANSLITERATIONS

d = 1

§ =
e = vocal &evah.raised

No capitalization except in proper names.

lidelines strictly, thus,

The table of more exact romanization of Hebrew compiled by Werner 
Weinberg was followed with the following exceptions:

final h is p’ 
in Hebrew wo:

pronounced as a consonant in Aramaic words but as a vowel 
rards.

Proper names do not follow these guidelines strictl; 
Mikael ben Uzziel rather than MiSa’el ben ‘‘Uzzi’el.

? = *



CHAPTER ONE: AN INTRODUCTION TO SOME MASORETIC PROBLEMS

The knowledge that the text of the Hebrew Bible we read, recite and

study has changed over the years goes unchallenged, even among many learned

Orthodox Jewish circles. The Talmud all but admits that the paleo-Hebrew

script with which most of the Bible was once written was abandoned in

the sages made upon the text of the Bible (tp-isio ‘’itph) in order to

avoid blasphemy. It is precisely these types of changes in the'Biblical

Text; originating in the Book of Ezra, which began the traceable history

of masorah, the transmission of the biblical text.

With the passage of time, the text of the Bible became more and

more fixed. ■ By this I mean that modern scholars are found not to alter

the text of the Bible regarding such masoretic phenomena as its orthogra­

phy, the open and closed passages, the canon, or the division of words

and verses; whereas more than two millennia ago, masoretes, those who

transmit the Bible from one generation to another, confronted not one

Bible, but an unknown number of versions of the biblical text. It was

their duty to insure the transmission of only those versions which were

Thus, we hear of an account of three scrolls,authentic in their eyes.

each recording differing readings in the text of the Torah, which were

found in the court of the Temple:

Three Scrolls of the Law were found in the Temple Court: 
the rrP^onah scroll, the za’-a'^uteh scroll and the hi3 scroll. 
In one of them they found written Dip Tiyn(Deut. 33:27) 
anil in the other two they found written Piiyo; they adopted

the time of Ezra the Scribe in favor of the square Assyrian script which 
we use today.1 We also learn from tractate sofrim of corrections which
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It was not always the case that the preferred version was preserved

and the other destroyed. In many cases the masoretes preserved "both

Robert Gordis in his excellent work onreadings. variants,

There is no doubt that this was an attempt to preserve two versions, one

being: Y'lRn in, and the other Y“1R (as found in the sifre).

Most scholars today agree that masorah has shaped the biblical text

almost from its inception until today. The emphases and methods of

various masoretes at different times have changed as was demonstrated

above; but the basic goal of masorah always has been, and always must

remain, the accurate transmission of scripture. In the past masorah has

striven to conserve scripture, not to alter it. In the modem period of

critical scholarship, masorah adds to that goal the search for the

ancient versions of scripture and the reconstruction of the process by

which our received text came down to us.

This opinion has not been universally accepted. Its opponents,

headed by Mordechai Breuer, claim that the term Masorete, by definition,

text of the Bible a thousand years, ago.

Breuer's views are not arbitrary. He examined the methodology by

which R. Me.’ir Halevi ben Todros Abulafia produced the text which is now
considered authoritative for use in public reading.5 Abulafia took the

can. only apply to those scholars of Tiberius who fixed the authoritative

lists numerous examples where two different readings are preserved 
within the biblical text itself.^ Thus Nu. 3U:1 reads: Y*1K<1 .

the reading of the two and discarded the reading of the 
one. In one they found written t?Rn»> ’biuyr J1R ntna’l 
(Ex. 2U:5) and in the other two they found written n^’l 
t>K*iKn ■’ih ’lya hr; they adopted the two and discarded the 
one. In one they found R»n written nine times (as opposed 
to the older spelling Rin), and in the other two they 
found it written eleven times; they adopted the two and 
discarded the one.3
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"best and oldest manuscripts which he could find and by comparing them

was able to determine a majority view in each instance where these manu­

scripts conflicted. This was the same method used to arrive at the

correct text in the account of the three temple scrolls, if we accept

that account as historic. Breuer believed that one might reconstruct

the original Tiberian text of the Bible regarding its orthography by

using Abulafia's methodology with the superior manuscripts of the Bible

that are known today.

The first step- in this process was to devise a method whereby he

Breuer decided to use the masoretic notes foundcould test his results.

on these manuscripts for this purpose. A second methodology had to be

formulated to arrive at a single version of the masoretic notes found in

the masorah magnah and the masorah parvah, since these vary greatly from

each other as well as from the manuscripts on which they are found.

Breuer compared the orthographies and masoretic notes of a number

of reliable codices including Leningrad B19a (also referred to as the

Leningrad Codex, B19a or L), British Museum MS. Or. UUU5 (B) and the

Aleppo Codex which is now in Jerusalem (A). Whenever there was a unani­

mous or near unanimous agreement between the codices, Breuer adopted that

The end result was a list of biblical words in which he hopedreading.

he had reproduced the original masoretic plene and defective spellings

and a list of what he hoped were the original masoretic notes. These two

Interestingly enough, Breuer's listlists Breuer compared to each other.

of words corresponded exactly with his reconstructed masoretic notes.

Breuer concluded that the results of his research proved once and

the views of those who advocate a broad definition of the masoretic

for al 1 that there is such a thing as the Masoretic Text.He challenged
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phenomenon by saying:

Having established that only one authoritative masorah indeed exists and

that it is well within the capabilities of modern scientific methods to

Breuer's approach presents several difficulties. Were there in

fact one unified masoretic text, it would be most presumptuous of modern

scholars to pretend that they could with certainty reject readings from

so prestigous and old a manuscript as the Leningrad Codex; and carry this

to the point where they would correct the scrolls from which we read the

In that sense, our self-defined authority as masoretes is somewhatLaw.
less than the masoretes even as late as Abulafia,^ who rejected one ver­

sion in favor of another and corrected scrolls of the Law to conform

with this view.

Secondly, even on the basis of Breuer's own findings, there is no

reason to conclude that there was ever a uniform version of the biblical

Breuer's valuable studytext accepted by all of the Tiberian Masoretes.

indeed demonstrate that even at an early period, one orthographicmay

and that soon after the orthographic

tradition had predominance over the others, that the masoretic notes at 
one time meshed with the text^^

Everyone knows that versions in the Talmud differ in many 
instances from the versions of the Masoretes; such issues 
need no proof. But we must define this term according to 
the commonly accepted definition: a text which is found 
in a manuscript—or copies from a manuscript—in which 
there are masoretic notes of the Tiberian Sages. Accordingly, 
Talmudic versions '-are of no relevance here; perhaps they 
reflect the "correct" or "original" text of the Bible, but 
they are non-masoretic by definition, and they have nothing 
to do with the uniform version which was accepted by the 
Tiberian Masoretes.

recover, Breuer affirms that biblical scholarship is obliged, not just 
allowed, to correct the errors wherever they may be.®
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texts had been fixed by each school, they became confused with one another

despite the detailed notations the schools produced to prevent Just such

an occurrence.

The existence of what Breuer calls erroneous orthography and erroneous

masoretic’ notes may someday prove that there was more than one

Tiberian Masoretic approved orthographical text. Indeed, a scientific

comparison of Breuer’s so-called erroneous orthographies with his

erroneous masoretic notes could conceivably prove the existence of

Lastly, the fact that the masoretes may have approved the ortho­

graphy of one- Bible text and tried to suppress another, does not necessi­

tate labeling readings which they rejected as errors. This would be an

absurd supposition to make. Were it confirmed, as has happened before,

that the reading of a biblical passage which occurs in the Talmud and

the Septuagint but not in the Tiberian text also occurs in the scrolls

from Qumran, we would certainly not describe that reading as the correct

And assuming that, as Breuer claims,error or the original correct error.

there was only one unified Tiberian orthography of the Bible, it would

still be absurd to label variants from that text as errors.

Breuer’s contention does not hold firm, that only the masoretes of

Tiberius were real masoretes, by virtue of the masorah which they appended

There are other sources of masoretic notes other thanto the Bible text.

the margins of manuscripts from the Tiberian schools. What would Breuer

term rabbinic notes on the proper biblical layout or readings found on

the margins of Babylonian supralineal manuscripts, non-masoretic notes?

Furthermore, there is no reason that we should bestow the honorable title

those who notated the text which they helped to shape,of "masorete" on

a second orthographic version, were they too to correspond.
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and yet deny that title to others who also helped to shape the biblical
text simply because they failed to notate their work.11 Rabbi Fred N.

Reiner described the masoretic phenomenon best:

THE TIBERIAN BIBLE TEXT AND THE BEN ASER TRADITION

One need only look at the table of contents of C.D. Ginsburg's

Introduction to the Masoretico-Critical Edition of the Hebrew Bible to be
reminded of the scope of masoretic phenomena occurring in the Hebrew

Bible: included are the order of the Books, the division of the text

into open and closed passages, the division, into chapters, the sedarim

and para&iyyot^ (the triennial and annual pericopes), the division into

the eastern versus the western recension,’the differences between ben

A§er and ben Naftali, the introduction of the square alphabet, the final

farms of the letters, miqra3 sofrim and citur sofrim, the extraordinary

points, the majuscule, miniscule, suspended and broken letters, the

inverted nuns, and tiqqune-sofrim- Yet Ginsburg never provides headings

in his contents for the most obvious products of the masorete's work—the

Not a single., word isaccentuation and vocalization of the Bible text.

read or chanted from scrolls of the Law without reference to and reliance

’gaged
)f course

verses, and words, dages and rafe, orthography, qere and sebirin,

It is best to understand the masoretic process as a con­
tinuing process, a growing and accretion which constantly 
incorporates into itself new insights with each new 
generation. Those who study Bible manuscripts and concern 
themselves with masorah are themselves masoretes, eng? 
in the same process as Aaron and Moses Ben Asher. Of 
there are good, reliable pieces of work and there are shams, 
with wide ranges of variance between them. But the basic 
process of studying and transmitting the text of the Hebrew 
Bible continues to this day. In our age we are confronted 
with the work of many masoretes, and the number continues 
to grow. When we seek a universal masoretic text—"the" 
masoretic text—confusion inevitably results.12
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upon the vocalization and accentuation of the masoretes.

We know very little about the development of the vocalization and

accentuation during its formative period. The gap in our knowledge ex­

tends from the time of the Qumran scrolls until the tenth century when

the masorah had already grown into three full-blown systems, the Babylonian,

the Palestinian and the Tiberian. The relationship between those three

bodies of masoretic data is still unclear. Least known is the Palestinian

vocalization and accentuation which apparently was a precursor to the

Tiberian text. The^Palestinian is somewhat simplistic while the Tiberian

is the most sophisticated and complex of the three systems. Within each

of these systems there were various schools. In Babylonia we know of at
least two schools, one in Sura’ and one in Nehardeta’. In Tiberius we

know of at least five separate schools (there

vocalizing and accentuating the biblical text in slightly different ways.

The schools of Aharon ben Moseh ben ASer and MoSeh ben David ben Naftali

quickly gained acceptance over the other schools of Mo&eh Moha,

the Head of the Academy and Habib ben Pippin. It is uncertain how ben

A§er (BA) and ben Naftali($BN) overshadowed the other schools, whether by

a halakhic decision of some religious authority or by popular respect

But these other schools never disappeared com-for their scholarship.

scripts.
In it he listed

all of the instances where BA and BN differed in their reading of the

biblical text and all of the instances where they agreed.

The treatise never specifies who the opponents of BA and BN were

MiSael ben Uzziel compiled a masoretic treatise called kitab 

alkilaf shortly after the deaths of these masoretes

pletely; many of their readings have been preserved in marginal notes in 
old manuscripts1^ and occasionally secreted into the texts of some manu-

R. Pinhas

were probably others) each
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when they agreed nor what the variant reading was; hut in many instances

these can be identified from the marginal comments in manuscripts about
the other masoretes. ^-5 It is clear from the fact that MiSael carefully

avoids enumerating the readings of the other masoretes, that he does not

want to encourage the preservation of their opinions. On the other hand,

>san,

only the colophon of which is preserved, indicate any preference whatso­

ever for the readings of either BA or BN. As Paul Kahle pointed out,

This is not to say that other authorities did not

have their preferences. Sacadyah Ga’on, a contemporary of the Tiberian

On the whole, however, the BA and BN traditions existed

LipschUtz. informs us of an, anonymous author from therespected as BA.

11th century, who inJ.discussing the use of dageS or rafe in

A second anonymous author speaks a great dealthese two opinions.

about the two Masoretes in his commentary to Gen. U9:21 where he tells us

that Jews everywhere adopted the codices of BA and BN, and that the

The Tiberian system may have gained eminence over the Babylonian

system because it was slightly more complex: (e.g., The Babylonian

side by side on an equal footing from the tenth century until the time of 
David Qimhi (died 1235) who was the first to give preference to BA.^®

Tiberian Masoretes produced many copies of the Bible which they brought 
to Babylonia and other countries to distribute, among the people.20

Masoretes, wrote a polemic against BA in the form of a piyyut beginning 
>5wn kwk •17

Other references from the intervening- centuries confirm that BN was as

after the word states: "And the reader should conform to one of
„19

neither MiSael's kitab alkilaf nor the older treatise of Levi ben Has:

this shows that in their time, MoSeh ben Naftali was a highly esteemed 
Tiberian Masorete.1^
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See Weisberg, "The Rare Accents of thesystem had no rare accents.

21 Books," Jewish Quarterly Review, 56 (1965-66) p. 32?). But this

medieval report may hint that the Tiberian text gained world-wide

recognition partly because of the efforts of the Tiberian Masoretes
themselves.21

The BA tradition finally won out over BN only after Maimonides ruled

in his Code that, in matters of open and closed passages and the layout

It is popularly believed that from that point on, the BN

tradition was suppressed. Manuscripts showing BN readings were either

destroyed or corrected to read according to BA. Soon, so little was

his masoret hamnesoret.

In 1926 when Rudolf Kittel was about to republish the B-iblia

Hebraica using the usual Jacob ben Hayyim version (JBH) Paul Kahle wrote

to him suggesting that he publish the text of Aharon ben ASer instead.

found Hebrew Bible codices dated from the tenth to the twelfthKahle had

in the Leningrad Public Library which he was convinced containedcenturies

He was especially confident that Leningrad MS. IImainly BA readings.

Firk. B19a, the oldest complete Hebrew Bible known, was a reliable BA

Since the publication of

All the

while, not a single Bible has been published in the name of BN or any

other masorete.

What can account for this steady output of Bibles claiming to

remembered about BN that Elias Levita called him a Babylonian Masorete in 
and Ginsburg later adopted this mistaken view.23

less than five printed Bibles and two facsimile reproductions 
have been marketed, all claiming to be the text of ben A§er.2^
BH3, no

of the Song of the Sea and the Song of Moses, the codex of BA should be 
op followed.

codex. He subsequently was invited to publish the Leningrad MS. as the 
third edition of the Biblia Hebraica (BH3).21*
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reproduce the BA text other than a deep-seated—I might even say sub­

conscious—desire to participate in nothing less than the most authentic

of the many Bible versions? That this should be true of non-Jewish as

well as Jewish scholars is interesting but not surprising. In this light

we can understand Paul Kahle's improbable contention that he could re­

construct the readings of the ben ASer family, beginning with the father,

MoSeh, represented by the Cairo Codex of the Prophets. Kahle arrived at

his reconstruction after comparing the lists of BA and BN readings from

MiSael's treatise with several codices whose colophones or marginal notes

identified them with BA. He found that the Cairo Codex

Certainly Kahle knew that the claims of authorship found in codices are,

as often as not, falsifications made to increase the value of the manu-

I suspect that the inner desire to reconstruct the authoritativescript.

BA text of the Bible caused Kahle and others to choose methodologies and

interpretations that would favor the results at which they wished to

arrive.
In the end, we are indebted to Harry Orlinsky for asking, "What is

For

too long students of masorah have been searching after the ben ASer codex

. . never had the readings given by Mishael as being
It was clear that the 

>ted by Mishael were worked out 
The Cairo Ben Asher Codex

there inherently in the masoretic work of the Ben Asher school that 
gives it greater authority than that of the Ben Naftali school? ^7

n. 
characteristic of Aaron b. Asher, 
details of punctuation quoi 
by the son, not by the father, 
represents a kind of text from which Aaron b. Asher 
started. The British Museum MS. is a specimen of the 
development of the text in the earlier period of Ben 
Asher's activity; in the specimens from which the Lenin­
grad Codex was copied, we may have types of the Hebrew 
Biblical text in later periods of Ben Asher's activity. 
It is very likely that the Aleppo Codex is another type 
of this text, in which the Masora was further developed. °
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at the end of a rainbow. This was unfortunate for masoretic scholarship

only in the sense that it caused neglect in searching for, and research

in, the texts of the other Tiberian Masoretes. It is to the credit of

H. Yalon that he published an article on a codex of nthS
which seems to have preserved a ben Naftali text.2® There is no doubt

that the claim heard so often is a myth, that all true ben Naftali codices

have been destroyed as a result of the codification of the BA tradition.

mre BA codices exist.

Not one of the manuscripts purported to belong to the BA school have gone

unchallenged. Even the very oldest manuscripts that have come down to

us seem to be products of mixed traditions. Some are mainly BA with

only the smallest percentage of BN readings like the Aleppo Codex; and

some have more BN characteristics than BA; and all of themhave occasional

readings that are neither tsA nor BN but which may be from one of the other

Tiberian schools. Just as earlier masoretes combined two variant tradi­

tions together into one unintelligible phrase like so the

masoretes after BA and BN combined their differences into unified codices.

The result of this process of synthesis and recension was a textus

Each codex written after that point may have been based on BAreceptus.

or BN but was essentially a compromise between the two. Orlinsky, arguing

against the existence of one authoritative and defined masoretic text,

said, "All that at best we might hope to achieve, in theory, is 'a. masoretic

text,'

BA or by BN, or by someone in the Babylonian tradition, . . . but as

matters stand, we cannot even achieve a clear-cut text of the BA school,

or the BN school, or of a Babylonian school, or a text based on a single
existed.”2^masoretic list; indeed, it is not at all certain that any such ever

And there is considerable doubt whether or not any

or 'a text of the Masoretes,1' that is to say, a text worked up by



THE SO-CALLED BEN ASER BIBLE CODICES

When Paul Kahle was in Leningrad in 1926 surveying the second group

of manuscripts in the Firkowitz Collection from the Cairo Geniza, he

discovered no fewer than 1U Hebrew biblical manuscripts which he dated
30between 929 and 1121 which in his estimation contained mainly BA texts.

The only complete MS in this group was the Leningrad MS B19a which became
the basis of BH^. To the list of so-called BA codices have been added

the Cairo Codex of the Prophets, the Br. Museum MS Or. UUU5, the Aleppo

Codex, and many more. Each of these requires extensive and thorough

analysis and review. Such studies in the past have turned up utterly

conflicting results. A survey of the four above-mentioned manuscripts and

the problems associated with them will serve to introduce my own analysis

in chapter two of the Leningrad and Aleppo Codices.

The well known scholar M.D. Cassuto studied the Cairo Codex of the

prophets and was the only modern scholar to study the Aleppo Codex before

most of the Pentateuch and the end of the Hagiographa was destroyed.

Cassuto never explained his reasons, but after seeing A he flatly rejected

the possibility that this was the codex which Maimonides had seen and used

to determine the open and closed passages as well as the layout of• the

Scholars today can only speculateSong of Moses and the Song of the Sea.

at his reasons for rejecting A. -Goshen-Gottstein assumes that he must

have seen a discrepancy between the layout the Song of Moses as it

appears in-67 lines in A, and as Maimonides describes it, having 70 lines

in his rrriSneh torah.^ Still today, this discrepancy is one of the main

stumbling blocks keeping A from definitively claiming title to the BA tra­

in response to this, M. Goshen-Gottstein has demonstrated thatdition.

12
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there is reason to believe that these specifications in Maimonid.es code

have been altered to agree with the format of the scrolls current in the
West, and as recorded, in tractate sofrim.^ He based his argument on

confirmed by other manuscripts of the misneh torah from Yemen and Spain.

In addition, the beginnings of the hemistich

of each line in the Song, according to Ox. Hunt. 80, correspond exactly

In the received version of the miSneh torah certainto what we see in A.

lines are laid out differently. It is beyond the scope of this research

to make a judgment on the validity of Goshen-Gottstein's claim, but it is

clear that no definite conclusions can be reached about the exact layout

Maimonides mentioned only that he had used the codex of BA as his guide.

He never specified whether he meant Aharon ben ASer or his father Mo§eh

ben ASer.

Izhak ben-Zvi

has tried to show that Maimonides was referring to the son Aharon ben

Nevertheless, because there is some

doubt as to the original version of Maimonides' misneh torah, this issue

cannot be settled indubitably.

As with the layout of the two songs, we rely on Maimonides to tell

us where BA put an open section in his codex ( nmns hens) and where he put

Here again, there is ample evidence that

the text of the misneh torah has been altered to agree with the open and

This is important to note, for we do not know whether the 
version of the father was identical to that of the son.^^

In all these manuscripts, the Song of Moses has 6? rather than TO lines, 
thus agreeing with A.^

a closed section ( nmno nuns) •

Oxford MS. Hunt. 80, the most highly regarded manuscript of Maimonides 
code.53

ASer by linking Maimonides directly with the Aleppo Codex through histori­

cal accounts from the Middle Ages.

of the codex of Aharon ben ASer based on what Maimonides tells us.

This manuscript preserves an uncensored reading of the code as

Maimonid.es
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closed passages as found in our relatively modern Torah Scrolls. In my

investigation of the open and closed passages in para&at_ yitro (seeown

altered: "(»»*) nm mnino . [7nnn k!>]. . . The brackets in­

dicate that the second 7hhn was not listed as one of the (*six)

closed passages found adjacent to each other in this particular spot. The

asterisk referred to the bottom of the page where it said, yhO meaning

that this should read seven to conform with the added closed section. Despite
any doubts about the accounting of the open and closed sections in

Maimonides’ mi&neh torah, the part of the Pentateuch from-the Aleppo

kept corresponds to it exactly.

Mordechai Breuer and Israel Yeivin analyzed the Aleppo Codex from

two other approaches.

pare the masoretic notes of the masovah magna with the internal ortho-

He concluded that A alone, among all the manuscriptsgraphy of the text.

Yeivin confirmed

Yeivin also commented on the pure Tiberian forms for

all the ancient characteristics of the accentuation which are preserved

in A but forgotten or misused in other MSS. One example is the distinc­

tion made in A between a vav with dageS and The first is written

in the pointing of A indicated to Yeivin that A was pointed by a master

I will discuss other aspects of A's text later when I analyzemasorete.

the nature of the difference between BA and BN and in chapter two where I

present my own findings on the BA/BN readings in A.

I

Codex which survived the 19H8 burning of the Aleppo synagogue where it was

Breuer's approach, as mentioned above, was to com-

those findings.39

plate 1U), I had to deal with an entry which most certainly had been 
„U0

that he tested agreed completely with its masorah.38

The Leningrad Codex, on the other hand,
•37 seems to have no relation to it at all.

a Suruq.

with a dot lower than the dot in the second: -1-1 These fine distinctions
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When Cassuto rejected the Aleppo Codex in favor of the Cairo Codex

as the manuscript which Maimonides had seen, he had to explain that at

entire Bible. Maimonides had only described the topography of the Torah.

complete Bible. When Cassuto began to edit his Jerusalem Bible on the

basis of C, he felt that he could reconstruct the BA text to the Penta­

teuch from what he had observed in the prophetic text of C. Kahle noticed

that the colophons of C disprove that it was anything other than a codex

A note on p. 583 of the Codex refers to it as the Codexof the Prophets.

Other
notes on

It does not necessarily follow, however, that because C cannot be

the Codex which Maimonides saw, it also cannot be the Codex of BA. The

colophon identifies it as having been written by Mo&eh, not Aharon, ben

A§er.

A second colophon on p. 585 states: nn *ins>in nr5c... Kipn

...i5nyn n nuni mix wi eu m >5aan nn5» n niro
Kahle has translated the word as parchment. The entire translation

being, "This is the parchment which Ya‘bes ben Selomo habbabli . . . has

Thus Kahle believes that Ya'bes prepared a parchment and

gave it to MoSeh ben A§er who wrote the text upon it. Teicher has pointed

Thus Teicher trans­

lates the passage entirely differently: "This is the codex which (through

Teicher explains that Ya'-bes copied

of the Eight Prophets (Jos., Jud., Sam., Kgs., Is., Jer. and Ez). 
page 581 and 582 call it the Codex of the Prophets.^1

one time the Cairo Codex had contained not only the Prophets, but the

If indeed he had seen the Cairo Codex, it would have had to have been a

The.colophon reads as follows:11rnnn MT mini IWK non
U7

the grace of God) it was granted to Ya‘bes son of the late Solomon, the 

Babylonian to write for himself.

out that ino’T can only mean codex in this context.

acquired and he has prepared it for himself, for studying in it, by his 
work. . ."U2
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for himself the text of the Bible from an original which had. the colophon

of Mofeeh hen ASer. Teicher's explanation is not entirely satisfactory.

One might assume that if he copied from an original made hy Mofeeh BA then

his copy would resemble that of the masorete. There is no indication

that this manuscript resembles any reading we know that is characteristic

of the BA family.

Peres Castro compared the readings found in the Cairo Codex with the

lists of differences between BA and BN. He found, as Kahle had al­

ready intimated, that the Cairo Codex was a mixed text that had some

the BN school than the BA. Dr. 1.0. Lehman has challenged the authen­

ticity of the first colophon naming MoSeh BA. He states that any experi­

enced eye can immediately spot that different hands wrote the Codex and

By so saying Lehman has confronted Kahle's view that therethe colophon.

same

hand, but in different size

Kahle's student Ifernando Diaz Esteban studied C and said that the

Masorah added to its margins agrees in all its details with what the

U6Codex itself has to offer. He adds that it was surely done by a master.

If we believe the date in the colophon, then CCis the oldest Dated Hebrew

The colophon's date is 895-codex of the Bible.

The British Museum MS. Or. UUU5 is incomplete at the beginning and

The great master BA is mentionedthe end, and no colophon is preserved.

On the basis ofseveral times on the margin without a eulogy formula.

this evidence, Paul Kahle concluded not only that B is a BA manuscript,

I would tend to doubt that thebut that it was written before his death.

absence of the eulogy formula alone would be substantial enough evidence

is no doubt that both the colophon and the Codex were written by the 
letters.^5

erasures and alterations; but on the whole was characteristic more-of 
UU
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to confirm that B was written before BA’s death.

Kahle compared B with MiSael ben Uzziel’s treatise Kitab aZkiZaf.

readings and 12 had BN readings.

aZkiZaf, records that BA changed his mind about the pointing of il’fP. At

first he put a ga'-yah under the first but later he rescinded it. B

here shows the earlier BA reading. ' B18a shows the later BA reading.

MiSael does not make it entirely clear what BN’s position is. One of

ponds to BN. If BA moved from a position of agreement with BN to a point

than a BN reading. If this is indeed the case, then Kahle's argument

that B is an early BA codex falls apart. Even if the opposite is the

case, this one example hardly proves that B is an early BA manuscript.

F. Perez Castro also came to the conclusion that many of the seem­

ingly BN readings in B are probably BA readings in his earlier period.

In his own test of that manuscript against the lists of Misael, Perez

found that in the first hand of the manuscript, out of 136 cases of

hiZZufim (differences between BA and BN) 118 of them read according-to

BA, 15 according to BN and for three no photograph was available. And

in the

50 are

There are many indications that B is a valuable manuscript. Its
frequent mention of BA and the readings of other schools (tP'in’lN )

in its margins demonstrates the knowledge of the scribe who filled in

The fact that two very different hands pointed B and thatits masorah.

the two readings, either BA's early reading, or his late reading corres-

of disagreement, then an

a substantial number of BN readings occur in both would tend to disqualify

second hand of the manuscript, out of 91 cases of hiZZufim only 
according to BA and 35 are according to BN.^

In one instance, Ex. 20:3,

Out of 69 hiZZufim referring to verses in Or. U+U5, 57 preserved BA

"early" BA reading in B is really nothing more
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it as the definitively pure BA text or even a characteristically BA text.

I find no reason to accept the notion of Kahle and his student Perez

that the BN readings in B are actually BA’s readings from his early

period.

The Leningrad Codex B19a was the subject of the hottest debates

Kahle said, "There can be nountil the Aleppo Codex was made available.

an expert like Mishael b. Uzziel in about A.D. 1000. At another time

the BA text before us." Kahle based that conclusion

on the list of differences between the two Masoretes edited and compiled

LipschUtz from the various manuscripts of kitabby his student

alkfLaf. Specifically, Kahle used the comparisons that LipschUtz made

between Misael's lists and the books of Genesis, Exodus, Isaiah and
Psalms from B19a.^° He claimed that a careful examination showed that

B19a agreed with the BA readings shown in MiSael’s

out that the Leningrad Codex achieved its high percentage of BA readings

by means of numerous erasures, additions and alterations. In many cases

the change from BN to BA was as simple as adding a gacyah As

Perez admits, however, the study of these alterations has been hampered

Upon

checking some
In more than one example where he hadthe photographs that he had.

by the bad quality of the photographs of B19a that are available.

of Perez's findings, I encountered the same difficulty with

or hiriq.

MiSael's list using a slightly different methodology.
We are indebted to'F. Perez Castro^ and H. Yalon^ for pointing

he more boldly stated, "There can really be no doubt that here we have 

(italics mine)

in 95% of the cases,

treatise.In chapter two I intend to put. B19a to the test using

doubt that the Leningrad Codex contains a text regarded as a BA text by
„U8
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indicated an addition was made to L, I saw nothing; and where he indicated

an erasure was made, I again saw nothing. On the whole his observations

can be borne out, even considering the difficulty of the quality of the

photographs. These findings have brought about a need to reevaluate the

investigations of Kahle. I will deal with that question below.

In his prolegomenon to C.D. Ginsburg's Introduction, Harry Orlinsky

states, " . . none of these manuscripts or of the printed editions based

on them has any greater merit or "masoretic" authority than most of the

On this point I disagree

with Orlinsky; manuscripts and printed editions must be considered on the

basis of merit if not "masoretic" authority. Orlinsky himself was quick

to point out that the editors of printed Bibles, . . should tell the

reader forthrightly—as he had been wont to do—exactly at what points

Stuttgartensia, and Dotan's edition, all of which correct errors and

alter readings and formats without the slightest note informing their

Despite his statement, even Orlinsky must prefer one Biblereaders.

By Orlinsky's own stated standards,edition as meritorious over another.

text from which it was copied, is less meritorious and less reliable than

edition which carefully tells its readers exactly what it has done.an

The masoretes who produced new Bible codices functioned in exactly the

They copied exactlysame way as do the editors of modern printed Bibles.

what they felt should have been preserved and they changed what they felt

an edition which does not inform the reader of its departures from the

Orlinsky was reacting to all of the Bible editions, including BH^, BH

he has departed from the manuscript, and the reasons for departing."55

many other editions of the Bible, than, say, the van der Hooght, Hahn, 
Letteris, Baer:, Rabbinic and Ginsburg Bibles."51*
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should have been changed; this is the process by which masorah has

always operated. Surely a scribe who informs us in his masoretic notes

about variant readings from other schools or that he follows BA who

changed his mind regarding a certain reading, surely that scribe's manu­
script is more meritorious and perhaps should be more authoritative than

the manuscript of a scribe who copies from various different sources but
never mentions what he has done in the margin. I would go even further

to say that a manuscript which preserves an authentic BA tradition, BN

tradition or authentic Babylonian tradition, is more valuable than all

the manuscripts which preserve mixed versions. And one which is 95% BA

is more valuable than one which is 80% BA. And a manuscript that shows
95% BA readings but achieved that high percentage by numerous corrections,

like L, is less authentic than a manuscript that has 95% BA readings with-

Perez Castro, puzzling over what direction masoreticout many corrections.

scholarship should take, commented that the lack of absolute coincidence

between one school and the other, according to Mikael, led him to the con­

clusion that we will, unfortunately, never find a totally pure manuscript.

THE READINGS OF BA AND BN IN THE VARIOUS MASORETIC COMPENDIA

Nearly all scholars of masorah now agree that the Aleppo Codex is

superior to all other’known codices regarding its internal consistency and
G.M. Goshen-Gottstein has statedits agreement with the readings of BA.

that A deviates from the lists of BA readings only in about 2% of the
possible cases.57 The question must be asked, how can a manuscript

allegedly pointed by ben A&er himself deviate from the characteristic

Lipschiltz was disturbed by

Our concern must then be directed to conforming ourselves with those manu­

scripts that statistically present the greatest purity.

BA readings, even in only 2% of the cases.
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this as well. He considered the possibility that A is 100% faithful to

the readings of BA and that the discrepancies entered the picture from

He considered two possibilities: "1. As we have alreadyother places.

shown, the two Masoretes sometimes established readings which they later

altered; 2. It must be borne in mind that we do not possess the original

In so saying, Lipschiitz recognizeddifferent people at different times.

that a good part of the problem may be due to the masoretic compendia

with which we judge the various codices, and not with the codices alone.

This deserves some careful attention.

First we deal with the issue of the masoretes changing their minds

We know that MiSael ben Uzziel listed not only 860 differences between BA

and BN, but also Uoh congruences where BA and BN agreed with each other
against some other masorete.59 It is possible that Mikael does not list

all of the congruences between BA and BN. The only evidence that we might

have to assume that this is so is the relative size of the two lists. The

list of differences is twice as large as the list of congruences. The

opposite ratio’ might be expected. We can assume that because BA and BN

were both preferred over the other four or five schools, BA and BN

actually had few real differences between them. The differences with the

They were certainly more numer-other schools may have been more radical.

ous, if simply because of the large number of masoretic schools operating

MiSael may have been selective in the congruences betweenin Tiberius.
BA and BN which he included in kitab alkilaf, choosing only examples

which he felt were important to mention.

Lipschiitz’s second point, that our version of kitab alkilaf is faulty,

help us.

may lead us in a more fruitful direction, one where scientific methods may

Ki tab al-Khilaf ~bv.t only fragments of various MSS. that were copied by

..58
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MiSael ben Uzziel's Kitab alkilaf is the oldest extant document

dealing with the differences between BA and BN.

As LipschUtz has said, we do not possess any manuscript actually copied

by MiSael himself. We possess only a series of fragmentary manuscripts

copied from MiSael's work. Until recently eight manuscripts were known
belonging to this group. All are part of the II Firkowitz collection of

the Leningrad Public Library except one belonging to the Library of the

Alliance Israelite in Paris. LipschUtz discovered nine other fragments

in the Taylor-Shechter Collection of the University Library in Cambridge,

and Goshen-Gottstein found another fragment in the Jewish Theological

Seminary's Library in New York. The fact that we have fragments of some

From these fragments LipschUtz has managed

to reconstruct the entire text of Kitab alkilaf. Plates to publish his

reconstructed edition were prepared Just before the Second World War in

Czechoslovakia, but the war delayed their publication. They were finally

also made by Maria Josefa Ascarrago based

It is unfortunate that I have been unableon photos supplied by Kahle.

if at
LipschUtz lists the variants (of which there are very few) from the

various manuscripts in the apparatus of his edition. One example, the

published in Textus, vol. 2, using the original plates with a newly set 
apparatus.3

17 copies of Kitab alkilaf illustrates the prestige and wide circulation 
that it must have once had.62

A study of Kitab alkilaf was

(There are references 
to an older one by Levi b. Alhassan which has yet to be recovered.)6^ 

For this reason Kitab alkilaf is the best base from which to test the de­
gree to which Bible Codices could be considered BA or BN manuscripts.61

to find a copy of this important work, or even where it is published, 
all.61*



by these variants for the researcher trying to reconstruct the original
list of hillufim. The rule of t>3K as found in most of the fragments

segal, BA gives the

This

slight change in the wording of the rule creates scores of new hillufim.

The fact that one version is found in more fragments usually, but not

necessarily, proves that version the correct one. In this particular

case I would tend to accept the majority reading; but if the reason for

this rule is to emphasize that the §evah is vocal and to discourage the

Lipschlitz compared MiSael's work with the rhymed passages of

But it must be noted that, as Lipschlitz himself pointed out,

BA's name only appears in later sources within diq., and much of the

Lipschiltz goesrhymed sections may go back to a period earlier than BA.

on to say that Mi&ael's statements on BA's readings of the forms of 5hK

and (rules 2 and 3 of MiSael's Introduction) are found in paragraphs

paragraph 29.

diq.

hillufim in forms of the

do they agree entirely on biblical references which they

give in enumerating various rules for differences between the two masoretes.

51 and 52 of diq.', his rule 7 on the vocalization of 5 and 3 before yod 

hiriq is paragraph 13; and rule 8 (hfl3"3A3_letters after ) occurs in

LipschUtz does not say to what extent MiSael differs from

But the fragment, T-S,

K27,36 says that BA and BN differ whenever the lam has the accent.

23

hillufim associated with the verb 53R, illustrates the problems caused

states that whenever the lam of 53K is provided with a

not mentioned at all in Ki tab alkilaf such as

Certainly even the rhymed sections of diq. include rules which are

verb -]5n ; nor

diqduqe hatte amim which he claims are an essential part of the BA tradi­

tion.*^

kaf a hatef pattaJj while BN gives it a $eVah.

syllabic division » then it would not be difficult to Justify

accepting the version of MS. T-S, K2?,36 as the original.
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Lipschiltz's comparisons of the readings in Misael with the other

masoretic compendia have turned up not only the characteristic expansion

of hiZZufim, but contradictory reports In Jos. 8:24,

The total number of works where hiZZufim or characteristics of one

masorete or another occur is staggering. These occur not only in the

of hundreds of Bible manuscripts. All of these must be included in a

serious study of the readings of BA, BN and other masoretes. Among the

most important sources for comparison are the marginal comments of reliable

manuscripts like the Aleppo Codex.

that the main fault with the Baer-Strack edition is that the editors could

There are as many as 55 separate manu-not fix the scope of the treatise.

script sources for diq. (mostly fragments) and many of these preserve

versions that completely contradict the versions that are preserved in

Baer and Strack admit this drawback

ben Ascher und andere aZte grammatiseh-massorethische Lehrstttcke. . .

Meiri, sefer hariqmah by Ibn Janah, sefer sahot by Ibn Ezra, kitab 

aZnutaf by Hayyuj , and in various medieval commentaries and in the margins

S. Baer and H.L. Strack produced an edition of diqduqe hattecamim

A Dotan points out in the preface to his own edition (p. V.)

others of this group of manuscripts.

in the title of their edition: Die DIKDUKE HA-lfAMIM des Ahron ben Moscheh

like mik_ZoZ SoraSim and et safer by David Qimhi, qiryat sefer of Ha-

masoretic compendia, Kitab aZkiZaf, diq., adat_ dPborim, mahberet hattijan, 

the muqaddima of Samuel Harofe and others, but also in medieval grammars

in 1879-68

on TjiZZufim as well.

MiMael lists the following: BA=1^nx-hK,i /BN=l^nK-nK1. But Adat ifborim 

reverses the readings of BA and BN: BA=l^hH-nxi /BN=lt’?iK-n^l
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He collected 51 manuscripts, mostly fragments, of diq. out of which he

chose ten which he felt preserve the structure, scope, textual version

and vocalization of ben A&er.

Dotan used an entirely new methodology

in reconstructing an edition he feels approaches the original most closely.

text of diq. which radically contradicts

much of the information we know of BA, including what is preserved in

kitab alkilaf.

The differences between Dotan's

edition of diq. and kitab alkilaf is especially poignant regarding BA's

Dotan shows that BA used hatafim much less frequently

In 1970, Maqor published a reproduction of the original Baer-Strack

edition of diq. with a critical book review of Dotan's edition by D.S.

Loewinger as its introduction. In that review Loewinger attacks the

As has already been pointed out, Dotan usedvalidity of Dotan's edition.

only ten out of 51 manuscripts, only two of which were complete, an un­

dated MS. in Spanish Hebrew characters and a MS. dated 1U96, Lisbon.

Loewinger has brought to attention two more complete manuscripts of diq.

not available to Dotan, MS. Copenhagen (San Felix, Castille, 1462) and

MS. Balliol College, Oxford (Lisbon, 1490). Using these two manuscripts

and the other manuscripts that were used by Dotan, Loewinger analyzed

In the review he published the details ofsection 14 of Dotan's edition.

show the peculiarities inherent in the method employed by A.

that section, "... according to their original vocalization in order to 

Dotan. ''^3

Dotan's results have produced a

Loewinger warns: "The clash of sources is of such severity, 

that they cannot exist side-by-side.'^1

Only two of these manuscripts are complete, 

the remainder being fragmentary .7°

than the rules of MiSael's introduction indicate, and much less frequently 

than the use of hatafim in the Aleppo Codex.7^

use of hatafim.

Dotan published his own edition of diqduqe hatte<-amim in 1967.^^
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readings found in the qunfrasim of Leningrad MS. B19a despite the fact

that this same manuscript not only contains five additional rules which

Dotan's approach is even more

disturbing when one realizes that he challenges the ben ASer nature of the

yet publishes the Leningrad Codex B19a, which agrees only

slightly more with the version in the quntrasim, under the sub-title,

.ibk num 13 13HH rmionm o>nyun npron ?s by nvna tppmn

Dotan's scholarship as regards these matters seems rather arbitrary.

Loewinger's cautions regarding them are well received.

Finally, the masoretic treatise oklah ve3oklah (oklah), although

not bearing directly on the differences between BA and BN (it is a list

of hapax legomena), provides us with information regarding specific

In addition, there are references to BA and the otherreadings of words.

originally published by Frensdorff in Hannover in 186U. He based his

edition on the Paris Manuscript, the only manuscript of oklah of which he

knew.

The lack in Frensdorff's edition was due to his dependence on the Paris

MS. alone.

26

Loewinger's major criticism of Dotan's findings is his treatment of the

F. Diaz Esteban, who published a subsequent edition in 1957 for 

the University of Madrid/8 said of the edition by Frensdorff, "Sin 

embargo, la ediclon de Frensdorff ya esta difinitivamente incompleta."79

deal differently with the problem of hatef-p>attdht but vocalizes the 

applicable examples with hate f-pattai}.

Aleppo Codex on the basis of his own understanding of the problem of 

hatafim^

Masoretes on the margins of many of the manuscripts of oklah. Oklah was
77

problem of hatef—pattahy which he wrongly and consistently vocalizes 

a &evah in the name of Aharon ben ASerJ11 Dotan gave preference to the
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Three years after the publication of the Frensdorff edition, a second

In 1880, C.D.

which he included the material from the Halle manuscript. Ginsburg

arranged his work alphabetically rather than according to MSS. and

he never got beyond the letter yod. His work is not of great scholarly

oklah and a collation of the various manuscripts which have come to light

since the Paris and Halle Manuscripts.

from Leningrad, Oxford, Cambridge and Berlin.'

PHONEMES VERSUS GRAPHEMES AND TRENDS IN TIBERIAN POINTING

It is no longer possible to consider the Leningrad Codex as the

most exemplary manuscript of the BA tradition. Mordechai Breuer brushes

aside that possibility saying, "The claim of Kahle that the Leningrad

Codex is 'the text of ben-Asher' is an injustice to Ben-Asher. The

is not understandable. Biblical scholars must now ask themselves,

granting that A contains many inconsistencies and a small percentage of

non-BA readings according to the lists of hillufim and congruences

between BA and BN, could A have been pointed, accentuated and corrected

The answer must be yes, it is possible,by Aharon ben Mos eh ben AS er.

However, it is certain that A represents the BAbut far from certain.

The importance of Israel Yeivin's study of the systems andschool.

His results aremethods by which A was pointed cannot be underestimated.

manuscripts not belonging to oklah.'

The newest edition by-Fernando Diaz Esteban is a thorough study of

These include some 29 manuscripts
81

manuscript of oklah was discovered in Halle, Germany.

Ginsburg began to publish The Massorah Compiled from Manuscripts in

value for he mixed the lists from the various manuscripts, including

80

claim of Dotan that the Leningrad Codex fits the Masorah of Ben-Asher 

,.82
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important not just to understand the method of A, but to understand the

dynamic operative behind the entire masoretic phenomenon in general and

the Tiberian Masoretic phenomenon in particular. Yeivin has shown that

and short vowels. Rather, there seem to be trends which were set by the

various different Tiberian Masoretes. Some probing of this insight can

be helpful to aid in the understanding of the nature of the differences

between the various Tiberian schools.

and others who point
out that the work of the different schools in Tiberius reflected pronun­

ciations current in different circles. There can be no doubt that when

BA, BN and Moseh Mohah pointed respectively, they

meant them to be pronounced differently. This holds true for a certain

number of the differences between the various schools, but it does not

hold true for the great number of differences which concern the placing

of ga'yot_ and ultra short vowels. R>r example, BN tended to prefer the

use of a vocal §evah where BA placed ).a

Was there a phonic distinction between the two or did the two schools

notate the same sound with different graphemes!? We cannot know for cer-

Dotan and Yeivin feel that when the Tiberian Masoretes spoke oftain.

Thus, they

Uy feeling is the oppo-believe that the difference is in pronunciation.

site, namAly, that these letters were pronounced alike, but notated

An ultra short a, o or e could begraphically in different ways.

notated by means of the graphemes--, and ••••. , or they could all three be

This phenomenon can be seen in the differentnotated as a vocal &evah.

hatef pattafy

A word must be said in response to Orlinsky®^

"opening" a letter, they did not mean that a hatef should be written, 
8h but that the letter should be pronounced with a short a.

there are few hard-and-fast rules governing the use of accents, galyot
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methods for notating ultra short vowels in Syriac and in Targinnir. Aramaic.

In Targumic Aramaic words withcaz/in -in a Sevah position are provided with

The Targum, trying to safeguard the exact

pronunciation which it has in common withthe Syriac has "been pointed with

a slightly more elaborate system of notation.

The same may well be true of Tiberian vocalization. There is some

evidence that can be brought to bear in support of this hypothesis. No

two manuscripts seem to be identical regarding the difference between a

vocal bevah. BA or BN may give general guidelines but there

are by no means hard fast rules; the exceptions are too numerous. Per-

Yeivin, arguing against my view, points out{ that A has a tendency to

detailed vocalization in order to indicate subtle pronunciation differ­

ences .

a phenomenon almost

Yeivin's findings, though, can support my hypothesis as easily as

his own; and .coupled with the following evidence can certainly be under-

There is a general tendency instood as supporting my contention.

Thus, a word like hpJP commonlyYemenite manuscripts to avoid hatafim.

given a hatef in Ashkenazic and Sephardic manuscripts, often appears as

The compelling proof lies here: Yemenitein Yemenite manuscripts.

what vowel precedes it, but their scribal tradition notates them all as

Yemenite manuscripts do employ hatafim but far lessvocalic &evah.

^Py-

pronunciation distinguishes between ultra short a, e and o depending on

hatef and a

a hatef-. In Syriac the same letters will be left unpointed, indi­

cating a normal sevah-. .

This can be seen in A's extensive use of hatafim in non-gutteral 

letters8® and especially in A's use of hatef hiriq, 

unique to A.^

haps it would be best to speak of various scribes tending to use a hatef 

in one type of situation, but a vocal &evah in another type of situation.

.85
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frequently than in other traditions. Again, these are not hard fast

rules, hut tendencies toward specific graphic notations.

punctuation of offers additional room for specula-The

tion. If the Tiherian Masoretes were attempting to reinstitute an

it is difficult to see why they would want to encourage the pro­

nunciation of a short vowel under a consonant in a silent &evah position.

Is it an improvement on the sacred text to exchange one pronunciation,

which the Masoretes felt was erroneously lacking a consonantal cayin,

for another which, from an idealized Hebrew viewpoint, erroneously in­

serted a vowel into a silent ievah position! It would be folly to assign

the Tiherian Masoretes such faulty reasoning. I must conclude that by

placing hatafim under gutterals in a silent &evah position, the masoretes

attempted to preserve a peculiarity in the actual pronunciation of those

§evah with an ultra short a.n

It is not difficult to reconstruct the probable development of the

hatafim using the above phenomenon as a starting point. Far from being

instituting of the

system of vocalic

Originally, there were no hatafim at all. There was only thenotation.
At first, hatafim were used as a&evah which could be silent or vocal.

guide to the reader to insure that he pronounced a vocalic &evah where he

At a later stage, a second type of hatefmight expect a silent &evah.

entered the text.

positions and serves to avoid confusion and maintain some consistency in

hatafim was an attempt to further /refine the Tiherian

an attempt to alter the pronunciation of Hebrew, the

idealized Hebrew pronunciation no longer used at the time as Kahle
, . 88claims,

This hatef occurs with gutterals in normal vocal sevah

gutterals which was current in their time, y in this situation meant to 

the reader, "although this looks like silent &evah, read it as a vocal



The lack of graphic dis-

teachers everywhere.

sevah.

the page, there was never a wholesale conversion of vocalic sevahs to
hatafim. The result would have been too ^.awkward. Instead the text

remained half- frozen in this intermediary stage. Thus, A with its abun­

dance

phemes are used to note the same phoneme. This may be the case concerning

Yeivin saw an indication that BA pro-

The case

BA did not pronounce two nunsbetween BA and BN is recorded in here.

and BN three, nor did BA pronounce one nun and BN two, inserting a dageS

Rather, they both pronouncedas a guard against BA's pronunciation.

BN inserted a dages notit is written, with two distinct nuns.

of hatafim under non-gutterals and its further refinement of the 

hatef-hiriq, was probably a product of the fully developed ben Aser tra-

31

the notation of vocal sevahs under gutterals.

tinction between the two sevahs has always been the bane of Hebrew

the BA/BN hilluf

nounced this combination as shorter than any other combination of sevah

hatafim-

It may also be true regarding other hillufim that different gra-

plus consonant plus vowel, by the total absence id A of gacyot with the 

sevah before ’ Yeivin sights the vocalization on A of and

*n*in>3 as further evidence of this slight difference in pronunciation.

In these instances, there can be no doubt that a hatef was used to guaran-

dition, the tradition which had the greatest propensity to use

as

was an attempt to graphically distinguish the vocal from the silent

tee the pronunciation of a vocal devcz7i, for the hiriq is in an open sylla- 

ble-whereas in the hiriq is in a closed syllable.9°

of the hilluf in-p/lia-p is much more transparent. I

doubt whether even Kahle would argue that no pronunciation distinction

Perhaps because of the increasing number of diacritical marks on

The placing of hatef under non-gutteral consonants
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times faulty pronunciation of the average reader who might tend to slur
the two nuns into one. Ginsburg came to the same conclusion when he said
of this dages, . .it is manifest that the purist who inserted it

thereby intended to guard this nun at the beginning of the word against

being absorbed or weakened in pronunciation by the nun which ends the

Again, this difference between the two Masoretes

represents a graphic distinction in the way each tends to notate his

text, not an essential phonetic distinction.

The same type of dageS

ends with the same letter with which the next word begins:

(Gen. 31:25), nnen (is. U2:5), (Is. 5U:17), ^5-533 (Ps. 9:2)

and many more. Of these Baer and Delitzsch ruled:

absent, because

Baer and Delitzsch found a trend to place a dageb in these words

in some manuscripts (Ginsburg notes that most manuscripts which he
dxges in these instances).93 in a typicalexamined did not insert a

masoretic way, they tried to define what was undefined and order what was

Were it not for the chronological proximity of MiSael benchaotic.

Uzziel to BA and BN, and were it not for his intimate knowledge of even

their changes in opinion, I would have to warn that Misael might have

defined and standardized some differences between BA and BN which were no

more than tendencies.

occurs in many other- places where one word

as a reaction to the pronunciation of BA but to guard against the some-

preceding word."^-1-

This Dagesh is in accordance with the correct MSS. and 
is in accordance with the rule that when in two words 
which belong to one another, the same two consonants 
follow each other, the one at the end of the one word 
and the other at the beginning of the next word, the 
second of these consonants is furnished with Dagesh as a 
sign that this letter is to be read with special emphasis, 
so that it may not be absorbed and rendered inaudible by 
careless and hasty reading in the former identical letter. 
In the current editions this Dagesh is 
its import has not been understood.
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Most of the distinctions between BA and BN are in the placing of

ga^yot. All that has been said above about the graphic nature of the
hiZZuf-im applies all the more so to the ga’-yah.

accent nor a vowel. It is a diacritical mark which informs the reader
that the word so pointed has an unusual form or that it can be easily-

mispronounced, or to aid in the musical division of multisyllabic words.

It is the most fluid of all the diacritical marks employed by the

Tiberian Masoretes. As with other Tiberian devices, its inconsistent

Yeivin noted that the rules set down by Baer for the

inaccurate. His study of A has shown khat.A does use ga’yot_ in the ways

described by Baer, but again, they are not hard-and-fast rules. Baer

Yeivin has said about the use of the ga’-yah in A: "The

characteristic feature of the placing of the ga’-yah:.in A and in related

MSS. is the lack of consistency. This does not indicate, however, a lack

of system or total chaos; on the contrary, there are clear tendencies

to use the ga’-ya in certain situations and to forego it in others. These

Baer has determinedHere statistics might speak better than words.

that the regular heavy ga’-yah, one in a closed syllable, should be indicated

only in words with disjunctive accents, and not in words with conjunctive

accents.

scores of words

Yeivin says, "this is also the tendency in A, but there are

(about 2$ of the total possible), which have disjunctive

use of ga'yot are-not

ga’-yot, and then to insist that that rule be used consistently throughout 

the Bible.91*

are not hard-and-fast rules, but trends, with numerous exceptions of 

different types."9^

and they as a result have tried to define and systematize its .proper use.

was wrong only in his attempt to make each ga’-yah apply to a rule about

The; ga’-yah is neither an

use in manuscripts has puzzled medieval and modern students of masoreh;
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accents without ga'yah and several hundred words (about 20% of the total­

possible) which appear with conjunctive accents with gaLya. Generally,

a longer word will have a gaLya with a disjunctive and sometimes with a

conjunctive accent, and a shorter word will not have a ga^ya with a

conjunctive and very rarely with a disjunctive accent. The differences

The

THE TIBERIAN MASORETES AS CONSERVATORS 0E THE BIBLICAL TEXT

Paul Kahle has argued in his book, The Cairo Geniza, that the

He claimed that these peculiarities of the Tiberian text were radical

departures from the Hebrew pronunciation current in Palestine. The

Masoretes, he said, " . .claimed to have done nothing more than retain

the text uni form!y transmitted from the time of Ezra in its purity. In

reality they created an ideal form of Hebrew in which in many cases they

replaced a pronunciation which they regarded as lax and inaccurate by one

which they believed to be more correct,more in accordance with the ideal

it might have been spoken in classical times—just as Arabic

His arguments are too detailed to present in full here;

He based his argumentsbut some thoughts and criticisms are in order.

mainly on the following observations: (1) The test of the Second Column

of the Hexapla by Origen contains transliterations from Hebrew into Greek

Unlike the transliterations madeletters of about 150 verses of Psalms.

between MSS. related to A in the placing of this gacya are few.

placing of this gacya is much discussed in the literature and is one of

the main topics in the HilZufim of Ben-Asher and Ben-Naftali (chaps. XII/ 

XXXII)."96

Tiberian Masoretes were radical revisors of the biblical text, especially 

its vocalization of gutterals, final vowels and the bgdktf letters.9?

Hebrew as

scholars tried to improve the reading, oftthe Koran by adapting it to an 

ideal Arabic."96
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centuries before in the Septuagint, these recorded only vocalic values

for gutterals.

The transliterations in the Hexapla generally do not

indicate final vowels which are not supported by vowel letters. Thus
iny is

nunciations without gutterals and most final vowels which are unsupported.

The Palestinian punctuated fragments of liturgy and Scripture do not seem

to vocalize the gutterals or the final unsupportedvvowels. .And the pro-

It must be pointed out that the use of transliterations from ancient

sources is important for Hebrew studies but can also be misleading. The

fact that there is some kind of compensation for gutterals made in one

One transliterator may simply have used differentreliable evidence.

criteria than the other. One only has to look at modern so-called

scientific transliterations to see the tremendous variety in approach.

Should one differentiate long vowels from short and ultra short vowels?

Should one differentiate between the two sounds of the bgdkft letters?

Secondly, there seem to be too many exceptions toThe questions go on.

the rules which Kahl a read into the grammars of the Hexapla's and Jerome's

A more thorough study of these transliterationstransliterated texts.

will have to be made before Kahle's findings can be confirmed.

There is also a danger in using texts with Palestinian pointing. Often

Regarding the final vowels,these texts only partially are pointed.

nunciation of the Samaritans as written phonetically by Arthur Schaade, 

supports this theory on the absence of final unsupported vowels.

transliterated Jerome, whose Latin translation of the

Bible also has transliterated words, records approximately the same pro­

transliteration and none in another transliteration cannot be used as

Thus, in the Septuagint the word limn was rendered 

while in the Second Column of the Hexapla the word >nnoh was ren­
dered pxmx .
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Kahle himself mentioned, that two of the manuscripts he exanrin ed, MSS.

dance with the Tiherian text.' Thus, this conflicting evidence

cannot support his contention.

The Dead Sea Scrolls presented the biggest obstacle to Kahle's theory

about final vowels. The scrolls from Qumran are written with an abun-

Thus, the word from the Tiberian text isdance of plene readings.

written fi3>. This leaves no doubt that at the time of the Second Common-

Kahle’s argument that the final

vowels were originally pronounced, droppediand then reinstated by the

justifying their own contentions: DHO>1 lirm D1H30.

too seriously, for Kahle supports his evidence with philological argu­

ments that a final vowel form makes no sense. The question must be asked,

why does it make more sense in the Qumran Scrolls than in the Tiberian

Text?

Kahle’s most convincing arguments were those based on the Samaritans’

pronunciation of Hebrew. Here he makes his observations from a living

tradition not

Kahle ’ s observations about the double pronunciation of were

His evidence seemed to contradict itself. First hethe least conclusive.

enumerated arguments that supported a single pronunciation for all of

If we consider the.aiature of the distinction between the sounds of

The same phenomenon, we may be able to draw some conclusions.
In Spanish the letters d and

on uncertain transliterations or partially pointed texts.

these letters, then he quoted sefer yesirah and Sa'adya proving a double
pronunciat ion.102

exists in many of the dialects of Spanish.

L and M, and to some extent some of the others, were pointed in accor—
100

wealth final vowels were pronounced.

Tiberian Masoretes seems all too similar to the rabbi s’ formula for

J/cannot be taken
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g have a double pronunciation, as in Tiberian Hebrew. If they have

vowels before and after them, they are generally given a soft pronun­

ciation.

generally given a hard pronunciation. In Spanish this distinction be­

tween the hard and soft pronunciations is not notated. Generally the

Spanish speaker not versed in grammar is not even aware of this dis­
tinction. The range of the difference between the hard and the soft

pronunciations varies from one situation to another. At times this dis­

tinction may disappear.

The hard and soft pronunciations ofn£J3"n>h in Hebrew and Aramaic

operated with the same principle. There were no distinct rules in the

minds of the speakers of Hebrew and Aramaic. The differences varied

from one situation to another, from one region to another, perhaps even

from one person to another. All that can be said is that there was a

tendency to pronounce these letters soft if preceded by a vowel and hard

if preceded by a consonant.

At a particular point in time, it became desirable to indicate these

scusounds graphically asZ^eii asophonicjQly tbndorder to preserve the

Perhaps the need to notate this distinctionsacred text of the Bible.

resulted from Arabic, a language without such a distinction,

increasingly becoming the spoken language of Palestine. The people

lost the feeling for the language that only a native speaker can

Yet they were conscious of the distinction in the pronunciationhave.
They tended to placeof bgdkft letters and wished to preserve it.

Whenever they felt that the traditional way of readingestablished.
Scripture went against their guidelines, they did not hesitate to opt

for tradition.

If they are preceded or followed by a consonant, they are

a dageS or not to place one according to general guidelines that they
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This admits to the idealization, of a linguistic trait, but one that was

always there. That is a far cry from Kahle's position that these letters

originally had one pronunciation only. The proof that the distinction

between these letters was not entirely concocted by the Tiberian Masoretes

not followed. An entirely idealized form would never have allowed these

deviations.

In order to understand the masoretic phenomenon, it must be remem­

bered that the pronunciation of Hebrew varies, according to dialect,

from one Jewish community to another. That this was true in former times

as it is today can be proven from the differences that we see in the

confusion of like-sounding consonants

In Ash­

kenazic communities royzn iis pronounced like alef and het like kaf but in

Sephardic communities all four sounds are distinguished. In Ashkenazic

communities n and D,h,3 are distinguished phonically as letters,

in many Sephardic communities 3 and P,*T,3 are distinguished and in Yemen

all six letters are distinguished phonically as they are graphi­

cally. In the Yemen alone all of the emphatic letters, P and are

In Ashkenazic communities and in Yemen a qamespronounced emphatically,

is an o, while in Sephardic communities it is a long a. In Eastern

Europe and in Yempn a holem is an ei or oi dipthong while in Germany it

In many

Ashkenazic enirnmmities it is a short e and in Yemen it is a short a like

A ^uruq is pronounced almost universally as u but in Galicia

it is pronounced i.

suffice to illustrate my point.

a pattah..

Sephardic communi ti es segol is pronounced as a long e like sere, in

is an aw dipthong and in Sephardic communities it is a long o.

and vowel points in a wide spectrum 

of manuscripts, and from basic principles of linguistics.10^

There are many more differences but these should

can be seen in the hundreds of examples where the rules for bgdkft are
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There are then many phonic changes in Hebrew pronunciation. These

are, for the most part, changes in dialect made consistently through­

out the language; they are not generally changes in individual readings.

script and from community to community, is far less systematic.

For instance, Yemenite manuscripts often change segol and pattah while

Sephardic manuscripts and the Chinese manuscript from K'aifeng change

segol and sere. There is no doubt that these changes result from the

phonic lack of distinction between those signs in their respective

communities. But the graphic changes are never as complete as the

phonic changes. Thus, I know of no manuscripts which do away entirely

with segol. And the graphic changes that do occur are for the most part

arbitrary.

two letters are confused only occasionally in Chinese manuscripts.

Changes in the graphemes also tend to influence changes in phonemes.

I hope to demonstrate how this occurs in the biblical text, but for now,

it can be illustrated more clearly from liturgy. A passage from the

Zohar beginning Xh5y KIM nno “pnh is recited before the reading of

It contains the phrase xn>11xa nnain.Scripture on the Sabbath.

At some point

Accordingly, he changed the text tothat this was the base noun.

. Although this is an obvious error, it became part

Now virtually every printer of Ashkenazic prayer booksof a sacred text.

and many Sephardic ones print . The result has been a change in the

I personally havepronunciation of this word in Ashkenazic synagogues.

never heard this word pronounced in any other way than >xa5

Again, in China the Jews pronounced b and "1 alike but those
105

xmi-iKS >xa5 nnam

a printer apparently saw the determined form xa5 and felt

But the reverse, graphic changes that occur from manuscript to manu-

They 

are seen more as trends than as hard-fast and consistent changes.10^

or >xa5 in
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any Ashkenazic synagogue. To try to pronounce this simple word correctly

now would he seen as an attempt to alter the sacred text.

In the biblical text graphic changes have altered pronunciation

over a broad area. Originally, as I have shown, the difference between

hatef and a vocal sevah or betweena

forgotten. Rather than being an aid to the reader, they confused him

by their presence. A need was felt to introduce a distinction in pro­

nunciation between different graphemes that had been pronounced in an

Readers of Scripture recreated what they thought must

have been how the Tiberian Masoretes pronounced these different graphemes.

A good parallel can be seen in the way that Ashkenazic Jews often

tried to compensate for the layin which they knew should have a con-

In an attempt to recreate what they thought the '’ayinsonantal value.

might have sounded like, they inserted a soft n into words like

pronouncing it yangkov-

All of these aforementioned points on graphemes and phonemes of

the Hebrew Bible lead to one conclusion: We do not possess one masoretic

Bible tradition; we possess two. One is transmitted orally and the

These two are separate but interdependent chainsother in written form.

A change in one may or may not affect the other. Atof tradition.

different periods in history;.onehoretherother has proven more stable

I might conjecture that before the adventand the otherrnmore flexible.

of printing the oral transmission was more stable than the written.

Most

memorization to acquire a knowledge of the Bible. This

were graphic only.

In time, however, the original purpose of these graphic differences was

people relied on

Those were times when only the privileged and wealthy owned books.

identical manner.



hl

method has always been highly successful and very precise in transmitting

sacred texts as has been proven not only by the philological similarity

How­

ever, it cannot be denied that the oral as well as the written trans­

mission of the Bible has changed, and this despite the sacred responsi­

bility to preserve the text intact as it was established by Ezra the

Scribe. It can only be the anxiety caused by this weighty responsibility

which caused mediums in the transmission process to make hatafim into

something more than ultra-short vowels. They were compelled by the graphic

difference between two signs to distinguish them phonically. These

changes were evolutionary. They were eversso slight. Yet they compounded

one upon the other over the course of the years until today an Ashkenazic

Torah reader might actually stress a consonant pointed with a hatef,

something that contradicts the very nature of the hatef.

Paul Kahle, in asserting that the Tiberian Masoretes, ". . .elimi-

failed to understand

the fundamental nature of oral transmission. Human memories cannot be

stored away in genizahs or destroyed like books. Precisely the same

anxiety which encouraged slight modifications, like the emphasizing of

hatafim, to fit preconceived notions about proper pronunciation, this

same anxiety to preserve the received tradition, safeguarded the text of

the Bible from the type of revolutionary alteration that Kahle envisioned.

In questioning the validity of Kahle's observations that the Tiberian

system has certainly lost much of its authoritative value."'

viewing Kahle's The Cairo Geniza, Harry Orlinsky said:

of our Bible text with the Qumran Scrolls, but by the accurate transmission 

of oral traditions over centuries in numerous other cultures.10^

Masoretes were innovators, I also challenge his conclusion, "that the

.108

nated all remnants of earlier pronunciation so radically that no pre- 
Masoretic texts were allowed to be preserved,"10?
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In summary, I have supported the following views: (1) Masorah

cannot be limited to any one time or place, nor can the title Masorete

be given only to those biblical scholars living in Tiberius 1000 years

ago who annotated their codices with information to aid the reader in

knowing the proper orthography, pronunciation, word and verse divisions,

etc. of the biblical text. Rather, masorah is the process of growth

and development in the transmission of the received text of the Bible;

and by today’s expanded definition, it includes learning to understand

that very process of biblical transmission and recovering the textual

components that went into its formation in the past. And masoretes are

those scholars who devote their energies to transmitting the biblical

text with accuracy and insight.

is not our received tradition nor is

it inherently better or more authoritative than the traditions of other

It is the tradition which has contributedTiberian Masoretic schools.
And it is the tradition which today we havemost to our received text.

the greatest capacity to reconstruct.

extant, nor is it true that any of the characteristically BA manuscripts

Of the four

manuscripts labeled by Paul Kahle as BA codices, C shows mainly

(2) The ben ASer tradition

-eat merit of Kahle and his school to have 
Lgations from various 
’ biblical Hebrew prior

irt of the first millennium A.D. I 
process of doii 
to show that 1

can be ascribed without reasonable doubt to BA himself.

(3) It is untrue that no manuscripts characteristic of BN are

It is the great merit of Kahle ar 
initiated and stimulated investif 
angles into the pronunciation of 
to the latter part of the first millennium A.D. However, 
it is most unfortunate that in the process of doing so, 
Kahle and his students have failed to show that they are 
able to handle scientifically textual and linguistic 
problems. They have developed one watchword, the harm­
fulness of which should not be allowed to grow, namely, 
that the work of the Masoretes was arbitrary, incorrect, 
destructive, worthless.i09
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characteristics of BN; B is a mixed text showing mainly BA character­

istics; L is a mixed text which has been corrected to make it closer to

BA; and A is the most characteristically BA manuscript known today.

(U) So far, it cannot be established that any of the various

masoretic compendia are flawless in its record of the BA or BN texts.

Kitab alkiZaf by MiSael ben Uzziel is the oldest extant compendium.

There is good reason to believe that it is the most reliable of the

The surviving manuscripts of diqduqe hatt&'-am-m are aboutcompendia.

variants and information which is considered late. Of the two published

editions, that of Baer and Strack and that of Dotan, neither has gone

The treatise oklah v?* oklah, a list ofwithout serious criticism.

hapax legomena does not bear directly on the BA and BN controversy but

provides us with some knowledge of their differences. It has been pub­

lished by Frensdorff, Ginsburg and Diaz. The Ginsburg version is mixed

with other material and unusable for scholarly purposes; the’Frensdorff

is good but limited, while the Diaz edition is the most comprehensive.

(5) The differences between BA and BN were almost entirely of a

There were few real phonic differencesmusical or graphic nature.

between them. The most poignant example is the differences concerning

originally interchangeable in pronunciation with

vocal Sevahs.

(6) The Tiberian Masoretes were essentially conservators of the
The existencebiblical text, not revisers of it as argued by P. Kahle.

of a strong oral tradition parallel to the written tradition would have

effectively kept the Tiberians from making such revolutionary changes in

claimed by Kahle, these being the reintroducing of

hatafim. Hatafim were

three centuries older than those of kitab alkilaf and preserve many more

Hebrew grammar as are



uu
gutterals, the introduction of final vowels unsupported by vowel letters

and the double pronunciation of the bgdkft letters.
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CHAPTER TWO: TYPES OF NON-BA POINTING

IN THE ALEPPO CODEX AND LENINGRAD B19a

In chapter one, I outlined some of the criticisms of four so-called

BA codices and of some of the better known and more important masoretic

compendia. In chapter two, I will test the Leningrad and Aleppo codices,

by comparing Misael with L and A using a new methodology. The former

studies have compared all of the fyillufim of an individual biblical book

the entire Bible with the hillufim and congruences described byor even

Misael. I have compared the general rules for determining hillufim

First, the previousThevvalueo<fiftthispproeddure lies in two areas.

istic of the BA or BN schools, or even written -by-one of the Masoretes,
This is due notthere

only to mistakessin the lists themselves, but also to the nature of

By this I am speaking of the point made in chapterTiberian pointing.

one, that the Tiberians tended to point the biblical text in slightly

Misael's lists were most likely organized on the basis

52

studies have made blanket statements about the percentage of BA and BN 

readings in each manuscript.3 I believe that in any manuscript character-

are bound to be discrepancies with Mikael's lists.

different ways.

the two manuscripts most often attributed to BA, against the hillufim 

of Mikael ben Uzziel from his kitab alkilaf. It is not my intention to 

test all of Mikael's hillufim against L and A; this has been done before.1 

Rather, I hope to verify or deny the results cf these previous studies

found in Mikael's introduction and gleaned from the body of his treatise 

(excluding the general rules for the three poetic books) with the readings 

in A and L throughout the Bible.
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of one or two sets of manuscripts. Yet BA and BN may well have pointed

or accentuated any given word differently from one manuscript to the

next. This would account for the frequent changes of opinion that

Misael ascribes to the Masoretes' readings. A certain percentage of

discrepancies between the lists and the codices must be expected, unless

one of the codices used happens to be the actual codex which Misael

used to compile his lists.

The general rules enumerated by Misael are in a different category.

In these particular cases, BA and BN must have always pointed in the

way which MiSael describes. They served almost as a set of guide­

lines as to how BA and BN pointed their texts. If this is indeed the

case, then these rules would be applicable not only to manuscripts

actually written by BA and BN, but to every characteristically BA

This procedure is of little value in determining

whether a codex was actually pointed by BA or BN, but in cases where

any manuscript is characteristically BA or BN, there should be a near

tially of a non-BA tradition, but which was corrected to conform with

BA, will show no significant difference in the percentage of non-BA

readings found when comparing it with the whole of Misael1 s treatise,

or only with MiSael's general rules.

I intend to demonstrate using this method that the Aleppo Codex is

characteristically BA, though probably not written by BA himself, and

mixed or non-BA text which has been
cosmetically made to appear like a BA manuscript.

Secondly, it is not difficult to visualize a scribe who relied on

that the Leningrad Codex is either a

or BN manuscript.

one of the Tiberian Masoretes in the pointing of one type of word, but

100% agreement with MiSael's general rules. A text which is essen-



A scribe who did this may have tended to follow BA's

but preferred BN’s pointing of Ibunm. There is an indication that this

may have been acceptable practice from the anonymous masorete mentioned

above from the 11th century, who when discussing the difference between

If he

follows the readingodf BN, it obligates him to read all of them with

raphe and dagesh as he, BN, does. If he, however, follows the reading

of BA, then it is also correct. But whoever reads the letters pointed

Thus, a codex which shows BA readings in all of the occurrences of

one of the rules from MiSael's introduction, but BN readings in all

the occurrences of another rule, shows more internal consistency than

a codex in which the occurrences of each individual rule are mixed.

It was hoped that this hypothesis could be applied here also. Some

evidence that this might be the case in both L and A was found, but

nothing that alone could prove conclusive.

MiSael’s treatise Kitab alkilaf begins with a description of eight

general rules concerning which BA and BN differ throughout Scripture.

exceptions to those rules attributed to either

This he follows with a description of each biblical book

including the number of para&iyyot of the annual cycle of reading the

The exact references are given for each

Following these general statements concerning which BAof the sedarim.

BA and BN in the placing of dageS

"And the reader should conform to one of these two opinions.

5U

who relied on a second Masorete in the pointing of another type of word.

with raphe according to both, he remains without rule, since he deviates 

from the principle of the one and the other."11

or rafe after the word mill, states,

use of hatafim,

masorete.

He includes here any

number of verses in each book.

Torah (in the Pentateuch) and the number of sedarim in each book and the
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and BN do not differ, MiSael lists the hillufim or differences between

the way that BA and BN read specific words. Finally he lists the con-

The section on the Pentateuch lists the

In the

117 hillufim and 112 congruences, in the Prophets

311 hillufim and 162 congruences, and in the Hagiographa U32 hillufim

and 130 congruences. In various parts of his treatise MiSael also lists

summary of my comparison of LipschUtz's

reconstructed edition of kitab alkilaf of MiSael ben Uzziel with the

facsimiles of A and MiSael's first rule deals with the proper pronun-

Ginsburg was already aware of the various

He tells us

and

In his introduction he states:

gruences between BA and BN (where presumably these two differed from 

other Tiberian Masoretes).^

Adat dfborim which is based upon kitab alkilaf pointed it , 

Mb&eh Moljah pointed it "DbeP; mahberet_ hattijan and various manuscripts 

from the British Museum pointed BN like the pointing of Moseh Mohah in

The following section is a

Pentateuch there are

adat c^borim, "ibbb>; Or. 2^26-28, the manuscripts used later by Snaith 

for his Bible edition, pointed it "Dim; the Leningrad Codex dated 916 

.8 Misael supports the version found in adat dPborim.points it aba * .'

four additional rules for all of Scripture and five rules which apply to 

the three poetical books alone.

sedarirn, hillufim and congruences subdivided under each paraAah.

that all the sources he inspected agree that BA pointed the name "Dvm, 

although some manuscripts put a dageS in the first sin and others do not.

Ginsburg found no consensus regarding the way that BN pointed the name.

know, 0 Sir, may God strenthen you, that the master Abu 
Sa id ben Asher, may God show mercy to him, used to 
punctuate the first 0 of the word “Dm and to pronounce

opinions regarding the proper pronunciation <5f this name.

ciation of the name “oiyvp.
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And

The name 13UEI’ occurs forty-two times throughout the Scriptures,

including four prefixed forms. L showed a consistent BA reading in all
forty-two instances. A preserves twenty-six of these and all are

according to BA (see plates 1-2).

Rule two has to do with the pointing of the root 53R . Ginsburg

d

Lipschdtz correctly notes that >3R occurs in six sunh forms 2 b

Of the 2b instances, L shows BA readings in

BN agreed, agrees with the

Of those preserved by A only two show a BN reading inHagiographa.

agrees with Mikael on this rule and lists a number of manuscripts and 
their respective readings.11 Misael states:

133 (Eccl. 5 10). /; 
not place the pathah.-

reading shown in li­

the readings in L are

any dot and did 
he treated them

A, on the other hand, shows only BA readings in the eight occurrences

which it has preserved. Only one instance is preserved from the Torah 

(Deut. 28:39) which L showed as BN, and none are preserved in the

times throughout the Bible.
only ib while 9 are BN readings.13 Eccl. 5 =10 concerning which BA and

And in every form of 53R BA used to provide the kaf 
with pathah,., when the lam had three dots (segol}, e.g., 
1\53R‘n n5 (Dent. 12:2b).. And when the lam did not have 
three dots he did not provide it with pathah., e.g., 
il533 53 l5pRh r5 (Deut. lb:21), v5?RH ItW 01> h5 
(Num. 11:19). There is only one exception where he does 
not provide it with pathah although the lam has three 
dots, viz., il’53R 13*1 (Eccl. 5 3-0). And in all these 
instances BN did not place the pathah.^-

Thus, fully one-third of
BN in the case of the verb (see plates 3—b).11*

it as sin, and the second he left without 
not pronounce it at all, viz., *i3im , and 
all this way. BN would differ from him in this matter, 
since he provided both W with dots. The first he pronounces 
as shin and the second as sin, thus 33’©0> . And he treated 
them all in this way. And Moshe Moha used to punctuate 
both, and pronounced them as two sins, thus 3300> . And 
that is their entire difference on this word.9^'
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the other instances of BN readings from L were destroyed in A.

Nevertheless, enough evidence is present to make some observations.

First off, L certainly does not preserve a BA reading of the verb

according to the circumstances given by Misael. There can be no mistake,

here L is very far from BA. No explanation of statistically necessary

deviations can help Paul Kahle's claim and no high percentagecdf BA

readings among all the hillufim can offset this fact. On the basis of

this weighty evidence alone, we therefore submit that Paul Kahle's con­

tention that the Leningrad MS. B19a represents a pure BA text is false.

Harry Orlinsky in his prolegomenon to Ginsburg's Masoretico-Critical

Edition of the Hebrew Bible points out the irony of the history of the

greatest modern scholars of masorah. Ginsburg accused Baer of deliberately

tampering with the evidence toward his own advantage, Kahle accused

more with the general statements which are given in the introduction (of

kitab alkilaf) regarding the characteristic readings of ben Asher. He

Lipschlitz

apprently made the same comparisons as the present work and these were

We do not care to speculate which ofwere completely contradictory.

Kahle, being the editor along withthese men altered the evidence.

Kittel,’ must bear ultimate responsibility for this distortion.

This rule is similarRule 3 concerns the pointing of the root •

to rule 2 in that it involves BA placing a hatef^attah where BN places

Ginsburg of the same and yet he himself has followed suit. Kahle says 

clearly in his prolegomenon to BH^, "The manuscript (L) agrees, further-

used as the very basis for Kahle's proof of L as a BA MS., yet the results

(Lipschiltz) comes to the conclusion that MS. L, on the basis of these 

studies, must be designated as a pure ben Asher MS."1^

the corresponding L verse (the other being 2 Kgs. 6:28). Unfortunately,
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The

rule according to Miaael in Lipschiitz's edition states:

The verb vm occurs only three times in two forms and all in the

Pentateuch, in Ex. 23:29, 23:30 and Num. 22:6. Unfortunately, A does

not preserve any of these. It does, however, preserve the exception to

ben Acer’s rule from Ps. 34:1. In all three of the normative cases L

Here, once again, our first hypothesis is confirmed.

The comparison of one of MiSael's rules with the text of L shows a much

greater incidence of BN readings than in a comparison af all of the

hiVLufim as a whole. This again underlines the more than likely probabil­

ity that L is not a BA MS. at all but has been made to appear like a BA

MS. by the scribe(s)

readings which they saw in an unknown list ofhfyillufim. There can be

no doubt that there is a great difference between a manuscript which is

a true BA or BN manuscript and one that has been cosmetically altered to

To be assured of this, one need only look at thelook like BA or BN.

For example, there is nothat have

, Furthermore, the consistency with which L shows a BN reading with

a ievah.

or editor(s) who repointed it according to the BA

no relation to any list

gives a BN reading while in the exception to BA's rule, L follows BA 

(see plate 4).1®

tremendous differences between A and L, the two so-called BA manuscripts, 

of hillufim.

;ry form of VHi the master BA used to provide 
rith pathah when below the shin there were

, e.g., "lOKHAR (Ex. 23:30) and others like it. 
shin did not have three dots he did not provide 

(Jud. 11:2)

And in evei 
the resh wi 
three dots, 
And if the < r
the resh with pathah, e.g., hns> UK wpn (Jud. 11:2) 
. . . with the exception of one word, which he provided 
with patiaiftalthough there were no three dots, and this 
is the word twnn (Ps. 34:1). BN did not place the 
pathah in all these cases.1?

similarity between L and A regarding open and closed passages, and their 

orthographic differences are enormous.19

Ginsburg records the same version as MiSael once again.
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regard to Misael's rule 3 (three out of four cases, the fourth being

itself an exception to BA's rule) offers some evidence that our second

hypothesis may apply to L; namely, that L shows inner consistency with
regard to the pointing of when the sin has

cannot be ruled out that the scribe of L, cognizant of the differences

This evidence, admittedly, is very weak and cannot sustain

such a contention here, first because BN is not followed in one instance

not a segol ), and secondly, because this trend is not reflected in any

other oT the general rules of Misael.

A control device was used to obtain a stronger argument confirming

that A follows BA in the pointing of . Since only the exception to

and 2 Ch.

reS.under the

p attah in all such instances but specifically was pointed to agree with

BA's exception to the rule of . We admitj however, that were those

sections of L destroyed, and later tested in the same way, the same

The unlikely possibility that A also pointed the

other three instances of efiA according to BN cannot be ruled out. They

Thus, we still have no reason to doubt the authen-also cannot be tested.

ticity of A

Rule U, the nature of the dageS in the wordtPJD, states:

20:11, •

This definitively proves that A did not employ a hataf-

a segol. The possibility

the verb KHA which likewise had a

whenever it has two accents ) into it. I mean that he

known to us.

And concerning the word tPJli , wn< 
BN inserts a dagesh (viz. forte)

"* where BA puts a fyafaf-pattafy even though the sin has a sere,

between BA and BN, chose to follow BN in this instance for reasons un­

BA* s rule was preserved (UlWIA'l ) we randomly checked two examples of 

sere under the Sin, Hos. 9:15,

Both words were pointed with a simple sevah

results would ensue.

as "The BA Text."
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There is no

forte rather

Bendavid says that the only consideration is

Normally this would become

The Masoretes

gadol so this might not have seemed important to them.

The real problem for us lies in how they did differ, if at all, in

their pronunciation of this word. Both the BA and BN readings have an

identical dot in the tav, and there is, therefore, no way to know whether

the scribe of any manuscript intended a dagos forte or lene. It is

probable that since there is no graphic distinction here between BA and

But is remains difficult toBN there might well have been a phonic one.

understand the exact relationship between the enunciation and the cantila-

Unfortunately, we have no tape recordingstion of this word and others.

Did BN, and BA in the two cases, pronounce afrom the tenth century.

No definite answers can be ascertained.

native of Istanbul, has told me that in his tradi­

tion only one tav was pronounced while Moshe Assis, a native of Aleppo, 

that in his tradition both a long a and a double tav were pronounced.

grammatical reason for wanting to call the dages in the 

than the expected Zene.20

a qames qatan with the tav closing the syllable;

except that the syllable is given an accent viz. tPFih .

probably did not differ in their pronunciation of qame$ qatan and qames

told me

a dages forte should change the qames intoca pattah but it does not.

Rabbi Isaac Jerusalmi, a

double tav or a single tavl

a musical one because of the extra stress on the word.2^- Giving the tav

makes here an intensification more than is customary in 
other places, e.g., tpkjn by (Ex. 12:?), and the other 
instances of this wordf which have two accents, he handles 
in the same way. As for BA, he ^does not agree with him, 
except in two instances, viz. (Deut. 6:11), OKI
T>nn (1 Ch. 28:11). In all the others he does not apply 

this intensification,2? since he,'tmay God show mercy to 
him, mentions in his Massora: It occurs in scripture four 
times that the dagesh is intensified. And he mentions 
these two words, viz. tPJim ,)NBJW and the others are 

(Josh. 8:28), (Dan. 3:23).

As with many Tiberian readings, rule U is an anomaly.



61

Ginsburg quotes this rule properly, but misunderstood it. He mis­

takenly explained that BA put

instances. He did not understand that the distinction was between

Rules 5 and 6 typify the most common kind of difference between BA

and BN.

connected by a maqqef. Ginsburg does not list this rule at all.

version states: "And to every “rDK tn.ry-'Vyw connected by maqqaf BN adds

a ga'yah but BA does not provide it with ga'yah-, and vice versa, to every

ga'-yah, when the first syllable of

the following word has the accent, e.g., *l£-*PK0il (Deut. 3:3)"2^

occurs sixteen times in the Bible, only one of which survives

in A (Ez. U3:22). All of these instances show BA readings in both codices

Num. 7:76 and 7:82/

of these There are five cases of “VKWil in the Bibleis preserved in A.

when the accent of the following word falls on its first syllable. Three

All of these instances record BA readings inof these are extant in A.
both codices.2^

Rules 5 and 6 can neither support nor oppose my view that L is not

The occurrence of any number of

MiSael's rules of which the manuscript shows consistent BA readings,

cannot counter the presence of those rules in which readings were highly

mixed or mostly BN.

the eharacter of A as "the pure

Misael's

At the same time, these two rules cannot challenge

BA Text."

They concern the placing of a ga*yah in certain words which are

no dageS in the tav excepting for two

--pNUn connected by maqqaf BA adds a

occurs five times in the Bible. None

(see plates U-5). BH^, however, showed BN readings for two of these, 

2U

types of dag_e§ not whether or not there was a dages at all.22

a manuscript characteristic of BA.
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Mikael who states: "And in every nR"i>3 !>R10>3

hR“i^h the master Abu Sacid ben Asher vocalized the jod in

these words, and articulates it with the mopth. BN differs from him for

Time considerations prevented the checking of all occurrences of

this in all its forms. occurs twelve times in the Bible, five of

these surviving in A. All of these were pointed according to BA in both

BN. occurs once and is pointed according to BA in both codices.nx'nrj
HR“1»3 occurs six times, five of which remain in A. All are BA readings

in both codices. ‘IhRT’S occurs once and IIIR"!^occurs once; All are

BA in both codices. Of all the occurrences of ^R*W>^ we checked the

first and the last two of each biblical book. Of these,31 examples,

2U survived in A. All of these cases read according to BA in both

codices. Of the occurrences of ^R*uy>^ we checked the firstaand the last

in each biblical book. Of the 30 examples checked, 19 survived in A.

All these instances showed BA readings in both codices.

The readings to which rule 7 speak are overwhelmingly BA in both

codices; the results speak for themselves (see plates 6-9). It is

apparent that especially this type of Irittufcaxi be easily recognized by

Thus, a scribe wishing to point his text according to BAany scribe.
My second hypo-would not be likely to miss the opportunity to do so.

thesis, then, is of some use in explaining the consistency of the readings

here in L. It may be noted that rules 6 and 7 allow easy and almost

Rule 7 is addressed to any word beginning with yod vocalized with 
a hiriq and preceded by the prefixes 5 and 3 : Ginsburg agrees with

he does not vocalize the jod in this wordaand does not pronounce.it, thus 
twiena . ”26

codices except one in L (Jer. 32:39) which was uncertain but seemed to be

pronounce.it
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undetectable alterations of the original text to agree with BA. In the

a

Rule 8 refers to the pointing of words beginning with the letters

0S3"l>3 when they follow »0’1 when it is accented with a servus. Ginsburg

quotes the same rule as MiSael but errs in listing two of BN's readings

The whole

All of these instances read accordingOf the seven, three are extant in A.

Then,to BA with

however, we desired to cross-check this with a control device. All cases

of >0’1 with

The results proved significant.occurring in the Book of Joshua were checked.

first case a galyah needs to be added and in the second, thehiriq under 

the prefix must be made into a bevah and the yod must be supplied with 

hiriq.

a particularly interesting puzzle.

as being from G§n. 19:17 and Gen. 39:15 when they should read Gen. 19:15 

and 39:17.27 Misael says of this rule:

a rafe following ns3,,T>3. There is nothing new here.

Rule 8 presents

difference here lies in the pointing of seven phrases, wherein BA followed 

the rule of n">lH aqd BN did not, we checked these first (see plate 9).2^

a conjunctive accent and followed by a nfl3"*T>3 letter

And every ’0’1 which precedes one of the six letters (i.e., 
if it is connected with it, that means leans upon 

it by accent, the master Abu Sacid ben Asher, may God show 
mercy to him, used to provide it with raphe according to the 
rule_for the 0"’1H, so that he read yn»5 »0’l (Josh. 9:1), 
01K33 >0’1 (Esther 5:2) and others like that, according to 
the explanation mentiondd above. Andtthe master BN, may 
God show mercy to him, differs from him merely in seven 
words of this type and pointed them with dagesh, and thus 
acts against the rule of 0"’1N viz. 15)30 O1KOB ’0’1 (Esther 
5:2); ooir iniHip »0’i (Jud. 11:35); t)»35no 53 ynaa ’0’1 
(Josh. 9:1); W ’0’1 (Gen. 39:15); mn (Deut. 2:16);
ooir ok’xiob ’0’1 (Gen. 19:17); I35na *0’1 (1 Kgs. 15:29).
In all except these seven instances he acts according to the 
rule of O"’1R, 4.e., he provides it_with raphe, e.g., 
103133 035)33 ’0’1 (1 Kgs. 16:11), 311 >0’1 (1 Sam. 18:lh) 
and many others like that.2°
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There are twelve such cases in Joshua not including Jos. 9:1 where the

two Masoretes differed (see plate 10). Of these twelve, three place a

instances are t>e_t pointed with

kaf the vowel

With thirteen identical readings in both L and A, coincidence must almost

be ruled out. Was there another rule not recorded by MiSael giving

exception to pointed with

There are, among the thirteen, three others in which gimeZ is pointed

rafe (Jost.. 13:30 l?:? nwan-5i3>

and 19:33 ).

One-fourth of the occurrences ofThese results are startling!

not specifically mentioned as among BN's

This becomes particularlyexceptions, have neither a BA nor a BN reading.

important since only here did Method­

ologically whatever explanation

offer for the other codex.

The analysis will follow the pattern of our first andmmajor hypo-

In, ml pa two and three, L had a majority of non-BA readings.thesis.

a»higher percentage than the 5% of non-BA readings in L from

I understood this to demonstrate that the

not aware that such

This contrasts to rule 8 which was a general rule of both Masoretes

The scribes of bothto which only BN took exception in seven cases.

among all of the hiZZufim.

scribe of L, -who corrected the text to make it correspond with BA, was

a &evah? No, this was not a possibility.

a bevah-, in all other cases of

a general rule existed.

This was

we find that A deviates from BA.

we offer for the one codex we must also

with a &evah and given a

followed by which are

dag_es in the following nD3"*Uhletter showing a reading which is neither

BA nor BN . in both L and A (8:2H 10:20

Our first reaction was to note that only in theseand 15:18 riKlha (

a kaf or a

is different while there are no other occurrences of bet..
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they choose the BA reading. They do not, however, seem to have

followed the general rule even though that corresponds to the rule

of n'Mx. There can he no doubt that no simple ignorance of a rule

is behind these variants from the congruent BA and BN readings. Pre­

cisely this type of rule, viz. after , was not likely

to have been randomly ignored by a scribe. That both codices pointed

these words in a variant way but identical to each other, confirms

that these are not cases of random pointing. Therefore, my first

There are two possible explanations for the occurrence of the

identical non-BA/BN in both L and A. The first is that Mi&ael inaccurately

records the cases wherein BA and BN both pointed nDb"*T>a letters after

ii"■>■)>< with a dages. As was pointed out above, only fragments of copies

of Mikael’s original treatise have been preserved. These manuscripts will

have to be checked carefully again to make certain that there are no gaps

in the text precisely in this place. It seems doubtful, but neverthe­

less possible, that Misael totally misrepresented the BA/BN view on rule

8, doubtful because of the exactness with which his readings have so far

corresponded to A and because of Misael's confidence in stating this rule

with precise specifications.

other Tiberian traditions, Moseh Mohah, R. Pinhas the head of the academy,

If this is indeed the case, confirmingHabib ben Pippin or any others.

my second hypothesis, that third unknown Masorete must have agreed with

examples to which BN took exception; or these

L and A were aware of the exceptions of BN, for in all those cases

hypothesis cannot be applied in this case.

BA concerning those seven

The second possibility is that both A and L record an actual non- 

BA/BN tradition with regard to this rule alone; probably from one of the
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seven readings were corrected to conform with the lists of hillufim at

a later date.

No definite conclusion can be reached bn the basis of my study as to

which of the above possibilities was in fact the case. To aid in

solving this problem, a survey of every example of after

’>!»•) with a conjunctive accent must be undertaken in L and A. If,
on the basis of that survey, it appears that the cases in Joshua

are not coincidences, then a good number of other old manuscripts

thought to represent the BA or BN schools should be checked for

their, readings. It may well be that at an early period a non-BA/BN

tradition was most popular and entered manuscripts of the other two

This rule does not seem to appear in dig., but a thoroughschools.

search must be made for this rule in all of the known masoretic com­

pendia and sources of information on hillufim.

To Misael’s eight general rules found in his introduction, he added

four additional rules which

Ginsburg does not list these additional general rules at all. The first

Misael says of it:

Seven remain in A, three having gersayim, one having(see plate 11).31

As in the previous rule, we

can be found in various partsuof his treatise.

-ovided with this accent, i.e.
There is no disagreement on 
is provided with the accent 

thus Also on that
. And as tor that which is 

z-athe, BA 
and others 
from him

a t&lisah and three having azlcd ve*ate-

additional rule concerns the placing of gacyah in the wordtin^m .

nn’nv. occurs 13 times in the Scriptures with one of these accents

every nn»m which is prov^ 
whihh is given the ga^ya. 
this point. And whichever 
telisha remains without gatya, ' 
point there is no disagreement, 
provided with another accent, i.e. ^with azel we- 
reads it with ga ya, viz. nfprtl (is. 28:U) 
simi1 ar to it. And what concerns BN'he differs 1 
in this point and does not read it with gacya.3°
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first checked those instances wherein BA and BN differed, viz • tilPtil • In

both codices all contained a ga(yah in the BA reading. Then the other

instances were checked as a control. All of them in both codices showed

Num. 19:9 in L is pointed with

The quality of the facsimile

does not permit definite confirmation of any corrections, however.

the first to notice that MiSael

This opens up

some interesting possibilities. In the first place, it is more than like­

ly that the problem is with L rather than with Misael. The scribe of L

error here, but this is not likely. It cannot

be a coincidence that both versions, from L and from Misael, preserve

More probably, L preserves a

Unfortunately, this reference is not extantreading from, a third school.

in A for a comparison. But a comparison can be made with other manu-

scripts, and would prove essential in ascertaining the reading of a

third masorete. The value of such conflicting readings as this .between

effort to reconstruct bits and

pieces of the biblical readings of other masoretes besides BA and BN.

Another less exciting, and perhaps less likely possibility is that

MiSael simply erred in copying the accents for this example. If most of

the BA type mamispri pts agree with L, then it would be more likely that

the error was made by MiSael.

assigned to Num. 19:9 the accent azZa* an accent involving a

hilluft rather than the t£li&dh. which is shown in L.^

L and MiSael is for the quiet continuous

Beside this, Perez Castro was

a tPHSah but shows a scratched out ga'-ydh.

the congruent BA/BN reading except one.

may have simply made an

a form that gives the word two accents.
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every with rafe.

Tii-*)h occurs 29 times throughout the Bible (see plates 12-13).

Fifteen of these are extant in A. In A all are BA. In L all seem to be

Perez Castro believes that Deut. 32:HU isBA, but some are uncertain.

pointed with a dageb and lists it as BN. I arrived at the same conclusion

separately and I also spotted a dageb in Deut. 3^:9- As previously, I

cannot base any conclusive observations on the facsimile which is avail­

able.

This word occurs

only twice in the Bible, Josh. 6:22 and 6:23 (see plate 13). L showed

both of them as BN via- while A showed both as BA viz.

This evidence weighs heavily in support of my hypothesis. It is

curious that only two examples would be stated as a rule and not simply

placed in the list of hillufim of the Book of Joshua. Nevertheless, the

scribe or editor of L wanted either to point according to BA yet was

careless concerning the general rules, my first hypothesis, or he speci-

my second hypothesis.
At best it is the work of a learned scribecannot be an exemplar of BA.

who followed one school or the other depending on the general rule.

this theory.

than

exception of rule eight.

fically chose to follow the pointing of BN as regards this rule alone,

In either case, once again I have shown that L

Additional rule 2 refers to the word "Know that BA provides
And BN inserts a dages into the nwn," pa-p.33 -

any other for reconstructing the BA text of the Bible. . A, on the 

other hand, continues to be consistent with the BA readings with the

However, there is not enough internal consistency in L to support even 

More likely L represents a mixed text, no more reliable

Mikael’s additional rule three states: "And every BA provides
the mem with pathah* but BN does not place pathah."^
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30:25, 3U:2T, and 17:2U (see plate 13). All are preserved in A. In

A all were clearly BA. In L three were with a gazyah showing a clear

BA reading while two (Ez. 30:25 and 3^:2?) showed uncertain evidence of

this case it was placed to the right of the &evah and squeezed in at an

angle rather than the usual place bo the left of the &evah where there

Here again we do not wish to base our arguments on acro-was no room.

batics when our point can be sufficiently demonstrated on clear evidence.

In summary, I have tested the Aleppo and Leningrad Codices with

MiSael ben Uzziel’s kitab alkilaf to confirm or deny their purported ben

ASer characters. The method that I used was a new one,nnafliely,. comparing

MiSael’s general rules, from his introduction and from within the body of

his work, with A and L. This method successfully showed that simple

lists of hillufim with A, L or any other manu-comparisons of MiSael’s

script which produce percentage figures of BA, BN and other readings are

It may be true that L is 95% true to the BA readings, butmisleading.

the hillufim which do not correspond te BA of any special type?are

But with regard to rules 2, 3, and additional rule 3, the2, and 4.

Rule 4 is untestable and thereforereadings of BN were preferred.
In the Aleppo Codex all the rulescannot enter into the discussion.

And in both L and A, rule 8

Either the original scribe 
preferred BA readings with regard to rules 1, 5, 6, 7, additional rule 1,

or those who corrected the manuscript.

a ga'-yah added. In

This study has proven that they are.

of Misael excepting rule 8 were 100$ BA.

a ga.'yah being added, and in Ez. 5:13 clearly had

occurs six times in Jer. M:28, Ez. 5:13, 28:22,

Additional rule U states: "According to BA every with the 

accent gerebh gets the gal.ya\ according to BN it remains without gcfya."^ 

This -reading of iy*T‘
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showed identical results, these being

readings where BA differed with BN, and in the examples where they

both agree that the rule fornDb"*T>3 after ii"> IK should not apply.

But A and L also showed identical agreement in cases of rule 8

in MiSael’s account of the difference between BA and BN in the pointing

of after >n>1.

Those results have confirmed that scribes did follow one of the Tiberian

Masoretes regarding some or most of the general rules but that they felt

free to reject the readings of that same Masorete in favor of preferred

readings of another Masorete with regard to other general rules. Although

not supported by any evidence, I may conjecture that in a similar manner,

scribes may have preferred one Masorete regarding his general tendencies

specific type of word.

On the basis of this evidence I must conclude that Leningrad MS.

B19a is not characteristic .of..the. ben Aser tradition]. It is a mixed '

manuscript that shows departures from BA in many areas, even after exten-

The Aleppo Codex is

If it is assumed that

pointed by ben Aser or even by a student under his

Nevertheless, the Aleppo Codex is the most valuablesupervision.

at least one way which is characteristic of BA.

MiSael is not at fault, then it must also be concluded that A could not

sive corrections to bring it more in linewwith BA.

a characteristically ben ASer manuscript, but it does depart from BA in

This most likely indicates a

an agreement with the BA

have been written or

where both manuscripts record readings that disagree with the con­

gruent BA/BN reading but ones which were not enumerated by Misael, 

simply included in his general rule.

in pointing, but prefer the tendencies of another Masorete regarding a

third tradition followed by both A and L, but it may indicate an error
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manuscript known that has Tiberian pointing. It remains the only manu­

script which can definitely be said to be characteristic of and repre­

sentative of any Tiberian tradition.
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Notes to Chapter II

general rules, the four additional 
itical books into English in

deviates from BA's list 
cases, 

cases.

i opponents of BA and BN have been successfully 
)ther manuscripts. For a partial listing of

j of test has been made before on the basis of diq. 
iger tested A regarding the rules for the roots

'"-q. These correspond to Missel's rules 2 and 3. 
pleased pleased to find that Loewinger's results

13The BN readings occur in Lv. 7:6, Dt. 12:15, Twice in Dt. 12:22, 
Dt. 12:2h, 12:25, 28:39 and 2Kgs 6:28.

Perez Castro sees an erased dages in the W of in three 
cases: Nu. 1:28, 2:5 and 7:18, pp. 13-1U.

11Ginsburg, pp. 255-26U.

12Lipschutz, Textus U, p. 17. Cf. note 7a: According to T-S K27, 
36, BA provides the kaf with pattah when the lam has the accent. 
Lipschutz' translation contains some misprints. nj5p.Rn k5 should be 
vocalized with a hatef-pattah under the kaf, not k5 as shown.
In note 9, Jer. 31:8 should read Is. 31:18. For Arabic see Textus 
2, p„ 717.

■'"Lipschutz tested L against MiSael in the books of Gn., Ex., Is. 
and Ps. See BH3, p. XXX. Loewinger tested A against MiSael in Gn. 
26:3^—27:30, Dt. 28:17—3^:12, Jer. and Job. See Loewinger, Textus 1, 
pp. 6U-65. Goshen Gottstein tested all of MiSael's hillufim against 
A. See Lipschutz, Textus U, p. 7.

2This type
Notably Loewint
ty*i> as found in die
I was especially p]
agreed with my own. Loewinger, Textus 1, pp. 65—66.

3Kahle, Lipschutz and Perez claim that L  
of readings in Mikael's treatise in about h-6% of the   
Goshen-Gottstein claims that A deviates in only 2$ of the 
Lipschutz, Textus U, pp. 6-7.

^Ibid. , p. 19, n. 20.

^Lipschutz translates the eight g‘ 
rules and the five rules for the poet: 
Textus U, pp. 16-21.

^In some instances the 
identified from notes in ot 
these, see Ibid., p. 2-3, note 13.

Ibid., p. 15f.

^Ginsburg, pp. 250-252.

^Lipschutz, Textus U, p. 16. For Arabic see Lipschutz, Textus 2, 
p. A.
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For Arabic

*se, 
r in

18. For Arabic see Textus 2, p.

I saw no ga'-yah in

For Arabic see Textus 2, p.

pattah has been added, 
in l‘. ’ ’ ’

i either case.

preserves the same phenomenon, ? Ao. Whatever explanation 
this in one language must answer for the other as well.

^Lipschutz, Textus U, ]
Misael speaks specifically « 
^x*iEn , to which this applies. —x-------- --------
such cases. Bendayid has adopted that view, V’OIH 26, p.

;n and closed passages in A and L, 
’7. For the orthographic differences

^Ginsburg, pp. 268-269-

2®Lipschutz, Textus P- !8.

p. 18. For Arabic see Textus 2, p. *T. 
about four words only, 5xyiT’ ,nx*V ,hX*l>

He implies that this refers to all ------- z-

17- Again the printing here is faulty, 
under the A and a pattah under the *1.

It should be under the *1 making a hatef-
' &evah under the *1, the BN reading.

>inted with a hatef-pattah making it BA.

^On the differences between oper 
see Goshen-Gott stein, Textus 1, p. 2' 
see p. 28, especially note 31/

20Syriac 
is found for

21.402 ,(1955-7) 26 pnn "Mwi-nn iw-p -nn .x
22Ginsburg, p. 266. See also note 1.

Perez Castro is uncertain but thinks that in two of thes 
Ex. 23:30 and Nu. 22:6, a pattah has been added. Thus he saw 
both of these a BA reading in L. Upon checking the facsimile, I 
saw no trace of a pattah in either case. Thus a BN reading stands. 
I took this as a warning for caution before accepting the corrections 
which Perez says were made on L His findings must be checked against 
the fascimile. See Perez Castro, pp. 10, 16.

2^Lipschutz, Textus h, p.

2^Perez Castro claims that in three instances of this word he 
sees signs of an erased ga'-yah (Lv. 9:3, 23:19, Nu. 7:46). In Nu. 
7:16 he sees signs of an erased pattah under the Sin, viz. W. In 
Nu. 29:11, he sees that a ga'-yah has possibly been added but he is 
doubtful as to whether to call this BA or BN. I saw no ga'-yah in 
my check of L. See Perez, pp. 11-13.

25*VK©n in this form occurs in Nu. 21:35, Pt. 3:3, 28:55, Jos. 
8:22, 10:33. The last three of these survive in A.

1U ✓
Perez Castro discovered three examples (Nu. 18:10, 18:13, 

Dt. 15:20) in which a pattah was added altering the BN reading 
to a BA reading, pp. 16, 181

Kahle, BH^, p. XXX. (parenthetical inserts mine).

1 ^Ginsburg, pp. 26U-266.

-^Lipschutz, Textus b, p. 
The word IO EH AN shows a sevah 
The Sevah is~*out of place. 
pattah. Also the word shows a
The “1 should be poir ' ’ —\ " L
see Textus 2, p. A.
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For Arabic see Textus 2, pp. 1>->».

Cf. Lipschiitz, Textus 2, p.

■^Lipschiitz, Textus U, p. 20.

Note that D^Ainp should read 
2 p. 13 among the hillufim for the

For Arabic see Textus 2, p. 13 
)2 ‘y ,26 PYM ,1>1133

p. 20. 
ixtus

p. 20.
. 40i

^Note that here, BA follows the rules of more often than 
does BN. This contradicts Lipschiitz’ belief, in opposition to Kahle, 
that BA remained faithful to a received tradition while BN preferred 
a more systematic grammatical approach in his role as a masorete/ 
See Textus H, p. 7. Cf. Bendavid, 26, pp. 38U-U09.

■^Lipschiitz, Textus h, pp. 19-20.

31With gerlayimt Lv. 13:2U, Nu. 19:10, ISam. 13:21, 2Kgs. 9:37, 
Zeph. 2:6; with tel-Lsah-. Ex. b0:15, Lv. 25:6, Nu. 19:9, Is. 19:17; 
with azla> ve>te: Nu. 27:11, Is. 28:h, Jer. 7:33, Ez. 5:15-

32Perez Castro, p. 16.

33Lipschutz, Textus U, ;
(JyLllufim for Joshua). Cf.

^Lipschiitz, Textus U, 
0>t»3nsn. For Arabic see Texi 
book of Joshua.



CHAPTER THREE: HUC MS. 958

The Hebrew Union College library owns a large and very fine collection

of manuscripts from the Jewish community of K'aifeng Fu in the Chinese

province of Honan. This collection includes liturgical texts, biblical

texts and community documents. The liturgical and biblical texts in par­

ticular have yet to be studied.

Dr. David Weisberg brought these texts to my attention, and through

The manuscript in question is part of a series of section books of the

para&ah according to the

annual system of reading the Pentateuch. These manuscripts are fully

vocalized and outwardly seem to be accentuated according to the Tiberian

system of punctuation. There is, however, some indication that there are

non-Tiberian elements present in HUC MS. 958; this is what I hope to be

able to demonstrate in my analysis of the manuscript.

What possibilities might emerge from this analysis? At best we

could hope to find in these manuscripts a text which reflects a specific

tradition of one of the masoretic schools. Almost as significant would

be to uncloak what Aharon Dotan calls

Dotan claimsthe way their developers, the Tiberians, utilized them.

"1)that this resulted from:

A somewhat less dramatic,
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system." According to Dotan, this is a system found in many manuscripts 

in which the graphemes of the Tiberian system are used differently from

Hebrew Pentateuch, each book containing one

a "non-conventional Tiberian

from the Tiberian; 2) a

a tradition of pronunciation which differs

his encouragement this study on one of them, HUC MS. 958, was initiated.

different method of notation and different rules 

for the use of some of the Tiberian signs.



tradition, a textus receptuSj but one which substantiates the readings of

one of those mixed manuscripts.

less or ignorant scribe,

script which was itself corrupt.

has shown that the

K'aifeng section books of the Pentateuch do not reflect any pure tradition

of any masoretic school, nor does it seem to be a simple textus receptus.

Rather it is a combination of the second and fourth possibilites: It

represents a non-conventional Tiberian text, as defined above, but is

diluted by a compounding tradition of scribal errors. It is the intention

here to separate obvious errors from legitimate variants and to classify

and analyze these. But first we will describe the manuscript rather

thoroughly and discuss the phenomena that appear there.

In fact they are 6% inches square.

They are made of thick paper, 1j°, composed of many thin sheets pressed

together when damp. The sheets areEach sheet is lined by a stylus.

■written

The letters, written in attractive and well-formed squareof nine lines.

manuscripts. The last page

nn» ynim. The scribe filled lines by enlongatingname of the paraSah,

William C. White wrongly described the section books of HUC MS. 958 

as having pages 7 by 7% inches.2

Hebrew characters, hang from the lines in the manner typical of Hebrew 

is left blank while the first bears only the

76
but still important, result would be to find yet another mixed Tiberian

the letters

In one instance in this parabah the scribe finished a line with the

on both sides with two columns per page; and each column consists

or a scribe who faithfully copied from a manu-

The least desirable findings would show 

that these manuscripts are basically corrupt, perhaps the work of a care-

The study of HUC MS. 958, nuns



These he dotted and then

repeated the word and vocalized it

Saul Lieberman in Hellenism in Jewish Palestine brings evidence showing

Dots are used for the same purpose in codicies.

This evidence indicates that the dots in HUC 958 were not used as a

He misjudged the number of

letters he could fit into the line before the justified margin. To con­

firm this I surveyed two other section books from K'aifeng. I found a

word which the scribe began to write when he realized that he had

skipped a word. He dotted the letters he had already written and con­

tinued with the word that he left out (Ex. 7:10 hix luno).

The section book consists of 31 pages in modern bindings. There are

stylus in the form of an x at every sof pasuq and etnah. This may indi­

cate a lack of knowledge of those who used the codex for reading scripture

Someone who knew the significance of those dis­

junctive signs would not have needed the markings.

One wrote the consonan-Three hands are evident in the manuscript.

tai text in black letters, a second wrote most of the vowel points and

accents in a dark grey ink and the third added accents that the second

The fact that the second hand waslight brown ink.

a great deal more careful about the vocalization than the accentuation

unfamiliar with their function or less con-

not chanted in

it also omits many of them.

that dotted letters in the scrolls of the law indicate mistakes and 
deletions from the text.^

77 
first three letters of a four letter word.

shows that he probably was

on the next line (Ex. 19:16 n>n3/’fl5).

hand had missed in a

filler, but to correct the scribe's error.

public reading. This is verified by the third hand.
in many of the accents omitted by the second hand, mostly pa&ta and

or checking the reader.

no water marks but some of the section books have markings made by a
U

cerned with them, perhaps because the scriptures were
Although it fills



has a custos giving the first word of the next sheet in small letters
on the lower left hand Beside these there is a marginal correctioncorner.

by the second hand of Ex. 19:22. Only the letter 3 is written in the
margin referring to a mistake in the word yis. Later the third hand made
the correction to a 3 in the text itself.

Both call the

reader’s attention to the presence of a pesiq in the text (see plate 30).

of the instances of pesiq normally

found in the rabbinic Bible as well as in B19a. One of the cases that does

occur separates ^ynn/tnntw in order to insure the pronunciation of the

» beginning the word Yet the instance of pesiq which does not

occur involves the identical situation between the words nnnn 0’03.

In these marginal notes we have the first indication that this manu-

Aharon

are not conventional Tiberian manuscripts, and03

the margin to distinguish between a legaxmeh and

There is, however, an example in thisexactly what occurs here.

531.indicate that sign, ’IpT

Perhaps the traditionsaid that the above mentioned p&siq was omitted here.

by the K’aifeng scribe doubly insured the confusion of these two signs. 

non-Tiberian system in Tiberian guise, it cannot be

script does not represent
Dotan, in his excellent article "Masorah" in the Encyclopaedia Judaica,$

Each page is numbered
in Hebrew letters at the top inside margin and every b side of each sheet
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The manuscript contains some marginal notes.

parasah of a munalj. legarmeh in Ex. 18:12, where a dot is used to

• 531. It seems that the system used

Since this might be a

a pesiq. This is

a conventional Tiberian system.

are written in

Interesting here is the absence of one

There are two marginal masoretic notes in Ex. 20:3.

points out that in some manuscripts which use Tiberian graphemes but



from which this manuscript grew had

, which occurs at the end.

a mistake which highlights what occurs so often in masoretic notes.

Although the number of verses should be 72, a count toals only 70. The

Uzziel in kitab

and in

than HUC MS. 958. BH3 shows it while Aaron Dotan

with BH3.10 It is quite evident that scribes have not counted verses

for many years but persist in recording the number of verses transmitted

to them. Admittedly, there are many known ways to divide the verses of
the Ten Commandments, but none of these adds up to 72. H

Between Ex. 19:25 and 20:1,

by the first hand and dotted. It is situated approximately in the middle

of the horizontal line and in the line between the end of chapter 19 and

the beginning of chapter 20. A similar phenomenon occurs between

written by the first hand and

dotted. An ingenious solutionIt is situated in the same way as the vav.

proposed by Dr. Michael Klein in seeking to understand the functionwas

It occurs where a parasah setwnah would begin. To be sure,of the vav.

the first letter of the first word of the next parasah begins with a vav,

dotted scribal error like the

the scribe began the next parasahtwo mentioned above. asIn this case

setumah and immediately realized that it should be written as petuhah. He

dotted the letter that he had already written and started again on the

B19a does not agree with the number 72 any more 

verses®

There are no other marginal masoretic notes other than the indica­

tion of the number of verses in the parasah^ Sy

number 72 is also given as the total by MiSael b. 

alkilafi and in B19a.T

as having 78

This can then be explained as a

79
no pesiq in that spot.

a para&ah petuhahi a large vav is written

Ex- 20:7 and 20:8 where a large bet was

Here there is a curious contradiction with the actual number of verses,

indicates that Bl9a has 7^ verses.9 The Bible of Letteris agrees
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next line.

in isolation, Dr. Klein's solution would

correct by all and in fact perhaps it is the correct

explanation of this vav. It remains the best solution as long as no

others can be offered; but it is not an elegant answer.

This explanation does not fit the bet in the second instance. A solu­

tion which properly fits both instances would be preferable.

HUC MS. 958 displays one last phenomenon which may yet prove to be

masoretic note marking the sedarim of the so-called triennial

system of reading the Pentateuch, or perhaps some other masoretic device.

marking sof pasuq, e.g. ? . These occur at the end of Ex. 18:11; 19:1*;

19:25; and 20:18 (20:26 according to BH^). Jacob Mann (The Bible as Read

and Preached in The Old Synagogue) and C. D. Ginsburg (Introduction to

the Masoretico-Critical Edition of the Hebrew Bible) list no variants of

the division of sedarim which correspond exactly to these marks in

HUC MS. 958.

The main problem lies inpond; and Ex. 19: H-5 is only one verse off.

the fact that I could find no tradition which recorded more than two

four. There

or so, but more research will have to be done in this area in the future.

correlation between these marks and several of the

Totraditional places for calling congregants up to the Torah.

would have to be envisioned.

sedarim3 this will also have to await further study.

sedarim for this para&ah., while the section book records

are traditions which have a good deal more sedarim than the normal 151*

either a

establish a link, a ritual in which only four people were called up

As with the tenuous connection with the

If this phenomenon were

indeed be seen as

The last example, between Ex. 20:18 and 21:1, does corres-

There is some

There are verses which carry a small hollow circle over their two dots



that it might prove fruitful to compare the peculiarities of the section

books with the extant K'aifeng Torah scrolls and with early Pentateuchs

emanating from non-Chinese sources. That is precisely what I have done.

A comparison with the Torah scrolls must focus on consonantal differences

Time

scrolls, but I would like to point out the differences between HUC MS. 958

B19a and JBH.

The K'aifeng section book shows a very careful transmission of the

consonantal text of the masoretic Bible. There are no major differences

of plene and defective spelling.

HUC 958JBHB19a

“ID®*130Ex. 19:16

“ID®.1id onEx. 19:19

Strangely enough, in both these instances, HUC 958 is closer to JBH than

to B19a. The number of differences that can occur in this area, even

between two so-called reliable manuscripts, is staggering.13 This cer­

tainly attests to the careful work of the first hand and gives a certain

amount of credibility to the entire manuscript.

The results presented in the chart of openthe open and closed passages.

arranged according to the verseand closed sections

order in B19a.

and on the occurrence of para&iyyot petul}ot and para&iyyot setwnot. 

limitations prevented me from making a consonantal comparison with the
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Michael Pollak, in his study of the K'aifeng Torah scrolls, suggests

!D(D® 5pl
erased VaV

I did make a comparison of three Chinese Torah scrolls with B19a, 
tiqun sofrim concerningMaimonides, and a modern Torah photographed in a

on plate I1!, are

!Dl®n
Dotan and BH^ list 
both of the above 
defectively

and only two minor ones



Maimonides put it, "utter

confusion." Not one of these manuscripts matches another. The section

book is certainly much closer to Maimonides than to the Chinese scrolls.

In the case of Ex. 20:17b, HUC 958 is the only one that matches the un­

break at all (see plate 1U).

Two of the differences between HUC 958 and all of the other manuscripts

It displays them

on the page in a wholly different manner from either the Chinese scrolls

or the tiqun (see plates 31 and 32). The Chinese scrolls and modern

western scrolls list all the short commandments as closed passages but

modern western scrolls place two closed passages per line while the

Chinese scrolls place only one per line.11* The K'aifeng section book

alternates the short commandments as open and closed, thereby writing

each commandment as a whole and not dividing them among lines. This

seems to have been important to the tradition from which this scribe copied.
That he did not divide the last commandment with a closed passage is

is his insistence that each commandment constituteno coincidence, nor

This latter point willone verse with no internal verse divisions.

be discussed later.

The other two differences with Maimonides occur in a switch from closed

to open passages in Ex. 20:1 and 20:2, the first commandment and its

introduction. This, again, was apparently
This tradition obviously wanted no skimping on thesecommandments.

central doctrines.

There are no

censored version of Maimonides, marking no

an effort to emphasize these

are part of its unique layout of the Ten Commandments.

artistic renderings but some of the section books con­

tain a page in the front to which is adhered a piece of intricately woven

82The open and closed passages are, as



Many of

not. The colophons,

written in Hebrew and Judaeo-Persian, describe the person who commissioned

each section book to be written using the word hlJ, and the scribe or

scribes. Additional information is sometimes supplied, but as these do

Only the date,

which occurs in those section books with colophons is important. Dates

are given according to day, Hebrew month and Seleucid year. They span

This corresponds

Our MS, then, is dated in the first half of the l?th

century.

William C. White tells us that the section books were known as the

Square Scriptures {Fang Ching) .^5 He goes on to say that there are

thirty-three section books of the law, each containing one paraSah.

Eight of these are duplicates. Donald D. Leslie claims that there are

**
have described the manuscript in some detail we can

dwell

In this area theall are the heart of the masoretic text of the Bible.

Neither the scribedescribing the various hands present in the manuscript:

ParaSat bere3 Sit, for example, is dated fehet 25, 1932. 

to 1619-20 C.E.

indications that there were once several complete copies of section books 

for all fifty-three paraSiyyot.

Now that we

on the specifics of vocalization and accentuation, for these after
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silk fabric, on top of which is written the name of the paraSah. 

them have colophons although vayyiSma1 yitro does

main criticisms of HUC MS. 958 must be made; and in this area our manu­

script can make the greatest contribution.

Beside the general observations that were made previously about 

the vocalization and accentuation, we can make one general statement when

a range of years in the third decade of the nineteenth Seleucid millennium.

not occur in our MS. 958 they will not be discussed.
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In order to facilitate the analysis of the differences in the vocali-

The number of mistakes and omissions that were made by the second
It was not the

manuscript and lastly by differences which most likely show real variants 

in tradition which go back beyond the settlement of the Jews in China.

I refer the reader to the vowel charts on plates 15 and 16.

manner, to the point that there is no real distinction between 

darga3 and merka3 (see plates IT and 18). 

Ex. 18:9,

8U

of the second hand nor the scribe of the. third hand make a distinction 

between the

zation and accentuation between HUC MS. 958, B19a and Jacob ben Hayyim's 

Bible (JBH), I have categorized those differences. First I will list the 

obvious mistakes, followed by the various peculiarities of the K'aifeng

Typical examples of this are 

*r>n ‘i©Rmerfo2-’ tippeha3 merka3 silluq; Ex. 19:6, 

merka3 (darga3ga yah tPbir\ and Ex. 20:3, -tns-HK Kun r5 

On one orT>n5R merka3 (darga3?) i^bir ga yah merka3 tippeha3.

two rare occasions the sign preceding the tebir is clearly a curved 

darga3 as in Ex. 20:2 1BX. There are some occasions where the

signs are slanted in the other direction indicating what would appear to

ways that they write merka3 , siting, tippeha3 or ga’-yah.

Furthermore, the second hand forms the accent darga3 in el most, the iden­

tical

a qames or a pattah into a Begot as

18: llj We must conclude on this basis that the pointer knew very

be a normal merka3 tippeha3 . As often as not, however, the tippeha3 is 

the accent which is slanted down to the left rather than merka3 .

hand and left uncorrected by the third hand is large.

case that mistakes were not being searched out, for there are a number of 

corrections such as were described above and such as the correction of

in the example of Ex. 18:6 h’Jh and



There would

be no explanation otherwise for such blunders

Hebrew pronunciation. Were this true, there would not be a confusion of

sere and segol (see plate 15). This type of

confusion is typical of the Arabic speaker. The Chinese Jews did not have

Arabic origins but perhaps they also pronounced those two sounds alike,

or received their tradition from a community that did. It is clear that

their speech did influence their spelling of words a great deal, even in

scripture. Many Chinese documents in Hebrew, including their Torah

Scrolls, reflect the typical Chinese-Japanese confusion between the sounds

of I and Michael Pollak in his study of the Torah Scrolls of K'aifeng

points out that all of the Chinese scrolls read rtfh Finn for Dt. 32:25

17rather than the expected reading h'in 50011 yinn.- That this mistake due

to pronunciation occurs in all the extant Torah Scrolls indicates that

once it had been made it

The same type of changes undoubtedly effected the general confusion

between and sego'L whichuis. fdund'thrbughoutethe section book.sere

We can assume that many of those changes occurred for. the first time

In fact, it is quite possiblenot in this manuscript but long before.

that these changes represent fairly old traditions deviating from

the Tiberian schools.

He further states explicitly that the lack of distinctionsystems.

The occurrence

between qames and pattah and between sere and segol typify this type of 

tradition.18 The occurrence of this phenomenon, then, makes the evidence

Recall that Dotan gave differences in pronunciation as one of the 

two reasons for the appearance of non-conventional Tiberian pointing
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little about Hebrew grammar or even standard pronunciation.

as-rVriK/m and ..n^-nayn.

like-sounding vowels such as

was likely to remain a permanent change.

Yet we cannot assume that the scribe was completely ignorant of
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compelling.

I placed, the example of in this category of confused signs

rather than the category of mistakes, even though there was only one

such example, because of the close association of this type of change

with the non-conventional Tiberian systems. ’ I must stress, however,

that the argument for HUC 958 reflecting a non-conventional Tiberian

system stands firm even if this change of vowels is viewed as a simple

confusion of games and

segal based on the following observations:

Ex. 18:6

Ex. 18:1U

tnn5xnEx. 18:19

...15 nwynnwynEx. 20:2

The confusion of these This wouldtwo signs does not seem probable to me.

Hebrew pronunciation in which sere^segol and games all

Nor are there any other examplessound alike, which is highly unlikely.

More probablyof confusion between segol and games from other traditions.

these are scribal errors.

In one

mistakenly copied into the text.case, Ex. 19:21

The mistakesloyally copied them into the text.function. Rather he

tnn5x?i

standard reading HUC MS. 958
these examples 
are corrected 
to read segol.

A case could be made that there was a

Wirv-lSj a hataf was

It seems rather obvious that the scribe did not understand their

necessitate a

scribal error.

pointing toward the non-conventional nature of HUC MS. 958 even more

Hatafim are often ignored but generally copied correctly.



This cannot be proved by the evidence at hand,

Here, the scribe of this section book seems to have

It is true that he did

Nevertheless, it is unlikely that this is a coin­cases.

cidence. I believe the argument that the K'aifeng scribe was loyal to

his received tradition has some validity.

many non-conventional Tiberian manuscripts. These forms do not occur

here. Dotan, however, notes that none of these changes are made consis­
tently in all manuscripts.^9

Only one substantive change occurs.

here: the absence of a maqqaf takes these words out of the construct.

slightly different tradition is recorded here.

**
There can be no doubt that the Jews of K'aifeng Fu either chanted

the Law with the most simple system imaginable, or they did not chant

If, indeed, they didit at all but read from the scrolls of the Law.

were

some tonal indication.

chant the Law, they probably did so in a monotone or improvisation.

regularly observed in public reading by

been aware that the first syllable, bearing a pa.ttah, needed to be 

closed by another consonant.

but a hint that this was the case can be seen in the example of 

Ex. 18:21 tmyjan.
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concerning hatafim were more likely made at an earlier step in the

Knowing that the dageS forte serves 

this function, he inserted one into the mem.

Thus a

Dotan mentions some characteristic patterns for hatafim which occur in

transmission process.

In Ex. 19:2Uti-1^ becomes

this only in this case when he could have inserted a dages in several 

other similar

Only the etnah and sof pasuq

This is apparent from two criteria found in the

A simple change of the vowels sere and segol is not the case



section books.

criterion is the great number of words to which the scribe did not assign

accents.

I

one small dot it can easily be overlooked.

There are five obvious and unexplainable mistakes and three in­

stances where the scribe demonstrated that he did not understand the

qadrna3 into

There are ten examples where

If the latter is

In

my opinion the former
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The first is the markings and crosses of the reader

was meant to indicate a darga3as opposed to

Ex. 20:18, the straight line which should be a darga3 is followed in
Either the line of the second

word is simply missing
have here exactly what it looks like, merka3 tippeha .

in fact the case, then this example represents a differing tradition, 

circumstance is the more likely one.

a qadrna? . In the third case he turned a

the next word by another straight line.

a dot which would indicate it as a tPbir, or we

the sign before the tebir appears as a straight line. Three of those ten 

have a very slight curve in them but it is doubtful that this slight curve

a merka3 . In one case,

Nine such words appear in this paraSah alone, and this even 

after a second hand filled in many of the gaps; Note that none of the

difference between qadma3 and paSta3 (see plates 16 and 1?). Either he 

or the scribe from whom he copied advanced the pasta3 to fall on the accent, 

thereby making it look like

which were discussed above in the general description of the section books.

These seem to appear only at the main breaks in the text. The second

a pasta3 by adding a second mark over the final letter.

The confusion between a darga3 and a merka3 before a t&bir was 

already mentioned (see plates 17 and 18).

unaccented words would normally carry an etnah (see plate 17). There is 

a variety of missing signs, both conjunctive and disjunctive. The only 

sign which is missing more often than the others is the r^V^a, probably 

because as



Manuscripts is also described by Dotan. Yet the situation here is not

identical with the one he mentions.

among all the other accents, has a differing form in HUC MS. 958 could

hardly be an accident. But more study must be done here before labelling

this an indication of a divergent tradition.

C. D. Ginsburg's edition of theagrees with B19a in all three cases.

Hebrew Bible with variants from many manuscripts is particularly helpful

In the first case of Ex. 18:5 he listswhen analyzing such differences.

He lists zaqef

after looking at his edition.

paper to enter into

and B19a which

Finally, there are six examples of variant readings from JBH 

sound and must be understood as

manuscripts notate darga3 like a

are grammatically

Parabat_ yttro contains three examples of different sequences of 

accents concerning which B19a and JBH differ (see plates 18 and 19). 

None of these is major or unusual, but it is interesting that HUC MS. 958

89
The abnormal appearance of the darga3 in non-conventional Tiberian

a serious criticism of Ginsburg.

not only but qadma* zaqef and zaqef by itself.

gadol, the reading of Jacob ben Hayyim, as occurring in only a few cases.22

In the second case, Ex. 18:10, Ginsburg lists numerous MSS giving both 

readings.23 in the third case, Ex. 18:17, Ginsburg does not list any-

Dotan claims that these diverging 

bal&elet_ under the letter.21 That this,

thing other than merka3 tippeJia3 sof pasuq, despite the fact that ben 

Hayyim himself lists tippeha3 merka3 sof pasuq.In all three of the 

above examples, Ginsburg gives readings in his text which are contrary 

to ben Hayyim, underlining the basic problem with his work about which 

Kahle complained. It is difficult to believe that Ginsburg really took 

the ben Hayyim text of the Bible as the true exemplar of ben ASer

But it is not within the scope of this



Ginsburg lists only one

reading for all of these cases. In none of them does he list the variant

of HUC MS. 958 as an alternative.

Of all the various masoretic phenomena present in HUC MS. 958,

At first I believed that maqqafs are missing only when the words to which

they are attached fall at the end of a line. There are fourteen missing

maqqafs at the end of a line while-sixteen maqqafs do appear at the end

beginning of the line and

words at the end of the line. Overall the percentage of maqqafs missing

from the end of the line is much greater than the percentage of those

missing from the middle One hundred two maqqafs

Of those

This contrasts sharply with the distribution ofand 2 from chapter 20.

None are missing from

Thechapter 18, 7

Ireason for this uneven distribution of apparent mistakes.'.is unclear.

Were this due to the scribe's increasing fatigue, the same increase in

Nor does this argu-It does not.
at the end of the line.

non-
ment explain the decrease of maqqaf omissions

Let us return for a moment to Dotan' s explanation of the
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reflecting other tra.ditions (see plate 18).

appear in intermediary positions while only 15 are missing.

from chapter 18, k from chapter 19,

written by the second hand and some by the third (see plates 19-21).

or beginning of the line.

a decreasing number of missing maqqafs from

missing at the end of the line, 8 are

found an

missing maqqafs from intermediary positions.

are missing from chapter 19 and 8 from chapter 20.

increasing number of maqqafs missing from words in the middle or

other types of mistakes would occur.

conventional Tiberian system. He writes, "The omission of the maqqaf 

is more common than in the regular Tiberian manuscripts and apparently

of the line (see plate on maqqafs). As my study proceeded, however, I

none is less consistent than the use of the maqqaf. Some maqqafs were



At first glance

this statement would, seem to offer evidence that, on the basis of the

absence of many maqqafs in an apparently unsystematic way, HUC MS. 958

reflects this "non-conventional Tiberian system." But to probe the

matter further, what does Dotan mean when he says that "... in some

If he means that the use of the

maqqaf seems to be almost up to the discretion of the scribe, then the

disproportionate distribution of maqqafs in MS. 958 depending upon their

location on the line would indicate that indeed this is a non-conventional

Tiberian manuscript. If, however, he means that the use of the maqqaf

within one of these traditions is inconsistent, but that each scribe

attempts to follow the tradition from which he is copying, then no such

definite conclusion can be reached. I believe that the former is the case

and that the future study of this manuscript will reveal many more inter­

esting and important discoveries about these non-Tiberian systems.

The scribe erred only twice in his use of dages forte (see plate 21).

One of these errors, Ex. 18:21 D>ua(], was discussed in the analysis of

I Inificance.

The scribe of HUC MS. 958 omitted three-without any special

He also omitted four

This was part of the

double it. In four cases he
Two examples

scribe's general confusion about when to double the yod and when not to 

doubled it when he should not have.
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not necessarily because of oversights of the scribes."25

manuscripts, the non-conventional use of the Tiberian graphemes seems 

to be inconsistent, random, . .

significance attached to them (see plate 22). 

dega&im after a vav consecutive in the letter yod.

D>3bh . The second error is self-explanatory and carries no special sig-

Far more interesting is the treatment of dagei lene.
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are outright errors and contradict the rules for n3b"7AX There

the scribe assigned rafe to initial I13b"7>3 letters when the preceding

in .qNin .ny*in

Whether or not these four letters are'read in a soft or hard manner depends

on which tradition of accents is being read, the ll*5y or the llfthil.

In one case the accent of the preceding word, which ends in an open

syllable, is disjunctive.

In the other case, the preceding

word carries It is probable that

very late and does not reflect the original sound

of those letters in the traditions from which theiv5y andllUhll stem.

But that is of no concern here. The fact is that by the time the K'aifeng

The interesting twist comes when we realize thatestablished phenomenon.
in this manuscript, in

This alone is not surprising, for therewe find both

rule ofn">iK .

The scribe of K'aifeng could not have

double tradition in which one of the accents on

a conjunctive accent producing a rafe.

by Norzi, however, is surprising.

dreamed this up himself, and it is too much to believe it a coincidence.

section books appeared on the scene the dageb /.rafe combination was an

this type of change was

Surely this represents a

none of the four instances which Norzi gives us do

accentuation there are four words with both a dageb and a rafe:

5© 5b imn in^Ni .iiim bat inn yrmi

According to the rules of n">lK, this produces 

a dageb in that initial nsb"7>3 letter.

In the third case, the scribe gave an initial

, following a word ending in a vowel, both a dageb and a rafe

( nbx5n-55 nayn k5) . yedidya §eiomo of Norzi, in his well known commentary

, says that in the Ten Commandments with its two systems of

The appearance of this phenomenon on a word not listed

a dages and a rafe.-

is only one set of accents, not two, and all four words do follow the

word ended in a consonant.



In

JBH and B19a "both accents preceding it are conjunctive.

work of a good scribe who followed carefully either the unadulterated

text of one of the masoretes or even a mixed text. Rather, it supports

the contention that this is the work of a careless or ignorant scribe,

or the work of a scribe who carefully copied from a very corrupt manu­

script. We cannot know from what we have learned here which of these

two possibilities holds true for this codex. Some of the evidence points

It

seems an impossible task to separate the mistakes into levels and iden­

tify them with the scribe of this manuscript

he copied. If anything, the evidence thus far shows that we are dealing

with a long line of scribes, not just two, each of whom probably contri­

buted to the corruption of this text. Some among those scribes may have

and made occasional adjustments trying to justify

Nevertheless, despite these pitfalls,mistakes made by previous scribes.

many authentic variant traditions escaped the ignorance of these well

script, e.g. ,

22-26).

in relation to B19a.

d^yah compared with the abundance of ga'yot in JBH.

the K’aifeng section book is equally conservative in his use of ga'yot

It is well known that as time passed
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the preceding word was conjunctive and the other was disjunctive.

have gleaned from the use of the dega&im 

supports the contention that this manuscript does not represent the

HUC MS. 958 is characterized by

The scribe of B19a was very conservative in his use of the

But the scribe of

The information that we

or the scribe(s) from which

known some grammar

a scarcity of galyot (see plates

intended scribes and were preserved for us to discover in this manu-

to a scribe who knew some rules, e.g., Oilman . Other evidence points to 

the total ignorance of the scribe, e.g., and hUK .
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the frequency of gacyot_ in manuscripts increased. This was especially

true of major ga'-yot. It is no exaggeration to say that in the middle

"ga^-ydh craze" developed that kept increasing up to the presentages a

day.

This extreme scarcity surely shows that the

immune from the "gacyah craze."

over the years gaayot_ have actually been dropped from its text.

Of the thirteen gcfyot which theare recorded in B19a but not in JBH.

scribe of HUC found in both JBH and B19a

found in JBH but not in B19a.

the scarcity of gacyot_ does damage to the possibility thatWhether

this manuscript represents a non-conventional text is difficult to say.

Probably it does. On the other hand, it may be just as valid to say

that this strain of manuscripts resisted the urge to increase ga'-yot-

prevalent in the non—rnnvpnt.irinal Tiberian systems, as it is to say

I 'prevalent in the standard Tiberian system.

****

according to the annual cycle of reading Scripture.

Of the gacyot_ missing from HUC MS. 958, fifty-five are recorded 

in JBH but not in B19a; 20 are recorded in both JBH and B19a; and three

tradition from which HUC MS. 958 stems was

It either preserves the original occurrences of gacyot_ and no others, or

MS. 958 did include, nine are

In the entire section book of yitro, there are only thirteen 

ga'yot (see plate 26).

while two are

In commenting on the double accentuation system of the Ten Command 

ments, Yedidyah Selomoh of Norzi says that the upper or greater accentu­

ation was meant to be used for public reading on &ebucot while the lower 

or lesser accentuation was to be used for the normal Sabbath reading

He also quotes

that it resisted that urge

This overabundance of ga'yot, especially the major ones, was also 

characteristic of the non-conventional Tiberian manuscripts
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only explain the use of two sets of accents in Exodus, since the Deuter-

Neither of these traditional ex­

accents stems from two separate masoretic traditions.3®

Their point of departure was a difference over the

Specifically this concerned

tnnj) n*hn tniyn yiKn ibn and ’as 5? D’inK i5 n>n> x5

linked together, or were they separate?

together as the first commandment and understood them as having been

uttered

the first commandment and the second phrase was the

beginning of the second commandment wrote them separately as two distinct

verses as we find in HUC MS. 958. There remains

namely, those that felt 15 n>.1» k5

were uttered ihN llhlh .

according to their

still further. In one set

another opinion from DBOh IU11? claiming that in public, the upper accents 

must be read while in private the lower accents are to be read.^9 Cer-

Those who saw the two phrases

The two varying traditions were concerned with more than etnah as 

against a zaqef.

onomy version is not read on sebu(-ot.

planations satisfy scholars, most of whom feel that the double set of

a third possibility,

was the beginning of the second

the first phrase was

commandment, yet accepted that the first and entire second commandment

. They then proceeded to punctuate the text 

own view, making nine verses out of ten commandments.31

The argument over the verse division of the Ten Commandments goes 

of accents the first and fourth commandments

tainly the latter opinion commands more credence, for it applies to the 

Ten Commandments both in Exodus and in Deuteronomy. Norzi's notion could

inx 11h>il wrote them as a single verse. Those who felt that

are written as a single verse each while in the other set of accents they 

are divided into four verses each. Then one set of accents divides the

division of the commandments themselves

the first and second commandments. Were the two phrases fllhi



This tradition of reading the Ten Commandments

attempted to maintain the integrity of each commandment as a single verse.

HUC 958 must he considered valuable evidence supporting such a division.

Neither Norzi, Ginsburg, the Koren Bible nor Dotan divide the upper from

the lower accents assigning the upper, ten verses for ten commandments.

Unlike most masoretic texts, HUC MS. 958 has only one set of accents.

This allows a comparison with the two standard sets of accents which

it

It is even possible

that this single set of accents is not

bearing the double set but represents

set of accents.

Unfortunately, the text cannot help us to learn more about the two
combination of the two sets ofsets of accents.

accents.

Plates 27-29). The reduction

might yield valuable information on the upper and lower sets of accents.

If HUC 958 were found to preserve a relatively systematic set of accents,

I was pleased to learn that the thorough study of M. B. Cohen and D. B.

Freedman agrees with the verse division of HUC 958 in the

They are a mixture of the upper

of the two sets of accents into one was

signs. The K'aifeng document contains a completely unsystematic set of 

and lower sets of accents (see

or upper accents (and verse divisions -

; a recension from some manuscript 

a continued tradition of a single

see plates 27-29).

might help clarify which verse divisions and which accent hemistiches 

belong to the upper accents and which to the lower.
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short sixth through ninth commandments, k5 33>n n5 t|K0Jl k5 Win r5

IpW ly nyih njyninto separate verses while the other set of accents 

combines all four commandments into one verse.

In fact, the text is a

The Chinese section books are designed as an aid in public reading.

I believe that reflecting their function, the verse division of HUC 958 

is the one known to us as the



done in the most unknowledgeable The various hemistiches are

broken, half from the upper and half from the lower accents. The result

which

Four are scribal errors: 20:2 Hann Should have

This provides us with a good example of the way in which the

two systems of accentuation are mixed. According to the accent which

precedes this one,

word. We would then expect , however, is one of the words

Here, nnJin is pointed

copied

This change most likely

Itreflects the

will be interesting if the study of other such manuscripts reveals the

same frequent change.

slavishly copied both the genuine and corrupt scribal traditions 

he saw before him.

is an impossible combination of accents, even by the most non-conventional 

system imaginable, e.g.t paSta* geres
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way.

a second tippeha3 could not occur on this

or munah zaqef munah segol. This 
certainly gives credence to the notion that the scribe knew no ml es but

an etnah or

normally with a

a tippeha3 ,

a tipp^ha3 ,

pattah and could not be assigned the pausal accent etnah.

In verse 20 :U, iSywn

a ger&ayim into the text when he looked at the same phrase in the 

b part of the verse which properly takes a ger&ayim.

The kaf with

Verse 20:2 Dk5

zaqef. Verse 20:10a, ^5

qaton that occur throughout this manuscript.

non-conventional nature of this "Tiberian pointing.

There are some variants in HUC 958 which appear neither in B19a 

nor JBH.S1*

As 20:2 now stands there is no etnah at all. 

should have

Other variants represent a legitimate tradition.

dagesS and rafe in verse four was mentioned above. Verse 20:2 Y*ik5 tihnn 

a-nd 20 :U n^uiii til’l are typical changes between T^biSi and zaqef

an etnah. nhnn 

which is pointed in pausal form in the lower set of accents, nnnn , and 

pointed normally in the upper set of accents, nnhn.

no pa&ta* between a munah and a

innn Should be connected by merka? tippeha3 . The scribe erroneously



A far more interesting analysis can be made from a test of what

par aS at yitro. There he mentions that

made clear to him by analogy that this reading was corrupt, he

abrogated it and instead read it ?W> IK as did BA. In Ex. 20:2,

In the instance of the first case, HUC 958 points according to BA and BN

after he changed his opinion. In the second instance, what occurs in

which agrees with what BA and BN agreed upon yet presents another prob­

lem: is to have a ga'-yah, it must also be

There is no sign of a

of B19a.

presents no problem.
Dotan adds both the rnaqqaf and aappears in the manuscript of B19a.

merka* .
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Finally, the study of HUC MS. 958 cannot be complete without its

Mikael lists in his section on

there are no hiZZufim between the two great Masoretes in this paruSah-

Originally, however, there were two differences, but one or the other

r5, BA first equipped the first yud with a ga'yah, .

Later he abrogated that and. wrote it without the gaSyaht *1^ k5. 35

r5. If the word 
•) i Ji 

connected with the next word with a maqqaf.

maqqaf here. BH3 records faithfully what appears in B19a, including this 

flaw.36 But> Aharon Dotan in this case corrects and emends the reading

He separates the reading into the upper accents k5 37

and the lower accents:J]5 n»n»-N^.38 His upper reading is fine and

But his upper reading contains variations from what

comparison with the hiZZufim between ben AS er and ben Naftali as listed 

in kitah a.ZkfZaf HUC 958 contains only two such hiZZufim from Mi Gael's 

general rules: Ex. 18:9 reads according to BA. Ex. 19:16 reads

Dl’h which is both BA and BN.

Masorete changed his mind to conform to the other. In Ex. 19:13,

1R , bn provided the yud with a rafe. . When it was

various other manuscripts must be analyzed first. B19a gives a reading



JBH leaves out the ga*-yah

Simultaneously he made

merka* rather than

To complicate matters further, neither Letteris nor Ginsburg accurately

copy JBH. Letteris

remove

gaS-yah

Now let

merka* and a gacyah in the same way, this can be read two ways: munah

and Ben Naftali?

reading.

In Ex.

ities of the scribal, practices employed here. There is, at any rate, a 

fifty percent chance that the preserved reading is congruent to BA and 

BN.

a maqqaf without

maqqaf:

a maqqaf impossible by giving a munah and a

BN he • connected it with the next word by a
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on the first yud of (ViV and, like BA and

a munah and the ga'yah that BA and BN agreed upon.

In Ex. 18:9, HUG 958 preserves a purely BA

In Ex. 19:16, DViWl , and in Ex. 19:13, 1K> it

preserves a congruent BA and BN reading. In Ex. 20:2, it

is difficult to determine what the exact reading is due to the peculiar-

gatyah-tebir or munah merka* tebir.

What, then, can be said of HUC MS. 958 with regard to Ben Aser

^5/iPFP ? Because the scribe of HUC 958 often assumes 

writing one, especially at the end of a line, and because he makes a

on the first yud against the reading of BA and BN.

us examine what the scribe of HUC 958 has left for us:

They both try to improve on the mistake of JBH.

lists jfy ,39 Ginsburg lists y]5 They both

the maqqaf in favor of the merka3, and they both insert the
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problems for the private reading, just as in 
ig the four short commandments are connected in one 

This argument seems improbable. It does not take 
U..O.V —vli a division would place the first part 

of the Second Commandment together in one verse with the First 
Commandment while separating it from the rest of the Second Commandment. 
Their division of verses does not fit their theory, but it is
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32,

B. Cohen and D. B. Freedman, p. 17.

^JBH differs from Blia mainly in the D’nyo of the

108.

•y , inn ,T*3n

108 'y ,r i“o ,nnwA ,-T'Jn.

that the First Commandment 
and the Second Commandment

38Ibid. 1090 'y.

39.rj «y , T'ln

^°Ginsburg gives no variants

nonetheless the correct division of verses for private reading.
In order to accept this division of verses, it must be understood 

goes through ’W >y D’inR o>n>R *p >PiV Rt>, 
begins minn toi ^oo nayn rP

33M.

____
first line, e.g.3 D>iyn Finn T>nRXin lisx.

3^The entire passage concerning lin> 3013 from "p5t»R SRnp'J 
(ed. Lipschtltz, Textus, vol. 2, 3>-R> 'y) is worth quoting: yn0’l 013 
.(19:6) 5 >> nnn nnxi (18:1) r nn> ynuni RnPxDn ffrmo pno nn» 
;R’0 p5!>x in xm PPx jihrv Sy pysoi pinx rip’orib rxhri 
nimin xnoxsj (19:13) m» in RnniriR pnnP tna q!>nS» P Rn r^hri 
i’6a irPx xm ixh xn mu pmsy^x m!> non ixt? inn ix □>> nai 
dr^ t>pov po ix xip> ix nnr!>> >3i ni” Rip ins ni»> i>ia <up> noi’ 
Vin xn!>fl xn>oi> ninx t>ix >s ’>nsj p 1R31 pwi> b>i> inxi y>n>t>x >ayn 
ins (20:3) oijir D>n!>R n».i» Rt> »i5r^r .i'nP>R) my y>i l!n irod. 
^ir!>r tr^x t>ph> njxnr !nx >s nbbn nnm i®r pr irp R$’R pud!>!>r nin 
:i^-tv.i> x> xis iinoio 1^5 iy y5i mnR i5r >si <im> n’y>s

3^Biblia Hebraiea3, p.

37.93

’Norzi claims that the ll>!>y makes one verse out of Command­
ments 6,7,8 and 9, and that the )innn divides them into versicle units 
(Ibid.). Dotan takes the reverse position. Cf. p. 9*t and p. 1090.



SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bibles:

MS.

MS. Add. 283, Cambridf

Bibles: Printed Editions

• I90U ,The British and Foreign Bible Society , V^nyn

103

rim. Second Rabbinic Bible, 
s Book Room. Venice,

»mionn >9 by p>nn .opyoyi> >i^n n’xn »"y imy .n’linni tPK’u min
• I90U ,The British and Foreign Bible Society , V^nyn BlrtArt by

up'nn ■>£» by ^u>n o>p>nn .inn pnx *"y *n*iy .o’nnni D’X’22 min 
.“rnpp5 m rinaa nun p non p pnx nnionni b>nyun 
.1973 ,b>nx-t>n

MS. Bl9a, Leningrad Public Library. Facsimile edition with an intro­
duction by D. Loewinger. Jerusalem, llpn, 1971-

MS. Hunt. Add. B(Roll), Bodleian Libr«

ry, Cambridge. On microfilm 
K'aifeng Fu Torah scroll.

958, Hebrew Union College Library, Cincinnati. nn> ynim nuns. 
K’aifeng Fu section book.

MS. Add. 19,250, British Museum, London. On microfilm in the Hebrew 
Union College Library. K’aifeng Fu Torah scroll.

D^rnnoi Q’N’ZIJ min. Edited by Jacob ben Hayyii 
In the Hebrew Union College Library's Rare 
Daniel Bomberg, 152^-25-

Biblia Hebraica. Edited by Rud. Kittel, masoretic text edited by Paul 
Kahle. Third edition. Stuttgart, Wurtembergische Bibelanstalt, 1937-

mionn >3 by nu>n pmn .mum .1 .3 »"y my .min ’e/mn new 
f’Piny pno p nimni tnsiPn by buw didi p >yi 
.^"wn ,mpn ,tp5enn> .tnnn oion .bPw> mniAnni

Manuscripts, Facsimile Editions and Microfilms

iwtn inn i>5yw n3on Kin *w-p pnx rn npai non .naix din inn 
,n>pyn ntPbppiNn ,bPmn> .mni5n :iwxn p5n .b"nmn 
■ i"^n ,03>xn n>cnn

Hunt. Add. B(Roll), Bodleian Library, Oxford. On microfilm in the 
Hebrew Union College Library. K'aifeng Fu Torah scroll.

Add. 2«3, Cambridge University Library 
in the Hebrew Union College Library. I

. P-Wifliw m*r p Um pp mom nny .D’xnp'7 ]ipn 
New York, Ktav, 1969.



I 101*

Descriptions and Studies of Bible Manuscripts and Editions

Ben Zvi, Izhak.

= Breuer. Jerusalem,

Doti "Yiwx-p pnx ino ipn tnnKn" (ymn xxxiv).

Yeivin.

Yalon, Hanoch. "l!> nolo" (1DD JP1i7 XXX). Jerusalem, 195U-5-

Rabbinic Sources

. "The Authenticity of the Aleppo. Codex"'(Sextus I). 
Jerusalem, i960.

________ . "A Recovered Part of the Aleppo Codex" (Textus V}.
Jerusalem, 1966.

"The Codex of Ben Asher" (Textus l). Jerusalem, i960.

Mordechai, xnpnn 'jvi taipnn nouni xaix unx nra.

D’naiD TDDn. New York, Otzar Hasefarim, 1957- 

 . Translated into English. London, Soncino, 1936.

Maimonides, Rabbi Moses, min illWl. New York, Shulsinger Bros., 19^7.

ier, 
Mosad HaRav Kook, 1976.

;an, Aharon. ”Ow  
Jerusalem, 1965.

Loewinger, D. S. "?tnnyuil >pl*Tp*T IK MU-D1K inb" (introduction to 
Diqduqe Hatte amim, ed. Baer, Strack). Jerusalem, npn, 1970.

______________ . ?!The Aleppo Codex and the Ben Asher Tradition"
(Textus I). Jerusalem, i960.

Perez Castro, F. "Corregido y Correcto" (Sefarad XIV). Madrid, 1955-

Pollak, Michael. The Torah Scrolls of the Chinese Jews. Dallas, 
Bridwell Library, 1975-

, Christian David. Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical 
ton of the Hebrew Bible. London, The jjlnitarian Bible Society,

rin, Israel. 1’nyP mp’J illlY-mX 1ID. Jerusalem, Magnes Press, 
1968.

Lehman, 
(Mat

Ginsburg, 
Editic 
1897.

, Israel 0. "A Study of the Oldest Dated Oriental Bible Texts" 
isoretic Studies 1,-1972-3 proceedings of the International 

Organization for Masoretic Studies). Missoula, Montana, 197^.

Goshen-Gott st ein, M. H. "“WlOil p a>n UD" (f’nn XXXIII). 
Jerusalem, 1963-U.



105

Textual Studies in Masorah

Masorah Related Studies

and the Text oft he Old Testament.

of the

pilK ,H5R p
• inn pnx

Ahron ben Moscheh, und andere alte 
Hateamim. Edited by S. Baer and H.

5
|

Barr, James. Comparative Philology
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1968.

Levias, Caspar. "Masorah" {The Jewish Encyclopedia VIII). New York, 19^6.

David B. "The Dual Accentuation System

Lipschutz, Lazar. "Kitab al-Khilaf, the Book of the Hillufim" 
{Textus IV). Introduction to q!>5!>R ixno with an English 
translation of Misael's introduction. Jersalem, 196U.

pip

13 ’ar’o -non qon pp tnninn yinVi pnn7 pu’nn rmnn ibd 
.1961 ,n>5wp> .{Manuel du Lecteur, ed. D. Derenbourg, 1870)

grammatische Lehrstuke.
L. Strack. Photo-offset

1 o’lpnm mxpn t>y iny .n’nyun ’pnpi idd .nan p 
.i"pwn ,ippyn pu5t> n>mpRii ,d>5wp> .dpp nupu

Diaz Esteban, Fernando. "Notas sobre la Masora" {Sefarad XIV).
Translated into English by Jacqueline Kleinfeld. Madrid, 195^-

Yeivin, Israel. "Fragment of a Massoretic Treatise" {Textus I). 
Jerusalem, i960.

Safer JOklah We-3Oklah. Edited by Fernando Diaz Esteban. Madrid, 
Institute "Arias Montano," 1975-

> . (D’ne»yi nyiix ibd) "p num" . ...n nn5w ,ttp> ,piu
.1813 .,ipp5,i

Cohen, Miles B. and Freedman, David B. "The Dual Accemjuauxun < 
of the Ten Commandments" {Masoretic Studies I), the 1972-3 
proceedings of the International Organization for Masoretic 
Studies. Missoula, Montana, University of Montana Press, 1974.

Dotan, Aharon. "The Beginnings of Masoretic Vocal Notation" 
{Masoretic Studies I). 1972-3 proceedings of the I0MS. 
Missoula, University of Montana Press, 197*•

Revell, E. J. "The Oldest Accent List in the Diqduqe Hate amim" 
{Textus VIII). Jerusalem, 1973-

Ben Ascher,
Dikduke j 
edition. Jerusalem, llpn, 1970.

">>ri£n pi iiyK p pn5ynix ip p5r q5a!w irip" .5ru’d ,^R’iy p
.196 ;fTextus II) ypd>5 iry>5x HP piy

Masoretic Compendia 

pp tnipnm mxpn t>y



io6 

Manuscripts" (Vetus Testamentum I).

Fred N. "Masoretes and Rabbis: A Comparison of Biblical 
xretations." Rabbinc Thesis for Hebrew Union College, 
inati, 1973.

: A Study of the 
;ge for Hebrew and

Weisberg, 
(J ewit

_. "The Hebrew Ben Asher 
Leiden, E. J. Brill, 1951-

_ _______ . Book review: Paul'Kahle, The Cairo Geniza(The American
Oriental Society Journal LXIX). 1959-

Reiner,
Interpi
Cincinr

Studies on the Ben Aser Tradition

Bendavid, Abba. "? 1W-p lp5no tin (V’ZTin XXVI).
Jerusalem, 1957-1956.

Diaz Esteban, Fernando. "References to Ben Asher and Ben Naftali 
in the Massora Magna Written in the Margins of MS Leningrad 
B19a" (Textus VI). Jerusalem, 196 8.

Kahle, Paul. "The Ben Asher Text of the Hebrew Bible" (Donum 
Natalicum H. S. Nyberg Oblatum). Edited by Erik Gren. 
Uppsala, 195U.

Dotan, Aharon. "Masorah" (Encyclopaedia Judaica XVI). Jerusalem, 1972.

Gordis, Robert. The Biblical Text in the Making:
Kethib-Qere. Philadelphia, The Dropsie Collej 
Cognate Learning, 1937-

Kahle, Paul E. The Cairo Geniza. Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 1959.

    "Pre-Massoretic Hebrew" (Textus II). Jerusalem, 1962

Lieberman, Saul. Hellenism in Jewish Palestine. New York, The Jewish 
Theological Seminary of America, 1962.

Lyons, D. "The Collative Tiberian Masorah: A Preliminary Study" 
(Masoretic Studies I). The 1972-3 proceedings of the IOMS. 
Missoula, The University of Montana Press, 197^•

Orlinsky, Harry. "The Masoretic Text: A Critical Evaluation" 
Prolegomenon to: C. D. Ginsburg, Introduction to the Massoretico- 
Critieal Edition of the Hebrew Bible. 2nd edi.3 New York, Ktav, 1966.

> David. "The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books" 
'-sh Quarterly Review LVI-^-LVIl). Philadelphia, 1966-1967.

Wacholder, Ben Zion. Prolegomenon: Jacob Mann, The Bible as Read 
and Preached in the Old Synagogue. New York, Ktav, 1971.



107

Snaith, N. H. "The Ben Asher Text" (Textus II). Jerusalem, 196 2.

Studies on the Chinese Jews

ri

, editor. Studies of the Chinese Jews. Selections from 
Journals East and West. New York, Paragon, 1971.

J. L. "The Ben Asher Manuscripts" (Journal of Jewish Studies 
Cambridge, 1950.

, editor. Jews in Old China; Some Western Views. 
Paragon, 1971.

I

Kublin, Hyman, 
New York, ]

Leslie, Donald Daniel. The Survival of the Chinese Jews. Leiden, 
E. J. Brill, 1972.

:ompilation of matters 
Three volumes. Toronto,

Teicher, 
II).

White, William Charles. Chinese Jews. A c< 
relating to the Jews of K'aifeng Fu. C 
University of Toronto Press, 19^2.



PLATE 1

ben Naftali ] Aleppo CodexB19a

-DEW’ 13EW’Gn. 30:18 BA

U6:13

U9:1U

Ex. 1:3

Nu. 1:28

1:29

2:5

7:18

10:15

13:7

26:23

26:25

34:26

Jos. 19:17

19:23

21:6

21:28

Jud. 10:1

IKgs. 15:27

Ez. 48:25

48:26

48:33

ICh. 2:1

6:47

6:57

-dew’ [ .... ]
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
1 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
1 
[ 
1 
[ 
1 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[

Biblical
passages

BA 1DEW’

) ben ASer 
£) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (



PLATE 2

ben Naftali ] B19a Aleppo Codex

331/bp 13WEPICh. 7:1 BA BA

7:5

12:33

12:41

26:5

2Ch. 30:18

Gn. 35:23

Dt. 27:12

33BW’ 1BA33:18

Jud. 5:15

13PEP233 BW’ 1 BABAJos. 17:11 300^2

Jud. 5:15

IKgs. 4:17

33PBP21BA3DW’llJos. 17:10 3DB»^21

Nu. 1:8 33PEP 'J

nzw’1?BAJos. 19:17

ICh.27:18

Biblical 
passages

( ben ASer ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

■“T i

]BA

] *

'■ I 
weni ] BA

] ba

" I" ]



PLATE 3

Aleppo CodexB19a

i j'zdxhNu. 18:10 ij^oxn

i 3*73 xnDt. 12:18

12:22

12:2H

12:25

ntoxn15:20

15:22

inoxn BA28:39
inoxn BAIs. 31:8

BAEz. h:9

BAU:10

BAU:10

ni^oxnna*7oxn BAGn. 3:17I BAEz. U:12

U7?X’U^DX’ BN?Lv. 7:3

llfON’Nu. 18:13
U7?X’Dt. 12:15

12:22
UVOX’BA1170X’Ez. 7:15

Ecc. 6:2

i

■ben Naftali ]
_____________ [

] 
irtoxn [ BA

Biblical 
passages

[ BA
]
[ BN
]
[ BN
]
[ BA
]
[ BA

[ BN 
]
[ BN 
]
[ BN
1
[ BN
]
[ BA
1
[ BA 
]
[ BN 
]
[ BA 
]
[ BA 
]
[ BA 
]
[ BA
]
[
] 

ni73xn [

" [ BA
1
[ 
] 

U7?X’ [

( ben A§er ) 
T) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )



PLATE h

ben Naftali ] B19a Aleppo Codex

Lv. 6:11 na^pX’ iiaVaN’

6:19

i atotfaila'zaxai BABN

n’*73ixEcc. 5:10

Ex. 23:29 1 aP"lAN1 a KHAN

23:30

Nu. 22:6 imaml^lAKl

BA inPiA’iPs. 3U:1 injjpniapiA’1

Nu. 15:21t

29:5

29:16

29:19

29:25

Biblical 
passages

(
) o’Ty-i’ywi()()()()

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( ben A2er ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( 
2Kgs. 6:28 ) ( ) ( ) (

] 
1JB1AN [ BN

" [ BN
1
[
] 

13P1AN1 [ BN

[
1 

lilPlA’l [ BA

]
□’Ty-vyKH [ BA D’Ty-vyen

[BA
1

>. [ BA
]

i. [ BA
]

n [ BA "

na'7?N’ [ ba

" [ BA
]
[

[

[
]

ip’nix [ba & bn irtaiN



I

PLATE 5

Aleppo Codexben A§er B19a

BA D’Ty-n’yun’Ty-i’yi!/Lv. 9:3

23:19

Nu. 7:16

7:22

7:28

7:3U

7:U0

7:H6

7:52

7:58

7:6U

i 7:70

J 7:76

7:82 BH3 = BN

29:11
BA D’Ty-T’yWEz. U3:22

Nu.’ 21:35

Dt. 3:3
1‘7-n’wnBA

28:55
BA

Jos. 8:22
BA

10:33

) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) 
T ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Biblical 
passages

[ BA 17--PKPil
II [ BA 

] [ BA 
] [ BA 
] [ BA

ben Naftali ]
_________ [——]"

□’Ty-T’yw [
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
1
[ BA
]
[ BA
1
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
][ BA
][ ba] BH3 = BN
[ BA
] I
[ BA
]
[ BA
]



PLATE 6

ben Naftali ] B19a Aleppo Codex

Dt. U:.1O BA

5:26 BA

6:2H BA

BA10:12

1U:23 BA

BA17:19

BA28:58 BA

BABA31:13i
BAIKgs. 8:U3 BA

BA? uncertainJer. 32:39

fini’7 BAPs. 86:11 BA

BANeh. 1:11

BABAPs. 2:11 .IN-PI

BA MV?BAIs. 11:3 M-P2nxin

BABAPrv. 1U:26

BABA15:16

BABA23:17

BANeh. 5:9

BA nxinBA2Ch. 19:9I
BA WinBA W>’?Ps. 5:8 IBNin-|nxin

BA 111X1’1BA inxinPs. 119 :38 inxi’^ Win

Biblical 
passages

iim1^ [

[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 

nxin [

[ 
1 

nxin [

[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
1 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[

HNI^.1X1’-7

nxin

nxi^

( ben A§er )
T ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

5 ( ) ( )



PLATE 7

Aleppo Codexben A§er B19a

Gn. U6:2 BA

Ex. 18:9 BA

BA? erasureBADt. 33:10

,7N1P’,7Jos.lO:lU BABA

BABA23:1

BA2U:31 BA

BABAJud. 2:7

BABA10:9

BABA18:29

BABAISam. 7:1H

BABA30:25
BABA2Sam. 7:10

BA? uncertain

Vxhjp1? BABA

BA

*7N’»e>7,7BABAIs. 11:16
BABAU6:13
BABAJer. 2:31

BA31:8
BABAU9:l
BABAHos. 7:1
BABA1H:6
BABAICh. 16:17
BABA2Ch. 15:3

ben Naftali ]
_____________ [r

[
■ ]

[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[

Biblical 
passages s 

T ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( 
IKgs. 11:25 > 

2Kgs. 13:5 I 
1U:26 ) ( ) s ( ) s ( ) ( ) ( )

5 
I



PLATE 8

ben Naftali [ Aleppo CodexB19a

"7 KIP’*72Ch. 19:8 BA

BAPs. 73:1 BA

BA136:22 BA

147:19 BABA

Esr.4:3 BA

8:29 BA

BA10:2

torri■7X119’1Gn. 34:7 BA

BALv. 20:2

BA23:42

BANu. 1:3

BA32:13

BADt. 17:4
BA ^iw’iBA34:10
BABAJos. 7:15

BABA24:9
BABAJud. 2:14
BABA21:3
BABAISam. 7:10
BABA

BABA

BA

BA 'ZNIW’lBAIs. 8:18

I

*7KT»-»I7 ]

Biblical 
passages

] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
1 
[ 
] 
[ 

■7X119’1 ]

] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
]

I
I

) ben ASer (
T ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( 

’( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
2Sam. 24:15 (

IKgs. 11:25 ( ) 
2Kgs. 14:28 ( ) (

BA ^NIP’1?



PLATE 9

B19a Aleppo Codex"ben A§er

*7XU7n ■7N-IUP1 *7X1 17’3BA BA

BA

*7X117’3BABA

BABA

BABA

BA

■7X-IUP1BABA

BABA

BABA

BARu. 4:7 BA

BA4:14 BA

BA

*7X117’3BABA

BA

OX’Yl 03 ’’0’1

BA
ynto ’an

BAJud.
13*703 ’0’1BAIKs. 13*703 ’0’1

Est. 5:2

Go- 19:17 (DX’XiaS’’a’l

39:15 ( 

Dt. 2:16

13'703 ’0’1 

01X13 ’’0’1

you»3 ’0’1 

yot/3 ’’0’1

yneo ’0’1 

ini xi5 ’’0’1

ben Naftali ]
_____________ [r

*7X117’3 [
] 
[ 
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
] 
[
]

lyneo ’0’1

(inn-117X3 ’?i’i

)(Jos. 9:1

11:35( imxi3’’0’l 

)
15:29( l-1-’

( nixis^a’i

0X’Y103’’0’1 [ba

]
iyni73 ’0’1 [ba

\ L
100-117X3 ■ L—

Biblical ) 
passages (

Is. 14:1 ( 
) 

Jer. 29:23( ) 
Ez. 12:23 ( 

45:16 ( 
) 

Hos. 13:1 ( ) 
Mic. 5:1 ( ) 
Mai. 2:11 ( 

) 
Ps. 76:2 ( 

78:59 ( 
) ( ) (

Esr. 7:10 ( 
) 

ICh. 10:1 (

2Ch. 35:18( 
)

- r-\ iyot73 ’0’1

7?]’l [BA 100-117X3 ’0’1 
] 

yni73 ’0’1 [ba

iniK13*’0’l [BA 
]

13*703 ’5’1 [BA

01X13’’0’1 [BA



PLATE 10

BA and BN B19a Aleppo Codex

ynu5 ’0’1Jos. 5:1

Jos. 6:20

Jos. 8:2U mtop ’n’l

Jos. 8:25

Jos. 10:1

d"71ia »p’i
BA and BN

oma ’p’l

’0’1

o'? ua ’0’1
BA and BN

1’iiNxn ’0’1
BA and BN

i

nito? ’o’i
neither BA nor BN

ynto ’0’1
BA and BN

Biblical
passages

0’53JO-^D ’’0’1

BA and BN '

yneo’’0’i
BA and BN

D’i7D10-:i75’’0’1
BA and BN

ynw5’’0’i

BA and BN

opin-VnA ’on
BA and BN

( ) 
T ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

1’ONxn
BA and BN

nna-Vui ’0’i
BA and BN ’ 4

yneo’’0’1

BA and BN

oxna ’p’i 
neither BA nor BN

1’DKXn ’0’1
BA and BN

O^UA ’0’1
BA and BN

mm ’0’1
BA and BN J

ml7D3*’O’l
neither BA nor BN

D^UA ’0’1
BA and BN

( ) ( ) ( 
Jos. 10:20 ) ( ) 
Jos. 13:30 ( ) ( 
Jos. 15:18 ) ( ) 
Jos. 17:7 ( ) ( Jos. 17:9 )( ) Jos. 19:33 ( ) ( 
Jos. 19:33 ) ( )

]
[ 
T 

ynm ’0’1 [
J ] BA and BN,

[ . erased 0A1 in 3? 
]

ynm’’0’i [ yiw5'’0’i
] BA and BN 
[

ni^DD ’0’1 ] nito? ’5’1
J [ neither BA nor BN

( _q 1
) D’^DJO-^D ’0’1 [

] 
[

ynu)5’’0’i ]

ml735<‘’0’i [

] neither BA nor BN 
[

o'jiia ’0’1 ]
•• J [ 

1
0N132 ’0’1 C . u

! J 1 neither BA nor BN 
[

owan-^iiA ’0’1 ] 
: x [ 

] 
I’JiNxn ’0’1 [

[ 
Q^llA ’0’1 ] 

= J [ ]
1’OKYO ’0’1 [

[



PLATE 11

B19a Aleppo Codex

Nu. 27:11 nivtii

Is. 28:4 nn.’ni BA

nn’niJer. 7:33 BA

afraiEz. 5:15 BA

Aleppo Codex
an’ai”Ex. 40:15

an’a”Lv. 25:6

an’ai”Nu. 19:9

an’Hi”Is. 19:17

Lv. 13:24

Nu. 19:10

BA & BN

BA & BN
]

BA & BNZeph. 2:6

Biblical 
passages

afrai 

afi’fii 

afrai 

afrai

afi’ai 

afi’ai 

afrai 

afi’ai

an’ai

afrai

an’ai

afi’ai

afi’ai

afi’ai

ben Naftali ]
[

1
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
]

( ben ASer ) T ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) T ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ISam. 13:21 ) ( 
2Kgs. 9:37 ) ( )

Biblical 
passages

an’ai 

an’iii 

afi’ai 

afi’ai 

afrai

? erased gcfyah 

an’ai"” ba & bn an’ai”

]
BA and BN [_________ B19a

[ ba & bn an’ai”
]
[ ba & bn an’ai
]
[
]
[ BA & BN
]
[
]
[ BA & BN nn’iji

[ BA & BN an’iji

[ BA & bn afi’i}!

[ BA & BN an’iji

[ BA & BN afi’ai



PLATE 12

Aleppo CodexB19a

1U-U112-HEx. 33:11

Nu. 11:28

13:8

13:16

1U:6

1U:3O

1U:38

26 :65

27:18

32:12

32:28

3U:17

Dt. 1:38
111-11BA

31:23 erased PAI

BAunclear
32:hU

BAunclear
3U:9

BA111-11Jos. 1:1
BA

2:1
BA

2:23
BA

6:6
BA

1U:1
BA

17:U
BA

19:^9
BA

19:51

Biblical 
passage

( ben A§er 
) 
T ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ) ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

ben Naftali [
1

7
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA
[
] BA? 1U-11
[
]
[ ?
]
[ ?
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
]
[ BA
1
[ BA 
]
[ BA



PLATE 13

ben ASer B19a Aleppo Codex

Jos. 21:1 lia-u BA BAH3-P IH-P

2U:29 BA BA

Jud. 2:8 BABA

BABA

Neh. 8:17 BA

Jos. 6:22 BA□77ainn o’^Ainn

6:23 BA

lyiniy-r’1lyr iyrJer. Uh:28 BABA

BAEz. 5:13

BA28:22

BA30:25

BA3U:27

BA17:2U

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( ) ( ) ( )

ben Naftali 1

T 
[ 
]
I 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
]

Biblical ( 
passages ) c ) ( ) ( ) ( 

IKgs. 16:3U ) ( ) (

BA? possible 
added galyah

]
[
]
[ ? added

j Xt;.
[ ba iyi’i

[
]
[
] BA? possible
[ added ga'yah
] BH3 = iyi’,1

] ba iyip
[ bh3 = iyi;i

]
[ bn tp'u-inii
[ bn n^-Ainn



PLATE 1U

B19a

9 9 9 P9 P 9

9 9 P9 9 9 P

9 9P 9P P 9

P P9 P PPP

P PP P PPP

9 99 9 P99

PP P 9 9PP

P9 PP PPP

P P PP PPP

P9 P PPPP

P P PP PPP

PP PP PPP

PP P[P] PP?

999 9999

9P PP9 PP

Br. Museum 
scroll

Bodleian 
scrollBiblical ) 

passages ( ) 
Ex. 18:1 ( ) 

19:1 ( ) 
20:1 ( ) 
20:2 ( ) 
20:7 ( ) 
20:8 ( ) 
20:12( ) 
20:13( ) 
2O:1U( ) 
20:15( ) 
20:16( ) 

20:17a( ) 
20:17b( 

)altered ( 
20:18) (. 
20:22)

tiqun ]HUC 958]Cambridge 
sofrim[ [ scrollJ 1

[ 3 [
] ]
[ 3 [
1 ]
[ 3 [
] ][ 3 [
] ]
[ 3 I
] ][ 3 [
] ]
[ 3 [
] ]
[ 3 [
] ]
[ 0 [
] ][ 3 [] 1
[ P [
] ]
[ P [
] 1
[ ’ t' I
] 3 ]
[ [
] P ]



PLATE 15

Vowels - Mistakes and Obvious Omissions

HUC MS. 958JB19a

Ex. 18:6

tnirtNnD’n5xn18:19

18:19
nrr’ni□n^ni19:5

■pwtin-pnNxin20:2

ntfyi20:2

’□AX missing o’□AX20:2
j5 nt>yn x5ne»yn x520:2

51 TA51TA18:11

18:8
’2?18:16

n^nn5xn19:7
n?20:1

I?"20:2

T’20:3

)()

)()()()() ( )

Confusion of Pattah and Qames

[
]
[

Confusion of Sere and Segpl

[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[

[
Tinwxi

[ pausal form at the beginning
] of the phrase
[
]
[
]
[
]
[

[ §eva under sadi

[ nwyi
] there is a dot on both sides
[ of the V
]
[
]
[
]

Biblical ( 
passages )

) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )( ) ( ) ( ) (



PLATE 16

fjatafim

HUC MS. 958B19a

Ex. 18:U iTy’^K

D’n^NnD-’n‘7NH18:11

18:21 □ ’uinn

18:21 mwynw
tpmnn18:25 □ ’wnn

nnya19:9 ■,1^3

ip-ijv-13iDiny-iD19 = 21

Substantive Change

1-1*719:2U

Accents - Obvious Mistakes

iinN-DAniix-DA18:18

'inK’i18:6

■7’n18:25 '0

19:8

) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

)()
]
[
]

nwnn
mem

Yayn J 
rather than

[
] 
T
] 
[
]
[
]
[
] da.g_e& in

]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[

] Hlix-DA
[ accent and maqqaf

] paita

Biblical ( 
passages )

) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

confusion 
-of qadma* 
and pa&ta

-
. ____ on stress
[ not post-tonic

[ Yn
] paSta on stress
[ not post-tonic

] paita*
[ qadma



PLATE 17

Accents - Obvious Mistakes

HUC MS. 958B19a

'atm-'ix zarqa^wn-VxEx. 19:10

19:16 ixn pin

20:1

□yn-l73i20:11

pasta
18:6

iwn-'fN18:6

qnx nx18:8
XI’l18:1U
pai

18:16

19 = 2

nwn-^x19 = 9

n*72iAmiVnAiii19:12
innlain20:18

Change
x’xin-’ax’jin-18:1

onx19:6

aiPi19:8

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( ) ( )( ) ( ) ( )( ) ( ) ( )( )

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

inwxi 

nt/n-’zx

]
[T
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[

ixn pin

D’aain□’lain
^□yn-*7ai

Pai

D’i’ain

inwxi n0
Unaccentuated Words

]
[
]
[
]
[
] 
[
]
[
]
[ ya'-yah but

[ ne/n-'yx
] dot in sin acts as
[
]
[
]
[

Biblical ( 
passages )

from Darya* to merka3

] x’sin-’a
[ slight curve = darya3 1

[ DM

[
] slight curve = darya 1
[

□’T’Din
no accent



PLATE 18

Change from Parga* to Merka*

B19a HUC MS. 958

Ex. 19:11| 77’1 77’1

19:17 iwn

19 = 20 77’1

19:20

19 = 22

20:13

20:18

appears as merka* tippeha?

Real Variant Readings

linn nxip1?18:7

18:8

18:21

18:22

18:22

19:7

Variants between B19a and JBH

JBHB19a

7i7nn-*7x7371317-'ZX18:5

’3 
s

) 1773 OnXYU 7E»X

)()()()(

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
]

Biblical ( 
passages )

1XB»31

new X3’i

ilTil’

DAI 

ivnn

77’1

mm

DAI 

ii’iin

’?

nn5y nnen

I'zyn Vripni

()
T)(

18:10 )

1 NE/J1

iifcn K3’i

linn mnp1?

1773-Dnxyn 7^x 

on^y nnen

15yn Tnpiii

]
[________

“]

[
]
[
]
[ slight curve

[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
] dot missing from tPbir

nin’ 1^73

ne»n
: = darga3 ?

] 
[
T 
[ 
] 

illil’ 1173 [

( HUC MS. 958 _____ ) ~ r
737nn-l7N )( 

nin’ inn )



PLATE 19

Variants between B19a and JBH

HUC MS. 958B19a JBH

:riE>y nnx nt/x 
> < j

Maqqafim Missing at the End of the Line

HUC MS 958B19a

nyn jin

18:1U xin-nwx to

ai u X1?18:17

18:18 mn nyn da

18:20 ■pin nx

18:22 nyn nx

ma to18:22

ixnx to18:26

’jpn nx19:5 ’n’na-nx

nil nx19:8 ’nrr-nx

nin’ *7X19:9

nyn *7D

n’nun in20:15

nton xto20:18

Biblical ( 
passages ) ( )

Ex. 18:17 ( : awy nnx nyx

]
1 
] 
[ 

nyn-nx ]
[ 

xin-nwx-to ]
[ 

ain-x1? ]
[ 

mn nyn-da ]
[ 

.ITin-nx ]
[

□ya-nx ] 
[

lain-to ]

nix-to ]
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 

mn’-to ]
[ 

□yn-to ]
[ 

D’nt/n-in ] 
[ 

n ton-xto ] 
[

]
[~r
[
]
t

( )
T ) 

:nwy nnx ne»x (

(
______ l_()
18:13 ()()()()()()()()()()()

19:16 ()()()



PLATE 20

Maqqafim Present at the End of the Line

HUC MS. 958B19a

Ex. 18118
'pn-’mx‘Z’n-’DJX18:25

ny-toany-'ni18:26

^XltP-’Al19:1
D’H'fXn-'TXD’H'jXn-'jX19 = 3

rnxn-*7319:5
nwn-'ixnwn-'zx19:10

n-iyan•u-iyan19:13
m’-i xilT’-lN19:13
epx-dxEPX-DX19:13
tlXl-'lXE»X1 -l7X19:20

□na-^y□’ja-^y20:2
o’yai-^yD’yin-'jy20:2

□w-nx□u-nx20:3
nnx-irrnnx-nrr20:12

1 TP-'7 XI111 ■>-'7 XI20:12

in the Middle of the LineMaqqafi-m Missing
□Al-R-DA119 = 9

□yn ‘id ’ay1?□yn-1?! ’ly1?19:11
□yn nx□yn-nx19:1U

mn *7Xitun-'jx19:15

()()()( )

()
()()()()()()()()()()(.
()()()()()

] 
[ 
]
[
]
[ 
] 
[

Biblical
passages

] 
[ 
T 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
1 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[



PLATE 21

Maqqafim Missing in the Middle of the Line

B19a

hwp-Vk nm» ‘zxEx. 19:22

mn’-'zx mil’ 'zx19 = 23

nyn 'zxnyn-'zx19:25

20:h □’own nxD’nwn-nx

■73 nxi20 :U *73-nxi

n’zipn nxn’npn-nx20:11

□ 3’23 *7yD3’JD-I7y20:13

Voiyn *7X2O:1U ‘zDiyn-'zx

T’n'zy nx-pn'zy-nx20:17

-pn'zp nxi■pn'zB’-nxi20:17

’nun *7y’niTD-^y20:18

nyns vnnyno T’n

.D’wnnD’B/nn

D’nwa nwx20:2

20:U
accents

’n^

18:10 (

18:21 (

20:13 (

20:13 (

[ HUC MS. 958

T 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
1 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
]

n3x17n-l73 
both preceding e 
are conjunctive

Biblical ( 
passages )

C ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

D’nwi 1UX
n3Nl7n-l79

an

LPga&im - Obvious Mistakes

[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
]
[ _____
] this reflects 
[ earlier text with 
] dual-accentuation.
[ The preceding word 
] is not accentuated. 
[ Thus the variant 
] is an unknown 
[ disjunctive.
1 
[ 
]



PLATE 22

Mistaken Omissions of Dega&im

B19a HUC MS. 958

Ex. 18:7 l^-pW’l I'l-pO’l
ooyno ooyno

DflX

DageS after vav pattah

18:8 IDD’l 19D’ 1

’0’1 ’O’l

19:2 iyrj’1 iyp’1

19:2 1X1’ 1X1’

19:2 uo’i 130’

19:2 ]0’ 10’

20:1 117’ 117’

20:U 100717’1 1007j7’

Missing gacyot_

HUC MS. 958JBHB19a

^XIO’^l^XIO’^l‘iXIO’1?!18:1

X’YlO-’lX’Xlil-’p18:1

70X070X018:3 70X0

D01A□ 01A18:3

’O^X-’l18: it ’O^X-’l

D’o^xo-^in18:11 □’o^xo-^in

) ( 
18:13 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

) 
T ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[

nnx
no rafe indicated

□01A

’0*7X-’l

□ ’Ol7Xil-l7in

( 
T( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

[ 
T 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
1 
[ 
]

[
] 
T 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[

X’YlO-’l

Biblical ( 
passages ) ( ) ( ) 
18:20 ( ) 
20:15 ( ) (



PLATE 23

Missing Gacyot

HUC MS. 958JBHB19a

D’il'jX1?Ex. 18:12
□ 05-"7 3X518:12

inyniny ’ 118:13 iny’i

XI’-’3XI’18:15 X3’

il’il’-’D18:16
D’n'yxn

18:19
nxininxiai18:19

□’nl7xn-l7X□’n,7xn-'7x18:19
iwynniwynn18:20
nwy’limy’18:20

■j’n-’wax5’n-’W3X'j’n-’Bux18:21
1PDB/11179011U90118:22
I’^ynI’^yn18:22
1x031

18:22
nwynnwynnwyn

n’jD’in^’i

innnijnn

imn

inn
19:2

D’n'yxn
19:3

ipy’a?y’ipy719 = 3
xwxi

xwxi19 = H

1X031

X0X1

D’il*7Xn-,7X

□’n'yx^

nn'z-'ysxp

nnn

( ) 
T ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

inn

D’n'yxn

D’lfixn

Biblical ( 
passages ) 

) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
18:23 ( 
18:23 <
18:2U ( 
19:2 <

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

] 
[ T 
[ 

□’n^x1? ]

□ nl7-,73Xl7 ]

] 
[ 
] 
[ 

il’H’-’p 1
D’n'yxn 1 

nxiai ] 
[ 
] 
[ 

nwynn ] 

1W’ 3

] 
[ 
] 
[

T-yyn ]

1X031 ]

]

I 
lann ]

J 
,nr !

u’nVxn 1

] 
[ 
] 
[



PLATE 2U

Missing GaSyot

HUC MS. 958JBHB19a

NIKIN2N1Ex. 19:U N2N1

on”oi□n”Oi19:5
’5-1 ’op’iin19:6

iay’1ny’i19:8 1 ay’i

owyaowya19:8
’□IN’DON19:9
liyn1ayr19:9

nayaiiiyi19:9
1J’DN’1J’ON’19:9

O’O’n’R’19:13
i5y’

19:13
lion710’1

01002
01002

d’o5no

oanno
oaonp19=17

llX’O’l
19 = 17

o’noo2n’nnm19:17
710’1

710’1

’0’1
’0’1

u’o5no
d’o5no

iaay’
nay’19:19

’5-von 
erasure ‘

o’o5no

iirnn

nn”oi

Biblical ( 
passages )

]
[ 
T

[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
] 

n’n;? I 

i5y’ [

[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
]
[
] 
[ 
]

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( 
19:16 )

19:16 ) 
19:17 > 

) ( ) ( ) ( 
19:18 > 
19=19 J 
19 = 19 }( 

) (

()
T)()()()()(

"’7 J
’□IN )

p,n )

nn7 (’
I J’ON’ )

)(
i5y’ )

1 (
710’1 )

oaoM )" (
d’o5no )
oaono )

iay’0’1 )

0’0002 )

710’1 )

’0’1 )

d’o5no )
)



PLATE 25

Missing Gacyot

HUC MS. 958JBHB19a

1 ma’-19lD-)iV-1£)Ex. 19:21
□ ’JilDilD’anan19:22

’jDT’-N1?■7DT> -bt*7

n^y*?n*7y*7

illlN-’Dnnx-’a19:23
nniynnniyn19:23
IlilNllinxi

□ nnanitn anani
n’jy'yn^y1?

nnynnnyn20:11
pmn

20:11
mya1?

D’a'ixn□’ii’jxn

nayainayai20:13
n’nnnmn20:13

wniNunn20:13
iny’imy’ 1

q-» n*7xntnn'ixn

jiwyn
liwyn

’n’yxi■»a17Ni

iwynwyn
’■7-nwyn^-nwyn

] 
[ 
T 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[ 
] 
[

pmn

naya1?

Biblical ( 
passages ) 

) ( ) ( ) 
19.: 23 ( ) 
19:23 ( ) ( ) ( ) 
19:2U (

19:2U (

19:2U (

( ) ( ) 
20:13 (

20:13 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
20:lh ( ) 
2O:1U ( ) 
20:16 ( ) 
20:16 (

20:16 ( ) 
20:17 (

()
T) 

lDlil’-19 (

□’man (

5a v -xjz (

"■”? ;
nnx-n (1 ) 
nmyn (

llilNl ( 

nnnaai (

n'”? ;
nnyn (

pmn ( 

n ay a*7 ( 

u’n’iRn ( 

nayai (

ii’iin (

ixunn (

inyn ( 

n-»nl7Ra (

lie/yn (

’.17x1 (

wyn ( 

’"z-neiyn (



PLATE 26

Missing Gacyot

JBHB19a

nniiiEx. 20:17
l’n*7y20:17

1JXY■pxx1JXY20:17

I’npiaiI’niiai20:17
nnn-ift20:18

im lyiniiyinny20:19

Ga'yot Present in HUC 958
mnnnmnnn18:13

nin-nn■nin-iin-irrn-nn18:1U
nnn-nxnnn-nx18:27

19:2

19:6
IPID’l19:1U

IP illrrni19:16
mnnnnannn19:17
1P1H’1P1H’19:2U

mn’-np-nx20:3
inpip’i20:h,

20:17

n*7l7nni20:17

inunp’i
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