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PROLEGOMENON

It 1s a happy arrangement to reissue in one volume Elijah
(Elias) Levita’s Massoreth Ha-Massoreth and Jacob ben Chayyim
ibn Adoniyah’s Introduction to the Rabbinic Bible of 1525, though
whether Elijah Levita would have approved of such a conjunc-
tion is quite another matter. The two men were contemporaries,
with Elijah Levita probably the older by two or three years.
Both were devoted students of the text of the Hebrew Bible
and of the Masorah. Both were driven out of house and home
by persecution, both lost all that they had, and both ultimately
came to Venice where in 1516 Daniel Bomberg, a wealthy and
cultured Christan merchant from Antwerp, had set up his
celebrated printing press. Here the resemblance ends.

Jacob ben Chayyim’s family were from Spain, and the?y
emigrated from there in the expulsions of 1391 and 141?j or in
the great expulsion of 1492. The family settled in Tux?x's, but
were driven out from there through the military activities (?f
Cardinal Ximenes against the Moors of North Africa. This
was the Cardinal Ximenes who was responsible for the pre-
paration and the printing of the Complutensian Polyglot Bll?le
of 1514-17 at Alcala. From 1510 to 1517 Jacob ben Chayylm
wandered in poverty from one Italian city to another until he
came to Venice. There he found rest and peace and work;
he hoped it was for the rest of his life. '

Elijah Levita was a Jew of German descent, born in ‘Neu-
stadt near Nuremburg. He lived all his early years in an
atmosphere of persecution and massacre, although his otvlvln
family does not seem to have been involved pers.onally._ In he
end, however, doubtless because of increasing difficulties, the
family migrated to Italy when the boy Elijah was about fifteen

viI

SECTION VII. treats on the plene and defective of monosyllabic
words, being small words.

SECTION VIII. treats on the Massoretic marks, or words, which have
two or three quiescents, some being plene and some defective, or all
being plene or all defective. .. e

SecTION IX. treats on words which have a quiescent Aleph, either
expressed or not, and which are called ‘with audible Alephs,” or
‘without audible Alephs.’

SECTION X. treats on words, the final He of which is either plene or
defective, and are called Maphkin He, consisting of four kinds.

SECOND PART: .. ... .../ ... .
SECTION 1. Concerning Keri and Kethiv, divided into seven classes.
SECTION II. Concerning Kametz and Pattach. B
SECTION III. Concerning Dagesh, Raphe, Mapik, and Sheva.
SECTION 1V. Concerning Milel, Milra, and Pesakim. .

SECTION V. Concerning Registers, Groups, Resemblances, and Par-
allels. .

SECTION VI. Concerning Junctions, Severances, and Identical.
SECTION VII. Concerning the Presence or Absence of Prefixes or
Serviles. . ... ... .o
SECTION VIII. Concerning Conjectural Readings, Misleadings, and
Exchanges. . S
SEctioN IX. Concerning Letters, Words, Expressions, Short Letters,
Accents, Certainties, and Transpositions. .
SEcTioN X, Concerning Scripture, Book, Form, Connection, and
Verse. I e .

THIRD PART; OR, THE BROKEN TABLES _ .

Now Before I Finish to Speak, I Shall Compose A New Song

That You May Know How Many Times Each Letter Occurs in the Bible,
Read all the Words in this Poem. .. ..

Index 1. Massoretically Annotated Passages of Scripture Referred to

Index II Massoretic Lists Quoted Entire B

Index III. Massoretic Terms and Abbreviations Explained .. .. .

Index IV. Massoretic Lists Quoted in this Book, Which Are Also Found in
Ochla Ve-Ochla ... ... ...~~~ "

Index V. Topics and Names .. ...

163

. 166

170

- 173

. 180

180

.. 195
. 197
. 204

210

. 212

. 219

. 225

228

- 234

.. 244
. 267

- 269
- 279
. 298
. 302

. 303

304



IX

PROLEGOMENON

with an apostate, and for an apostate’s work to be welcomed
by a Jew, has always been quite another matter, as Ginsburg
found out much nearer our own time. Cardinal Ximenes was
glad of the assistance of learned Jews in the preparation and
publication of the Complutensian Polyglot. These were Alfonso
de Zamora of Alcala, Pablo Coronel who did most of the work,
and Alfonso de Alcala. (For the method and the sources these
scholars are presumed to have used, see Paul Kahle, The Cairo
Genizah [2nd. ed., 1959], pp. 126-9.) It is most likely shat
Ginsburg was unduly optimistic and charitable when he said
(Introduction to his editon of Ibn Adoniyah’s Introduction,
p- 9) that these two learned Hebraists, Ibn Adoniyah and Elijah
Levita, “now became co-workers in the same printing office.”
Virtually, the arrival of Elijah Levita the Jew at Daniel
Bomberg’s printing office marks the exit of Ibn Adoniyah the
apostate Jew, just as, apparently, the arrival of Ibn Adoniyah
the Jew had marked the exit of Felix Pratensis the apostate
Jew some ten years earlier. Ginsburg admits (ibid., p. 11) that
Levita’s arrival was connected with Ibn Adoniyah’s departure.

Between the years 1543 and 1547 Daniel Bomberg pub-
lished fifteen midrashim and commentaries on the Bible, in-
cluding all four early midrashim: Bereshit Rabba, .Mechilta,
Sifra, and Sifre. Possibly Jacob ben Chayyim helped in all‘the
preparation and proof-reading involved, but the names cited
are those of Cornelius Adelkind and Elijah Levita. Perhaps
Daniel Bomberg employed him, but suppressed his name be-
cause of the hostility which the mention of the name w.oul'd
certainly arouse. However all this may be, what 1s certan 13
that during the years 1517 to 1527 Ibn Adoniyah accomphsh;:1
a truly prodigious amount of work. He edited the whole oflt €
Babylonian Talmud in twelve folio volumes, the’ Jerusa emh
Talmud, Rabbi Nathan’s Concordance and the Mzsh7.ze Tora
of Maimonides. And all the time he was busy travel!mg, COI;
lecting and collating codices preparatory to the pubhshfngti‘(’)e
the great Rabbinic Bible which was accepted as the authorita
text (textus receptus) for four hundred years and more.
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years old. By the turn of the century Elijah Levita was estab-
lished in Padua as a famous scholar and lecturer, but he lost
everything in the sack of Padua in 1509. He fled to Rome
where he found a patron in the Augustine Egidio de Viterbo,
later Cardinal. But again he lost everything, all his property
including his manuscripts, in the sack of Rome in 1527. Then
it was that he came to Venice and found employment with
Daniel Bomberg, where Jacob ben Chayyim was already
employed. ’

What happened in the Bomberg printing press in 1527 or
so, we do not know, but it was from about that time that the
name of Jacob ben Chayyim ibn Adoniyah drops out and we
hear nothing more of him. We do know that Ibn Adoniyah
the Jew became Jacob ben Chayyim the Christian. Up to
1525 Levita had spoken well of Ibn Adoniyah. The epilogue
which Levita wrote for the Rabbinic Bible of 15245, for which
Ibn Adoniyah was responsible, is most laudatory, and indeed
deservedly so. But from 1527 onwards the name of Ibn Adoni-
yah disappears from the Bomberg books, and later editions of
the 1524-5 Bible omit his name. Compare the way in which
W. Wickes 0180 8" "0y, p. xiii, refers to the two Bomberg
Rabbinic Bibles, not mentioning the names of either editor,
both of whom were Jews who turned Christian.

Daniel Bomberg himself had no objection to employing a
converted Jew. Felix Pratensis, who was responsible for the
first Rabbinic Bible which Daniel Bomberg printed in 1516-17,
was born a Jew, but turned Christian ca. 1506. When Ibn
Adoniyah came to Venice in 1517 he was a Jew, and perhaps
it was through his arrival and attitude that Felix Pratensis’
term of usefulness at Venice came to an end. He was a man of
great distinction, of considerable ability as a scholar, and of
very great personal ability in the management of affairs.
Levita had worked with Christians often enough, taught
Christians and owed 2 great deal to them, both in Padua and
mn Rome. All through the centuries many Jewish scholars have
worked happily with Christian scholars; but for a Jew to work

VI



XI

PROLEGOMENON

not know,” he wrote, “how to distinguish between his right
hand and his left,” and that “he was groping in darkness, like
a blind man . . . they are confusion worse confounded.”

Ibn Adoniyah was naturally much dissatisfied with the way
in which Felix Pratensis dealt with the Masorah, though the
text is much closer than that of Ibn Adoniyah to what many
of us believe to be the true Ben Asher tradition. He would
have very little difhiculty on the grounds of scholarship alone
in persuading Danel Bomberg that something better must be
produced. He set about collecting manuscript readings and
masoretic notes. Daniel Bomberg spared no expense. To what
extent Elijah Levita depended on Jacob ben Chayyim’s work
in the preparation of the concordance, it 1s not possible to say.
The sort of thing which Ibn Adoniyah did is what Ginsburg
did in his massive collection of The Massorah in four volumes,
imperial folio (1881-1905). There are no indications where
any notes came from, or the date, origin, and history of Fhe
manuscripts. Nobody in the 16th century ever thought of dom‘g
this, neither Ibn Adoniyah, nor Cardinal Ximenes and his
helpers (if indeed they bothered about the Masorah at all) , nor
even Levita himself. There had to be a beginning some time,
and this beginning was made by Jacob ben Chayyim; Ginsburg
has rightly said that Jacob “rescued the Massorah fr<?m per-
dition.” Something of the same kind can be said of Gmsburg.
The fact that both scholars have been subjected to considerable,
and in some instances partly justifiable, criticism does not
detract from the importance of their work. After all, it is
from the mistakes of one generation that the next generation
can profit, and sometimes does. _

The text of the 1524-25 Rabbinic Bible, that which was
edited by Ibn Adoniyah, came to be recogni.zed a§ the tI:ue
masoretic text. It was followed in Bibles prlnteq in Vemct;
during the next ninety years: e. g., the 154648 Bible, (l;hite :n
1568, and that of 1617-19. The consonants proper ha e
virtually fixed since pre-talmudic times, .but {bn Adonlyants
Bible fixed the vowel-letters, the vowel points, and the acce
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The two men, Elijah Levita and Jacob ben Chayyim, were
different in their approach to the study of the text of the
Hebrew Bible. They represent the first stages of two major
atutudes which culminated in the work of Baer on the one
hand and of Ginsburg, Kahle, and Snaith on the other. This is
what makes the combined publication of the work of these two
sixteenth century scholars so useful at the present time. Elijah
Levita was primarily a grammarian, and he believed in rules.
He had written 2 Hebrew Grammar as early as 1518 (The
Book Bachur), and in the same year he issued tables of paradigms.
Two years later he issued a treatise on irregular verbs and also
started on an Aramaic Grammar. At Venice in 1529 he was
responsible for a new edition of David Kimchi’s Book of Roots.
He completed his Concordance in 1536, which was never
published; but from his description of it and of his method, he
followed virtually the same plan as Solomon Mandelkern in
1895. Levita sought to explain everything that is found in the
Masorah, what all the “shorthand’’ notes in the margin mean,
and why it was so important that all words should be correctly
written. It should be remembered that matters of doctrine or
conduct were sometimes based on textual minutiae, e. g., on
whether or not the long ~0 is written with or without a vav.
For general purposes, one text is as good as another, whether
it be Baer, either Kittel edition, Ginsburg, Letteris, or Snaith.
But when we set out to produce and print a true Hebrew text,
we must be very careful to determine the right words plene
and the right words defective, the correct accents, the correct
vowels, and to begin the paragraphs at the proper places and
in the proper way. Elijah Levita’s method of securing this type
of accuracy is to be seen in his Massoreth Ha-Massoreth.

The work of Jacob ben Chayyim ibn Adoniyah was
associated more directly with the manuscripts themselves. The
marginal notes of the first Rabbinic Bible (Felix Pratensis)
leave a very great deal to be desired. They consist of a single
word in the margin (usually 2 Qere) and that is all. Levita
was very critical of Felix Pratensis and his work. He “did

X
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This was his general practice, and I have given an illustration
tes '{: of his method in Textus, vol. I1 (1962), pp. 9 f. The example is
Seel (tion Josh. v,6 where Ginsburg has onamb, following 26 codd.
u v and 6 edd.; Jacob ben Chayyim read oman’ (plene) with
: P&“e 15 codd. in Ginsburg’s list and 6 edd. This latter is to be
found, e. g., in Baer, Kittel, Kahle, Letteris, Athias 1661 and
1667, Michaelis, and Snaith — indeed Ginsburg stands virtually
‘ alone, A similar instance i1s 1 Sam. 1,4 (7°N32Y); but one which
(2 gohmsmced the.rig.ht result is 2 Kgs. xxv,17
'/‘a““) (nan>i1). Another e%(amplc, this tlme ccherned Wl'th accents,
1s Job 11,8, where Ginsburg has 7ina 2> 8im, with 8on,
8row, and 827, This is the reading of all printed texts
earlier than Jacob ben Chayyim, except that of the Polyglot
Bible which has no accents. So also 18 codd. in Ginsburg’s
lists. Bacr has this, in spite of quoting a masorah to the effect
that there are (no more than) four cases of 2W> MM, (i. e,
8DT'» and NrBY), viz., Gen. xiv,12; xxiv,62; Num. xxii,5;
Jud. iv,2. But 8nov and 8370 is right, followed by Ap»
(-7ina 2w wM); so Jacob ben Chayyim, Kittel, Kahle,
Athias, and especially B.M. Or 2626 and Or 2375, two codd.
on which great reliance is to be placed. Ginsburg has followed
the majority against Jacob ben Chayyim and against a rr‘lasqrah.
It is true that Baer did not trust this masorah, but it 1s rlght.
Further, Ginsburg has taken no notice of any alterations
which have been made in a manuscript; that is, he accepted and
recorded what the manuscript reads now, but not ‘W.hat the
original scribe wrote. Both Kennicott and de Rogsx in their
collations made some progress along this line,. but it ought to
be carried out completely and thoroughly. It is not enough to
give the present reading of a manuscript, because many rlna;l:d
scripts, particularly Sephardi Manuscripts, have beeil a ;ethis
to the Jacob ben Chayyim text. A partlcular. example <;) -
is the so-called Shem-Tob manuscript, no. 82 in the late a(;' <
Sassoon’s catalogue of Hebrew and Samaritan MSSf (L‘:)‘ t(1)1€
1932). Kahle (The Cairo Geniza, 2nd ed., p. 139) refers e

curious history of this codex, and he thought that 1t mus
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as well. Rudolf Kittel kept close to the Ibn Adoniyah text in
his Biblia Hebraica of 1909, and Ginsburg claimed to do this
in his text, published by the Trinitarian Bible Society in 1894
and again in 1896; the same 'text was used for the centenary
edition published by the British and Foreign Bible Society in
1911-26. Ginsburg himself says in the preface: “The text
presented in this book is substantially that of the first edition
of Jacob ben Chayim’s Massoretic Recension, printed by
Bomberg in Venice in 1524-25.” The word “substantially” is
a very useful word, and usually it covers a multitude of sins;
but Ginsburg’s statement is saved by the word “recension.’”
It is actually a recension, because it differs often from Jacob
ben Chayyim’s text. The Bible Society-Ginsburg edition con-
tains a collation (sometimes complete) of 75 codices, most of

. them in the British Muscum, and of 19 printed texts of part of

or of the whole of the Bible. There are 8 complete Bibles, the
last of them being the 1524-25 Rabbinic Bible.

Ginsburg did not follow Jacob ben Chayyim as closely as
he suggested. He tended to follow the majority of the manu-
scripts and printed editions. Ginsburg speaks highly of the
Masorah in B. M. Harley 5710-11 (Italian, ca. 1230 AD),
and says that it “is most accurate and important’” (see his
Introduction, pp. 478-485); but for the most part for him one
manuscript was as good as another. One curious mstance,
however, is 1 Sam. xv, 6, where Ginsburg follows Baer in
printing 177 with a dagesh, and says that he is following a
masoretic note in B. M. cod. Add. 15451 (Franco-German,
ca. 1200 A.D.). There arc 41 of Ginsburg’s codices in favor
of resh with raphe, as well as 11 printed editions (including that
of Jacob ben Chayyim). This is a most extraordinary choice,
since of all the codices which Ginsburg collated, this particular
codex most regularly follows all those rules in which Heiden-
heim and Baer delighted, and which Ginsburg calls “conceits,
fancies,” and the like.

In this particular case, Ginsburg would have done better
to have followed the majority of manuscripts and editions.

XII
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If, therefore, by “the Masorah” we mean the whole corpus
of notes found in various manuscripts, then there is such a
thing as “the Masorah”; but if we mean one aujchoritative,
complete, unified system, then there is no such thing as “the
Masorah.” Whenever, therefore, we use the term “the
Masorah” we mean the whole corpus of masoretic notes
found in the various manuscripts with all the contradictions and
discrepancies.

These discrepancies between masoretic notes and the actual
text constituted Jacob ben Chayyim’s great problem when
he set out to prepare the text for his 1524-25 Rabbinic Bible.
In his “Introduction” (p. 79) he says: “Whenever 1 took
exception to a statement in a certain codex of the Massorah,
because it did not harmonise with the majority of the Codices
of the Massorah, whilst it agrced with a few, or whenever it
contradicted itself, I made a careful search till 1 discovered the
truth, according to my humble knowledge.” As Kahle wrote
(The Cairo Geniza®, p. 130), Jacob ben Chayyim “was con-
vinced that there was only onme correct Masora — the one he
added to the Bible text.” Jacob ben Chayyim did his best, and
since he was a pioneer in this matter, it was a very good bes_t.
But he was wrong. There is no single correct Masorah. This
certainly has been apparent since the 1720 Bible edlted'by
J. H. Michaelis. Michaelis based his text, so far as .manuscrxpts
are concerned, on five Erfurt manuscripts, of which the bgst
is Erfurt 3. This MS contains in the margin the ancient masoretic
work known as Ochlah we-Ochlah; it is now in Marburg
(Berlin MS Or fol 1213), and is probably earlier than A.D.
1100. The Michaelis Bible is wholly independent of the Jacob
ben Chayyim Bible and does not refer to its text; an(.i of thz
nineteen printed texts to which Michaelis refers in his nots
on the text, only three are earlier than 1524. These are ;1;
Bomberg quarto editions of 1518 and 1521, and the 1 b
Felix Pratensis Rabbinic Bible. The evidence pr(')duct?d Y
Michaelis shows that, whilst there are minor variations in th":
Masorah, yet as a whole the variations are by no means ran
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been at some time in Babylonia in the hands of the later
Geonim. This may indeed be so, but the manuscript has cer-
tainly been “corrected,” there or elsewhere, to the Jacob ben
Chayyim text. Under whatever strange circumstances the
manuscript may have been written in Soria in Spain in A.D.
1312, we have found the original text to be very good, and
closely allied to the best Sephardi manuscripts. If one starts
off by assuming that the Jacob ben Chayyim text is actually,
or substantially, the correct masoretic text, then all these
alterations are sound, and the original reading 1s of small
account. But if one does not think that the Jacob ben Chayyim
text 1s the truest masoretic text, then these earlier and original
readings of Sephardi manuscripts are very important.

The great question is: How are we to obtain a true,
accurate masoretic text? In the Prolegomenon by Professor
Harry M. Orlinsky in the KTAV Publishing House reissue
of Ginsburg’s Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical Edition of
the Hebrew Bible (the first of this present series of republica-
tions), he says (p. XV) that “none can claim to being the
masoretic text,” but that there can be “4 masoretic text.”
He says also (p. XXXVI) that for him the phrase “the Maso-
rah” has no meaning. If by “the Masorah” we mean one
unified set of masoretic notes, itself complete and with no
contradictory statements in it, then he is right; there is no
such unified, authoritative Masorah. This can be seen in
Ginsburg’s massive four-volume compilation. Presumably some
scribes were not content to be copyists only; they sought to
get the text right, and they counted up the number of times, for
instance, in which a certain form in their own codex was
written plene, and so forth. And so far as their own codex was
concerned, the note was correct, and presumably every note
was correct and agreed with every other note. But apparently
some scribes copied a text from one codex and combined with
1t the masoretic notes deriving from another codex, and the
marginal notes do not always agree with the text. (Further, it
1s not always easy to decide the precise meaning of a note.)

XIv
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chiefly on a Sephardi codex in three volumes, British Museum
Or. 2626-27-28. It 1s the most beautifully illuminated Hebrew
Bible MS which the Briush Museum possesses, and the script
itself is superb. It was written in Lisbon in 1483 by “Samuel
the scribe the son of R. Samuel ibn Musa who rests in Para-
dise.” It 1s no. 62 in Margoliouth’s catalogue and no. 48 in
Ginsburg’s deséription of manuscripts in his Introduction
(KTAV Publishing House, 1966), pp. 707-14. Readings from
the manuscript are given in the Ginsburg Bible (Bible Society
four-volume edition) under no. 52, but these readings do not
take account of the alterations which have been made. This
manuscript, like very many other Sephardi manuscripts, has
been “corrected” to agree with the Jacob ben Chayyim tradi-
tion. It is the original text that matters, and it is this original
text of Or. 2626-27-28 which follows the tradition which was
also followed by Jablonski, Lonzano, and Norzi. Only rarely
1s there any variation from this norm.

Another codex of this type is the so-called Shem-Tob
Bible which formerly was in the library of Mr. David Sassoon
(see p.XVII above). This also has been “corrected” to the
Jacob ben Chayyim tradition, but, in our judgment, the. first
hand is sound. It belongs to the same tradition as Norzi and
Or. 2626-27-28. Another codex which we have found to
preserve the same type of text is British Museum Or. 2375,
a Yemenite MS containing the Hagiographa only, and con-
taining in alternate verses most of R. Saadia’s Arabic YeIS{On-
It is no. 147 in Margoliouth’s catalogue, and no. 47 m Gms-
burg’s Bible and Introduction (pp. 704-7). The date 1s ca.
1460-80, which is late; but Ginsburg confirms that Yemenite
MSS of late date often contain “no variations . . . from Fhe
carliest MSS. which have come down to us” (Introduction,
p. 650 —on Or. 1468; also p. 698, on Or. 2364). Perhaf[_ashl;
was the isolation which ensured this faithful accuracy 0” t
scribes; in any case, “by their fruits ye shall know themi) ben

What, then, is to be done? Are we to follow the Jaco .
Chayyim method and depend on manuscripts rather than O
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dom, nor are we wholly at the mercy of the vagaries of medieval
scribes. The notes in Jablonski’s 1699 collation, piimnted in
Berlin, and those in Lonzano’s Or Torah show that there was
a traditional masorah different from that which Jacob ben
Chayyim found or constructed from the manuscripts which
Daniel Bomberg enabled him to collect and study. Jablonski
found the Masorah “very mutilated and perplexing, and in
some places manifestly wrong,” and this judgment was con-
firmed with illustrations by Michaclis (p. 22 of his Introduc-
tion). But there is nevertheless a discernible pattern, a sub-
stantially stable masorah, and it can be reconstructed, in our
opinion, from Lonzano’s Or Toyrah, Jablonski’s collation, and
also from Norzi’s "W nrmm. The manuscript on which Norzi
placed most reliance is no. 782 in the de Rossi collation; it
was written in Toledo in 1277. Of it de Rossi says (Variae
Lectiones Veteris Testamenti [Parma 1784], vol. i, p. cxxii):
“A codex most elegant, most accurate, and most carefully
written according to the laws of the masorah, so that it ought
to be considered the most perfect exemplar of the masoretic
text.” The work of Jablonski is to be found in his critical
edition of the Buxtorf text (1699 and 1712). Again and again,
in his "W nmn, Norzi refers to Sephardi manuscripts, and we
have found again and again that these readings agree with the
Lonzano-Jablonski tradition, and they disagrce with that set
up by Jacob ben Chayyim. It is evident that this particular
tradition was brought to Spain ar an early period, so that when
Spain became the great centre of Jewish-learning, their Bible
text embodied this tradition. Something of this tradition is to
be found in the Complutensian Polyglot, -printed at Alcala
in 1514-17.

The text of this tradition is remarkably close to that of
Paul Kahle in the third edition of Kittel's Biblia Hebraica
(1937). Kahle’s account of how this text came to be based on
the Leningrad Codex B 19a is to be found in his The Cairo
Geniza®, pp. 113 ff. The 1958 Hebrew Bible, published by the
British and Foreign Bible Society, which 1 edited, is based
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Saadia’s judgment in these matters is far more reliable than
that of Maimonides, but the great veneration in which “the
second Moses” was held, carried the day.

Kahle very severely criticized the work of Seligmann Baer
(died 1897), who as a boy knew Wolf Heidenheim (died
1832) and later followed in his footsteps. Kahle rightly says
(ibid., p. 113) of Heidenheim and Baer: “they 21.ctually knew
a great deal of Masora and were so devoted to its study that
one can almost regard them as in a way continuing the work
of the Masoretes, as the last of the Masoretes.” This is
exactly true. They continued the work of the Masoretes.
Baer’s text is what the ancient Masoretes would have produced
if they had continued developing their ideas through the cen-
turies. Baer had no compunction in changing what he found in
manuscripts, in “correcting an error.” This is because. he was
always prepared to follow a statement by a grammarian or a
rule of the Masoretes even though it was against the MSS,
be they many or few. Further, he was quite prepar.ed to ma'ke
every similar form conform to what was stated by h1§ autl'lorlt'y
in any onc particular case. He quotes various codices in his
notes to support the reading he adopts, but usua]ly' hc? quotes
some such authority as Jekuthiel's 81pn 1'y. This is to be
found in B. M. Add. 19776 (German, dated 1396); see also
B. M. Orient. 853. These two vary, and the copy which Baer
used (Heidenheim’s printed edition, Rédelheim,‘ 1818—%1)
varies from both. Jacob ben Chayyim certainly paid attention
to what the Masorah said, but he found it so ofter'1 contra-
dictory and confusing that he had to exe.rcise hi's own ]udimtefil;
as to what to print and what not to print. Th1§ means tba -
effect he went by the MSS. The same is to be said of Gins r;lelgl;
but again and again in his Introduction he make.s a sta;(jl gt
that such-and-such a reading “is not supported m“theh Ma.s _
Ginsburg also says (Introduction, pp. 484 f.) that ““The

: I have
sorah in this MS. is most accurate and lrl}llpor(t:im- o Thc’
. - o is Corpus.
of my edition of this )
therefore, made it the basis y D., Tralian)-

reference is to B. M. Harley 5710-11 (ca. 1230 A.
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the Masorah? Or are we to follow Elijah Levita’s predilection
and depend on masoretic rules and the grammarians rather than
on the manuscripts? If we follow the Jacob ben Chayyim
method, are we to esteem one manuscript above another, and
if so, which? And if the Masorah, which Masorah? If we follow
Elijah Levita and the grammarian tradition, re wc to agree
to freeze the development at one particular date, or are we
to continue the process of developing rules in order to ensure
the elimination of every possible misunderstanding? If we
follow this process to its full development, then Baer’s text
1s the best; but there is the well known tradition, going back
to Maimonides, that the true Hebrew text is that which was
preserved by the Ben Asher family. This means that the
problem of obtaining a reliable masoretic text involves finding
a sound Ben Asher manuscript. Kahle chose Leningrad B 19a
and produced a Ben Asher text. I fixed on B. M. Or. 2626-27-28
and B. M. Or. 2375, and produced a Ben Asher text very close
to that of Kahle. The Hebrew University of Jerusalem project
has chosen the Aleppo Codex, and this, too, will provide a
Ben Asher text. As we have said, both the Leningrad Codex

and the Aleppo Codex have been hidden away, so to speak,

and have thereby been kept safe from zealous “correctors”

(Textus, 11, p. 13). Baer declared that he was most anxious

to follow the Ben Asher tradition. What he has done is to

follow the grammarians and accentors who have started with

Ben Asher and moved on with further developments. He has
moved on from Elijah Levita. Others have followed in the

footsteps of Jacob ben Chayyim and have depended more on
manuscripts and less on grammatical-masorétic notes.

On the other hand, as Orlinsky has reminded us (Pro-
legomenon, pp. XXX-XXXII), R. Saadia Gaon (about 200
years prior to Maimonides) “would have ruled vigorously in
favor of Ben Naftali as against Ben Asher.” There is indeed
no reason whatever why Ben Asher should be regarded as a
better or more trustworthy masoretic scholar than Ben Naftali,
except that Maimonides said so. It is most probable that
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Wickes (Prose Accents, p. 12) is fully in favqr of repeating
Pashta, as are all authorities and editors, but he' 18 not in favor
of repeating the accent in cases such as . chk.es, strangely
for him, was too cautious here, because there is pl§nty of
evidence in the manuscripts for repeating the Pashta in such
instances, and Ginsburg, Kahle, and Snaitb all. repeat it. But
Wickes rightly says that the rule of repetition is not regular'ly
observed in respect of the other postpositive accents or with
Great Telisha, and he cites de Rossi 413 which claims to be a
copy of Codex Hillel; see also Derenbourg, Manuel du Lecteur,
p. 92, which is a publication (in 187.1),of mnmn n1ann, one
of those grammatico-masoretic treatises which are found reg-
ularly in Yemeni codices of the Pentateuc'h or of the whole
Bible. Wickes also says that a codex which always dou.bles
these accents is “very rare indeed,” and he quotes MS. PS{I‘IS 1.
But Wickes assumes that this doubling of all these p‘a:rtlcular
accents was originally a rule, and that there were reasons
which led to the omission of the second sign.” Here we think
Wickes was mistaken. The repetition of the accent on the tone
syllable was a later development, fully carried ogt ?t a zor:;
paratively early date in the case of Pashta (and tbxs in co 1cOf
which have the authority of Ben Asher), but not in the case :
the other accents. Heidenheim and Baer worked on tllle l;rtl}?e
ciple that the process must continue, and .that the work o
Masoretes should be carried out to its logical conclusion. e

The third principle of Heidenheim and Baer concerns pose
cases where the Dagesh “may be suspfected of ha}\\rmg -
omitted by error” (Liber Genesis, p. vu)., and in t Ze;eﬂnp’_).
Baer always prints Raphe; the example 1s.Gen. i, ex'cehe'}ft
This is an extension of the use of raphe, which man})lf o agesh
codices have regularly in the begadkephath letters W iv e
lene is not due. The rule has been extende.d to Cgselsar - nce
here, dagesh forte 1s normally found. In this par(;lcgledd. quoted
Erfurt 1 (quoted by Michaelis), and § codd. ;ln - Print the
by Ginsburg follow the standard rule for the form

dagesh.
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I think “this Corpus” must mean the four-volume edition of
The Massorah, because 1 do not think Ginsburg would ever
follow any masoretic note without support from a majority
(or near-majority) of actual MSS and early editions. Ginsburg
was in the same difficulty as Jacob ben Chayyim had been:
when the masorah varies, what is to be done? Like Jacob ben
Chayyim, he tended in the end to use manuscripts backed by
masorah, whereas Baer worked the other way round, and
followed the development of the masorah, with the manuscripts
as additional confirmatory evidence.

The principles according to which Baer worked are set out
in the preface to his edition of the text of Liber Genesis, printed
mn 1869, in a preface by Franz Delitzsch, who described himself
as edendi operis adjutor. On p. vit of this preface, Delitzsch men-
tions 6 principles. The first is: make sure to distinguish between
Pashta and Qadma; thus, e. g, Swp% (Gen. 1,18) is Pashta,
and o8 (Gen. 11,19) is Qadma. This is a perfectly sound rule,
and is followed regularly in the manuscripts. The second prin-
ciple is: when the accented syllable is not the last syllable and
Fashta is due, then the accent 1s doubled, e. g., \D?\@U
(Gen. 1,22). This again is a rule that is followed by all, and 1t
1s in the manuscripts. But Heidenheim and Baer carried this
principle further and applied it to all postpositive accents, ‘that
18, to Zarqa, Segholta, and Little Telisha; for example, he prints
o8 (Gen. ii,23), Fown (Gen. iii,17), and o8 (Gen.
11,13). Baer also doubles the accent in such forms as m
(Gen. wiii,13) and 92 (2 Sam. 111,32), and 3;7’;7‘1;3'1115
(Gen. 1,7). He also repeats Great Telisha, c. g., ?‘m‘?f (2 Kgs.
xx,12). It would appear that his printer was unable to print

these particular accents right at the end of the consonant, as
the manuscripts do. Except for Pashta with lamedh and with
waw on the last letter, he printed these accents over the mid-
dle of the consonant: thus 9, and not *4. In doubling thesc

accents Baer was following Heidenheim, and both were
following Jekuthiel.
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