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I. Introduction 

The Hebrew University Bible Project was established in the late 1950’s, 

and its founder, the late Moshe Goshen-Gottstein, defined its goal: the 

publication of a critical edition of the Hebrew Bible, based upon the 

text and Masora of the famous manuscript, the Aleppo Codex (MS Ben-

Zvi Institute 1; henceforth: MS A), and on textual variants culled from  

a variety of sources from different eras.1  

As is well-known, MS A covered the entire Hebrew Bible until the 

middle of the previous century, but today it is no longer complete 

and many of its pages are missing. This of course complicates the 

preparation of the HUB edition. The books of Isaiah and Ezekiel are 

complete in MS A, but in Jeremiah a few folios are missing, and they 

were substituted in the HUB edition by MS St. Petersburg B19A (still 

known as MS Leningrad, henceforth: MS L).  

The purpose of the present discussion is to present both the 

problems of this approach and the reasons for the decision to use  

a different approach for HUB edition of the Twelve Prophets, namely, 

reconstructing the missing parts of MS A. 

 

*  This paper is dedicated to Professor David Weissert, a pillar of the Hebrew 

University Bible Project, an unmatched expert of Greek and Latin, and a dear friend.  

1  Three volumes of the Hebrew University Bible (HUB) have been published thus 

far: Isaiah, ed. M.H. Goshen-Gottstein (1975–93); Jeremiah, ed. C. Rabin, S. Talmon 

and E. Tov (1997), and Ezekiel, ed. M.H. Goshen-Gottstein and S. Talmon (2004). 
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II. Eclectic Editions versus Diplomatic Editions 

The text in traditional editions of the Hebrew Bible, beginning from 

the 15th century until today, is based upon the comparison of many 

sources, and the choice of one reading from among them, generally 

the reading reflected in the majority of the textual witnesses. This 

approach is based upon halakhic sources, first and foremost the well-

known rabbinic account regarding the three Torah scrolls found in 

the Temple precinct.2 One can infer from this source that the biblical 

text was established based upon numerous individual cases of majority 

readings, while the minority readings were rejected. The influential 

halakhic arbiter in issues of the biblical text, R. Meir HaLevi Ben Todros 

Abulʿafia of Toledo (RaMaH, Spain, 12th–13th CE), comments on his 

own method for establishing the text of the Torah in the introduction 

to his book:3 

I felt the need to undertake, to interpret and to investigate 

the corrected and precise books and the precise traditions, 

and to assess their disagreements, and to abandon newly-

arrived books, and to follow the reliable, older (ones), and to 

decide according to the majority, according to the way that we 

were commanded by the Torah regarding any disagreement, 

to follow the majority, as it is said “Decide according to the 

 

2  Sifre Deut 356 (ed. Finkelstein, 423); y. Taʿan. 4:2 (68a); and other parallels. See  

S. Talmon, “The Three Scrolls of Law Found in the Temple Court”, Textus 2 (1962), 

14–27, reprinted in idem, Text and Canon of the Hebrew Bible (Winona Lake, Ind.: 

Eisenbrauns, 2010), 329–346. 

3  See idem, מסורת סייג לתורה (Berlin, 1761), 3a: חשתי להחל� ולדרוש ולחקור אחר

הספרי� המוגהי� והמדוקדקי� ואחר המסרות המדוקדקות ולעמוד על מחלקות� ולנטוש 

כדר� , בה� אחרי הרובוללכת אחר הישני� הנאמני� ולנטות , ספרי� חדשי� באו מקרוב

אולי , $ֲחֵרי ַרִ!י� ְלַהֹ�תשנאמר , שנצטוינו מ� התורה בכל דבר המחלקות ללכת אחרי הרוב

]...[ אוכל לגדור גדר% של תורה בחסרות ויתרות   
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majority” (Exod 23:2). Perhaps I will be able to set up the fence 

of the Torah regarding defective and plene readings […] 

RaMaH bases his method on a biblical passage (Exod 23:2) rather than 

the rabbinic account, but in any case, his approach is to decide accor-

ding to the majority of manuscripts. However, he also determined the 

quality of the manuscripts that he chose as the basis for his work: 

older, reliable books, “corrected and precise”, and the traditions which 

he chose were also “precise.” He therefore acknowledges that not every 

manuscript is a reliable textual witness. Within the traditional Jewish 

world, prominent correctors of the biblical text followed the method of 

RaMaH, especially R. Menahem de Lonzano,4 and R. Yedidya Shlomo 

of Norzi in his work, Minh ̣at Shai.5 

In contrast, most modern critical editions of the Bible are diplomatic, 

based upon one manuscript. Thus the various editions of Biblia Hebraica 

(BHK, BHS, BHQ),6 and the edition of the Bible prepared by A. Dotan,7 

are all based on MS L. The reason for this is simple: an eclectic text is  

by definition a new version, which does not precisely match any of 

the textual witnesses that served as a source for the eclectic edition.  

 

4  See idem, אור התורה, in his book: שתי ידות (Venice, 1618). 

5  This has been published at the end of many editions of the Hebrew Bible, and the 

section on the Torah was recently edited by Z. Betzer (Jerusalem: World Union of 

Jewish Studies, 2005). It is interesting to note that Maimonides preferred another 

approach. In Laws of the Torah Scroll 8:4-5, he notes that he copied the letters in 

the Torah scroll that he wrote from Ben-Asher’s manuscript; viz. his Torah was 

based upon a diplomatic text, and was not an eclectic version. His textual version 

of the Torah was then transmitted in the Torah scrolls of Yemenite Jewry. 

6  The first two editions of BH were based upon the Venice edition of the Rabbinic 

Bible (1525), whose base text was eclectic. 

7  Original publication: Tel-Aviv: Adi, 1976 (with many subsequent reprints). The 

latest edition is Biblia Hebraica Leningradensia (Peabody, Mass.:  Hendrickson, 2001). 



52 Rafael I. (Singer) Zer  

 

 

This problem has already been noted by Mordechai Breuer,8 but 

in his opinion, his own important Bible edition, which was prepared 

by using the eclectic method (for which see below), is identical to the 

text of MS A. 

The new edition of the Rabbinic Bible edited by Menahem Cohen, 

whose publication is still underway,9 is based upon one manuscript, 

namely MS A, but in places where the manuscript is incomplete, the 

editor reconstructs its orthographic foundation using the method of 

the majority of manuscripts, as will be explained below. 

MS L is the oldest complete biblical manuscript that we have today. 

This is its most important advantage over any other manuscript. It is 

also of renowned value, as attested by the scribe, Samuel b. Jacob, in 

the colophon: 10 

Samuel b. Jacob wrote, vocalized, and transmitted this comp-

rehensive copy of the Bible, from the corrected, interpreted 

books, which were prepared by the scholar Aaron b. Moses 

Ben-Asher, may he rest in the Garden of Eden, and it was 

corrected, “interpreted clearly”. 

As a matter of fact, the vocalization, cantillation, and gaʿayot of MS L 

are very close to those in MS A,11 as has been noted by many, most 

 

8  M. Breuer, The Aleppo Codex and the Accepted Text of the Bible (Jerusalem: Mossad 

HaRav Kook, 1976), 13 (in Hebrew). 

9  M. Cohen, Miqraʾot Gedolot HaKeter (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1992–). 

10  Fol. 490b: מ� הספרי� המוגהי� ' ומסר את המחזור הזה שלמקר שמואל ב� יעקב כתב ונקד

.מוגה באר היטבאשר עשה המלמד אהר� ב� משה ב� אשר נוחו בג� עד� והוא ' המבואר  

11  There are possibly two manuscripts that are actually closer to MS A in vocali-

zation, cantillation, and gaʿayot, but they are in a poor state of preservation, and 

contain only small sections of the Prophets. See Y. Yeivin, “A Biblical MS Very 

Close to the Aleppo Codex”, Textus 12 (1985), 1–31 (in Hebrew); idem, “A Biblical 

Manuscript very close to the Aleppo Codex from the Karaite Synagogue in Cairo 



 Preparation of the Base Text of HUB 53 

 

 

recently by Cohen.12 On the other hand, Breuer has demonstrated 

that in terms of their orthography, MS L and MS A are quite different 

from one another.13 This is the basis for the formation of two approaches 

among scholars: (a) a ‘practical’ approach that supports MS L, and is 

satisfied with one manuscript, which although is slightly inferior to 

MS A, is nevertheless complete—a fact that makes it appropriate for  

a diplomatic edition; (b) a ‘maximalist’ approach, which aspires to 

reconstruct the text of MS A, even at the cost of lack of complete 

certainty of a perfect reconstruction. This latter group includes the 

biblical editions of Breuer and of Cohen, and from now on also the 

critical edition produced by the Hebrew University Bible Project, 

where MS A has not been preserved.  

It should be emphasized that the issue discussed here is very far, 

both methodologically and practically, from any ambitious attempt to 

reconstruct an Urtext of the Hebrew Bible. Rather, we are dealing here 

with the much more realistic (and achievable) effort to reconstruct the 

missing parts of MS A, being the best representative of the Ben-Asher 

tradition of the Tiberian MT. 

 

  

 

(C1)”, in M. Bar-Asher et al. (eds.), Moshe Goshen-Gottstein in Memoriam (Studies 

in Bible and Exegesis 3; Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1993), 169–194 (in 

Hebrew). In the process of our work at the HUBP, we discovered another manu-

script that is very close to MS A, whose siglum is L30, but it too is only partially 

preserved, and includes less than half of the Prophets. 

12  M. Cohen, “Introductory Chapters to the Book of Kings”, in idem (ed.), Miqraʾot 

Gedolot HaKeter: Kings (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1995), 9*–10* (in 

Hebrew). 

13  Breuer, Aleppo Codex (above, n. 8), 86. 
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III. Existing Eclectic Editions of MT and Their Problems 

1. Breuer’s Edition 

M. Breuer was invited by Mossad HaRav Kook in Jerusalem to edit 

an edition of the Hebrew Bible, which would serve as the base text 

for the Daʿat Miqra series of commentaries. The Torah volume appeared 

first (1977), followed by volumes of the Prophets and the Writings 

(1978).14 From then on, additional reprints appeared, some of them 

accompanied by a Russian translation. Breuer did not intend to copy 

the text of MS A, but to use it as the primary textual witness in order 

to approximate Ben-Asher’s text as closely as possible. The title of this 

edition is accordingly: Torah, Prophets, Writings: Corrected according to 

the Text and the Masora of the Aleppo Codex and Related Manuscripts. 

Breuer explained in detail the method that he had adopted.15 He 

compiled a complete list of all of the disagreements in orthography 

between the manuscripts that he had before him,16 and chose 

according to the majority, on condition that the minority group had 

only one manuscript. When the minority group had two or more 

manuscripts, he decided the text according to masoretic notes. Breuer 

rarely wavered from this principle, and only did so to decide according 

to the reading found in MS A, even when it is the minority reading.17 

Breuer adopted this approach throughout the entire Bible, and not 

just in the passages missing in MS A. 

 

14  In fact, Breuer already published an edition of the Bible in 1958, named � "תנ

 but it was not prepared according to the principles that he established in ,ישראל

his preparation of the base text for the Daʿat Miqra series. 

15  Breuer, Aleppo Codex (above, n. 8). 

16  Namely: L, B, C, S, S1 (for explication of these sigla see the appendix). 

17  See Y. Ofer, “Determining the Masoretic Text of the Bible: Rabbi Mordechai 

Breuer and His Methods and Sources,” JSIJ 7 (2008), 1–15 (in Hebrew; see 

http://www.biu.ac.il/JS/JSIJ/7-2008/Ofer.pdf). 
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As noted, Breuer did not view himself as bound by MS A, and 

diverged from it according to the rules that he had established at the 

beginning of his work. This is true also in the area of vocalization, 

cantillation, and gaʿayot. For instance, MS A frequently uses the sign 

for ḥaṭaf-vowels even after non-guttural consonants; Breuer always 

used a regular shewa, except in those places in which there was com-

plete agreement amongst all textual witnesses to vocalize with  

a h ̣aṭaf. Without addressing the problem whether this approach is 

correct, one can ask the following hypothetical question: in places 

where all of the manuscripts agree in the use of a h ̣aṭaf, and following 

them Breuer also marked a ḥaṭaf, what would have been his decision 

if another manuscript was subsequently added to the group used to 

arrive at a decision, and that manuscript had a simple shewa? Breuer 

treated the group of manuscripts that he collected as if they represent 

all of the extant textual witnesses in the world, but this procedure 

does not accurately reflect the varied textual reality. 

It seems that Breuer’s greatest departure from the text reflected in 

MS A is in the marking of gaʿayot, and in particular ‘light’ gaʿayot.18 

 

18  A gaʿaya (properly to be vocalized as gaʿyā) is a small, vertical line, which is 

marked next to a vowel under certain conditions. This graphic symbol instructs 

the reader to perform a secondary stress, namely, to slightly lengthen the vowel 

marked as such. The most common gaʿaya is the gaʿaya qālā (‘light’ gaʿaya), which 

appears in an open syllable, when it is separated from the stressed syllable by at 

least a half-vowel (shewa mobile or ḥat ̣af ). Many manuscripts, including MS A, 

minimize the marking of gaʿayot, and scholars have already demonstrated that 

the accentuation and grammatical form of a word influence whether a gaʿaya is 

marked or not. For example, there is a strong tendency to mark with a gaʿaya 

words accentuated with a pašt ̣ā, whereas words accentuated with conjunctive 

cantillation signs are almost never marked with a gaʿaya, such as: י  Deut) ָאֹנִכ֥

30:11) without a gaʿaya, as against  ֹֽנִכי֙ ָא  (Deut 31:2) with a gaʿaya. For a general 
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Breuer marked with this sign every vowel that was removed from 

the accentuated vowel by either a full vowel or a half-vowel, even 

when the word in question was never marked as having a gaʿaya in 

MS A or in the manuscripts close to it. This is the primary aspect of 

Breuer’s work that was criticized by M. Cohen.19 

 

2. Cohen’s Edition 

Cohen attempted to be as faithful as possible to the text reflected in 

MS A, wherever it is preserved. As for the missing passages of the 

biblical text, he reconstructed them in the following manner: regarding 

issues of orthography, he essentially completely accepted Breuer’s 

method, since the latter proved that the choice according to the 

majority of manuscripts leads to a text identical to MS A. Regarding 

vocalization and cantillation, Cohen analyzed the underlying method 

of MS A as reflected in its extant sections. For example, as already 

noted, MS A frequently marks non-guttural letters with a ḥaṭaf-vowel, 

and Cohen applied it to the missing parts as well. In other places, 

where there is no apparent systemization in MS A, Cohen reconstructed 

the vocalization and cantillation according to MS L, which is very close 

to MS A in both respects. Since MS L is a complete manuscript, it can 

be consulted on any passage in the Bible. 

 

 

 

description of gaʿayot, see I. Yeivin, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, trans.  

E.J. Revell (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars, 1980), 240–264. 

19  See above (n. 12). Our purpose here is not to criticize Breuer’s work. His approach 

was not completely scientific, yet he still achieved impressive results: a very 

precise edition of the Bible, which mostly reflects Ben-Asher’s approach. For  

a description of Breuer’s methodology, see Ofer, “Determining,” (above, n. 17); 

for criticism of his work, see Cohen, “Introductory Chapters” (above, n. 12). 
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3. The Disagreement between Cohen and Breuer 

Here we arrive at the issue of the marking of gaʿayot, which is the 

primary area of disagreement between Breuer and Cohen. Breuer did 

not copy from MS A the ‘light’ gaʿayot and the gaʿayot of היה and  

 since on this topic, Ben-Asher did not have a consistent and“ ,חיה

unequivocal system, but only tendencies”.20 A ‘light’ gaʿaya is the 

most common type of this accentuation in the Bible, appearing tens 

of thousands of times.  

Cohen, by contrast, claims that the marking of gaʿayot in MS A is 

indeed governed by a systematic method, and he demonstrates this 

in detail.21 For example, in chapters 1–12 of 2 Kings, one can identify 

55 words accented with an ʾεtnāḥ, and which should have a ‘light’ 

gaʿaya; nevertheless, only 3 of them are actually marked with such  

a gaʿaya, while it is missing in the 52 other instances (95%). In those 

same chapters, there are 81 words in MS A that are accented with  

a ṭipḥā, and which should have a ‘light’ gaʿaya; however, only 2 of them 

are actually marked with a gaʿaya, while it is missing in the 79 other 

instances (98%). We find the opposite situation—although somewhat 

less clearly and consistently—in words accented with a pašṭā. In this 

section of the Bible, there are 48 words in MS A that are accented with 

a pašṭā, and which should have a ‘light’ gaʿaya; only 11 of them are 

not marked with a gaʿaya, while it is found in the 37 other instances 

(77%). Cohen correctly concludes from this that one should not flood 

an edition of the Bible with gaʿayot, but instead, one must attempt to 

uncover the method of MS A, and mark gaʿayot only in places where it 

is reasonable to posit that Ben-Asher would have done so. 

 

20  M. Breuer, “New Edition of Miqraʾot Gedolot”, ʿAmudim 41.2 (1993), 74 (in Hebrew).  

21  Cohen, “Introductory Chapters” (above, n. 12), 3*–9*.  
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In order to discover where Ben-Asher would have marked a gaʿaya, 

Cohen generally copied the gaʿayot from MS L, in those passages missing 

from MS A, since it has already been proven that the approach towards 

marking gaʿayot is similar in these two manuscripts. In places where 

the presence (or absence) of a gaʿaya in MS L is doubtful, he adopted 

an additional method.22  

Cohen’s printed edition is accompanied by a computer program 

named “the Keter program”. This is an electronic database, which 

includes the text and Masora of MS A for the entire Bible, and the 

commentaries of medieval interpreters. What is special about the 

Keter computer program is not just the biblical text that it includes, 

but primarily its search engine, which allows for ‘three dimensional’ 

searches, namely: searches according to any of the parameters of 

orthography, vocalization, cantillation, and gaʿayot, or any combination 

of these. The program also allows for searches according to patterns. 

For example, the object of the search can be a form such as א ְאָא֖  23.ָאֽ

The program will therefore retrieve all the words in the Bible that 

match the defined pattern: four-letter words, in which the first and 

third letters are vocalized with a qāmeṣ and the second with a shewa; 

the word is accentuated with a ṭipḥā, and there is a gaʿaya on the first 

syllable, e.g. ה ְיָת֖  ,It is now possible to perform another search .ָהֽ

similar to the first, but without the gaʿaya, and then we receive 

complete data regarding the method of MS A regarding words of this 

form. Similarly, Cohen occasionally consulted a number of manuscripts 

close to MS A. 

As a result, in Cohen’s edition, ‘light’ gaʿayot are marked much 

less frequently than in Breuer’s edition, and the former is therefore 

much closer to MS A than the latter. 

 

22  I thank Professor Cohen for sharing this information with me (oral communication). 
23  The letter א in this form stands for any letter. 
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IV. Refining the Method of Reconstruction 

M. Cohen’s edition is a significant accomplishment worthy of note: 

an extremely precise Bible, whose text is close to that of Ben-Asher. 

His method of reconstruction was therefore adopted for establishing 

the missing parts of MS A for the HUB edition as well. Nevertheless, 

there are few issues in which Cohen’s reconstruction does not seem 

to precisely reproduce Ben-Asher’s method as reflected in MS A. 

First, two issues of minor, technical importance:  

1. Cohen deviated from the method of MS A in the way of marking 

qәrê-kәtīv. For example, in 2 Kings 16:26 the kәtīv in MS A is יו  ,ּ֨וְבַחָּטאֹת֔

and the qәrê note is ובחטאתו קרי. The kәtīv reading in MS A is fully 

vocalized and accentuated, while the qәrê is neither vocalized nor 

accentuated, but is followed in the Masora by the note קרי. In Cohen’s 

edition, the kәtīv is identical, יו  he ;ּ֨וְבַחָּטא֔תֹו but the qәrê reads ,ּ֨וְבַחָּטאֹת֔

therefore vocalized and accentuated the qәrê reading, and omitted 

the word קרי. Without entering into a theoretical discussion of the best 

way to mark such readings, it is sufficient to note that in this respect 

Cohen clearly and consistently deviates from the method of MS A. 

2. In all of the biblical manuscripts, the masoretic notes are formu-

lated in abbreviated fashion by using an upper dot. For example, on 

2 Kings 16:24: ֶמר בפ֗ס  ב֗  :the masora parva in MS A notes ,ֶׁש֖֯ , meaning 

that the word appears twice in this verse; Cohen’s edition similarly 

records: בפס 'ב' . However, the Masorete of MS A often abbreviates words 

without marking them with a dot, such as ן ֶק֯  where the masora parva ,ַוִּי֜

notes  ֗פ ר ג , meaning that the word appears three times in the Bible at 

the beginning of the verse. Cohen’s edition records פ"ר 'ג , adding 

abbreviation signs that do not exist in the original. 

The following issues are more fundamental: 

3. Cohen’s method for reconstructing the missing parts of MS A 

was described above, but he does not present detailed evidence  
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of the textual data that led him to his decisions in each specific case. 

Did he mark a gaʿaya because he was following MS L? Did he discover—

by using the Keter program—that this is the approach of MS A for 

these kinds of forms or patterns? Perhaps he relied upon previous 

publications that contain information about the missing parts of MS A? 

While Cohen might have fully recorded the reasons for his decisions, 

these are unavailable for the scholarly community, and the justi-

fication for his specific reconstructions is left—at least for the time 

being—unexplained.24  

4. It is insufficient to merely copy the readings found in MS L. 

Rather, it is necessary to perform a comprehensive investigation for 

each word contained in the missing sections of MS A. Such an analysis 

needs to be two-fold: (a) a comparison to many manuscripts, and not 

only to MS L; (b) an investigation into the pattern of the word using 

the Keter Program, in order to determine the method of MS A in its 

extant sections. Cohen only rarely compared a few manuscripts, which 

are essentially the same ones used by Breuer: L, B, C, S, S1. He did 

not always use the Keter Program to check if MS A has a systematic 

approach to similar forms. 

5. As already noted, parallel to Cohen’s printed edition, he also 

published an electronic version. Naturally, the electronic edition is 

dynamic, and is subject to changes and corrections, especially in the 

missing parts of MS A. In contrast, the printed edition is supposed to 

reflect the final decision. One who compares these two versions in 

parallel will, from time to time, discern minor differences between the 

two, and conclude that the printed version is of higher quality, and 

 

24  It is to be hoped that in the future Cohen will disclose his detailed analysis for 

each such case. 
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therefore closer to the method of Ben-Asher. The following table 

compares the printed and electronic editions of the book of Obadiah:25 

Verse    Electronic 

Edition    

MSS Agreeing with 

Electronic Edition    

Printed 

Edition    

MSS Agreeing with 

Printed Edition    

ַבְדָי֑ה L4, L8, L20, L221 עַֹבְדָי֑ה 1  L, L28, L29, C עֹֽ

Form in Extant Sections: 3 instances, none with gaʿaya. 

ים 4   ,L4, L8, L20, L28, L29 ּכֹוָכִב֖

L221, S 

ים  L, C ּֽכֹוָכִב֖

Form in Extant Sections: 10 instances, none with gaʿaya. 

ר 16 ר L4, L8, L20, L28, L29, C, S ַּכֲאֶׁש֤ ֲאֶׁש֤  L, L37 ַּכֽ

Form in Extant Sections: 28 ר  .none with gaʿaya ,ַּכֲאֶׁש֤

ב 17 ב L4, L8, L20, L28, L30, C, S ַיֲעקֹ֔  L, L29 ַיֲֽעקֹ֔

Form in Extant Sections: 28 instances, only 5 with gaʿaya. 

ם 17 ם L4, L8, L28, S מֹוָרֵׁשיֶהֽ ֵׁשיֶהֽ  ,L, L20, L29, L30 מֹוָרֽ

L35, C 

Form in Extant Sections: See below, note *. 

 ,L, L4, L8, L20, L28, L29 ְוָיֽ ְרׁשּו֙  19

L30, L35, L37, C 

 S ְוָיְרׁשּו֙ 

Form in Extant Sections: 43 instances, all with gaʿaya. 

 ְרׁ֕שּו L4, L30, L37, C ִיְרׁ֕שּו 20  ,L, L8, L20, L28 ִיֽ

L29, L35, S 

Form in Extant Sections: See below, note **. 

'֖ה לַ  21  L8, L20, L28, L30, L35, C, S  ֽ֖ה ַל'  L, L4, L29, L37 

Form in Extant Sections: 39 instances, only 9 with gaʿaya. 

 

25  Obadiah is the hafṭārā portion (lectionary reading from the Prophets that accom-

panies the obligatory reading from the Pentateuch) for pārāšat wayyišlah ̣ (Gen 

32:4–36:43), and was therefore published by Cohen in a Pentateuchal volume of 

his edition: Miqraʾot Gedolot HaKeter: Genesis (2 vols.; Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University 

Press, 1999), 2:220. The readings adopted in the forthcoming HUB edition are 

marked with gray background in the table. 
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*  Note on מורשיהם: Yeivin adduced a number of examples of words with  

a similar form that are marked with a gaʿaya, but added: “but most of the 

examples of this kind do not have a gaʿaya”.26 The decision here is difficult, 

since the best manuscripts (L, L30) mark a gaʿaya, and MS A also sometimes 

marks a gaʿaya in similar forms.  

**  Note on ירשו: There are no examples in MS A of words of a similar pattern 

whose cantillation sign is zāqef gādol. Yeivin notes the tendency to mark 

verbs from the root ש-ר-י  with a gaʿaya.27 

If we set aside מורשיהם and ירשו, which are equivocal and difficult 

to decide, we are left with six words that are recorded differently in 

the printed and electronic editions, and in each one it is easy to decide, 

and specifically in favor of the electronic edition! The common deno-

minator of seven of the eight words here (not including וירשו) is that 

in the printed version their form was determined according to the 

reading of MS L. It appears that the editor reviewed the words of the 

missing sections, and adjusted their gaʿayot according to MS L. This is 

a fundamental problem with Cohen’s edition, which can be fixed 

using the method suggested above: comparison to multiple manu-

scripts, and an investigation of the word-patterns in the extant sections. 

6. Breuer already demonstrated that the Masora of MS L is of much 

lower quality than that of MS A.28 In Cohen’s edition, both in the printed 

and electronic versions, the Masora of MS L is adduced in the missing 

sections of MS A. However, it is preferable to forego the masoretic 

notes completely, rather than combining the Masora of these two 

 

26  I. Yeivin, The Aleppo Codex of the Bible: A Study of Its Vocalization and Accentuation 

(Jerusalem: Magnes, 1969), 149 (in Hebrew).  

27  See ibid., 145. 

28  See throughout his book mentioned above (n. 8), especially in his summary on p. 281. 
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manuscripts.29 There is no practical way to reconstruct the marginal 

Masora in the missing sections, since the masoretic notes were not 

recorded systematically, and there is no way to know when a masoretic 

note will appear in the manuscript, and when it will be left out. 

 

V. A Controlled Experiment 

In order to test the refined method for reconstruction, we have 

performed a controlled experiment by implementing this method for 

reconstruction on an extant section in MS A (Hosea 1). We first treated 

it as if it is missing in MS A, and after the reconstruction process, we 

compared the results to MS A. The results of this experiment are 

presented below.  

Many additional manuscripts were consulted with respect to their 

similarity to the method of MS A. Different weight was given to each of 

the manuscripts, since there are precise manuscripts that are close to 

MS A, and there are less precise ones that are further removed from MS 

A. The manuscripts consulted were classified into five groups: 

(1) Manuscripts that are almost identical to MS A, and reflect the 

text of MS A almost everywhere: C1. 

(2) Manuscripts that are very close to MS A: L, L30. 

(3) Excellent Tiberian manuscripts: L4, L10, L14, L20, L23, L28, 

L29, L32, L35, L221. 

(4) Excellent manuscripts (and one printed edition), which are very 

different from MS A with respect to the marking of gaʿayot and 

mәtāgim with zāqef: L37, C, S, M. 

(5) Non-Tiberian manuscripts, distant from MS A: L18, N, P, R. 

 

29  In an oral conversation, Cohen admitted that the inclusion of the Masora from  

MS L in the missing sections of MS A is problematic, but he did not indicate whether 

he will forego doing so in future volumes of Miqraʾot Gedolot HaKeter. 
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The following table records the evidence of all of the medieval 

manuscripts used as textual witnesses in the HUB edition, and the 

analysis takes into account that the relative weight of each manuscript 

is different, as evidenced by the above division into groups.  

The table includes the following details: all the words in which 

there is likely to be a disagreement between the textual witnesses 

regarding the marking of gaʿayot; the manuscripts which reflect each 

of the possibilities; an analysis of the method reflected in MS A; and 

the decision made on the basis of these considerations. Also included 

is the extent of the correspondence to the actual text of MS A. 

Verse    Word    MSS with gaʿaya    MSS without gaʿaya    Decision MS A    

ם 1  N, C, M ָיָרְבָע֥

 

L, L18, L20, L29, L30, 

C1, S 

ם  � ָיָרְבָע֥

Analysis: Approximately 300 instances in the extant portions of MS A 

of a word are capable of having a ‘light’ gaʿaya in a syllable with qāmeṣ 

and accentuated with a mêrkā, but only 3 such words are actually 

marked by a gaʿaya: י ְרֵת֥ י ,(Jer 33:22) ְמָׁשֽ ְצִא֥ י ,(Ezek 26:21) ִתָּמֽ ָטִּנ֥  Chr 2) ָקֽ

10:10; but in the parallel verse, 1 Kgs 12:10, it is without the gaʿaya!).  

ה(ִּכי־ 2 )ָזֹנ֤  L, L20, L30, C, 

C1, S, M 

L18, L29, N י־  � ִּכֽ

Analysis: There are approximately 180 instances of כי connected by 

a maqqaf to a word accentuated with a mahpāk after a vowel or shewa 

mobile; these are always with a gaʿaya.30  

  

 

30  In Cohen’s edition to Isa 66:15, it is recorded without a gaʿaya: ִּכי־ִהֵּנ֤ה, but this is  

a mistake in copying from the facsimile edition of the MS A (ed. M.H. Goshen-

Gottstein [Jerusalem: Magnes, 1976]), in which the sign for the gaʿaya is covered. 

It can be seen clearly in the online facsimile edition, which is now available in 

http://www.aleppocodex.org/homepage.html. The HUB edition records a gaʿaya. 
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Verse    Word    MSS with gaʿaya    MSS without gaʿaya    Decision MS A    

י 2 ַא  :L, N, C ֵמַאֲחֵר֖  ;ֵמֽ

M:  ֵֽמַא 

L10, L20, L29, L30, 

C1, S 

י  � ֵמַאֲחֵר֖

Analysis: Words vocalized with a s ̣ere and/or a pattāh ̣, accentuated 

with a t ̣ipḥā, and appropriate to ‘light’ gaʿaya, are found hundreds of 

times, but in only four instances are marked with a gaʿaya:31 ל עֹוֵל֖  ֵמֽ

(1 Sam 22:19), ָר֖אֹות ר ,(Isa 1:12) ֵלֽ ל ,(Ezek 9:8) ְוֵנֽאֲׁשַא֖ ֵהיָכ֖   .(Chr 4:22 2) ַלֽ

)֖לֹו(ַוֵּתֶלד־ 3  L, L18, L20, L29, 

L30, N, C, S, M 

C1 ַוֵּתֶלד־ � 

Analysis: This pattern (a word vocalized with a s ̣ere in the penultimate 

syllable, and connected by a maqqaf to a word accentuated with a t ̣ipḥā) 

is found 16 times; in 10 there is no gaʿaya, and 6 with gaʿaya: ה ֶבט־ְמַנֶּׁש֖  ֵׁשֽ

(Josh 22:13), ל ֶׁשת־ָנָב֖ ֶּלה ,(Sam 27:3 1) ֵאֽ יֵני־ֵא֖ ׁש ,(Kgs 6:20 2) ֶאת־ֵעֽ ֵצא־ֵא֖  ֵתֽ

(Ezek 5:4), ַלע רֹאׁש־ַהֶּס֖ ֶכל־֖טֹוב ,(Chr 25:12 2) ֵמֽ  In light of .(Chr 30:22 2) ֵׂשֽ

these data, there is no clear pattern by which to make a decision. 

A majority of manuscripts mark a gaʿaya. However, the reading in C1 

is decisive, coupled with the fact that MS A generally prefers not mark 

with a gaʿaya in this pattern. 

)֣עֹוד(ִּכי־ 4  L20, L29 L, L18, L30, L37, N, 

C, C1, S, M 

 � ִּכי־

Analysis: This pattern (כי, maqqaf, attached to a word accentuated with 

a munāh ̣ at the beginning) is found 50 times: 29 with a gaʿaya and 21 

without it. The decision here depends on the relative weight of the 

manuscripts that do not have a gaʿaya, most significantly L, L30, C1.  

 ,L, L20, L29, L30 ְוָׁשַבְרִּתי֙  5

L37, N, C, C1, M 

L18, S  ַ֙בְרִּתי  � ְוָׁשֽ

Analysis: This pattern ( ְ֙וָאַאְאִּתי) is found in 8 instances, always with 

a gaʿaya. 

  

 

31
  Excluded from this category are cases of gaʿayot in proclitic prepositions before 

the Tetragrammaton, which are a category unto themselves. 
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Verse    Word    MSS with gaʿaya    MSS without gaʿaya    Decision MS A    

א(ִּכי־ 6 ֹ֥ )ָנׂש  L, L18, L29, L37, 

N, C, C1, M 

L20, S י־  � ִּכֽ

Analysis: This pattern (כי, maqqaf, attached to a word accentuated with 

a mêrkā in the second syllable) is found approximately 120 times with 

a gaʿaya and approximately 50 without. The decision here depends on 

the relative weight of the manuscripts that have a gaʿaya, most signi-

ficantly L, C1.  

ים 7  ,L, L20, L37, N, C ְוהֹוַׁשְעִּת֖

M 

L18, L29, L30, C1, S ים  � ְוהֹוַׁשְעִּת֖

Analysis: This pattern (wāw with a shewa, h ̣olām, syllable, syllable, 

accentuated with a t ̣iph ̣ā) is found approximately 100 times, and is 

only once marked with a gaʿaya: י ַבְׁשִּת֖  .(Jer 51:36) ְוהֹֽ

'ַּב֣ה  7  L18, N, M L, L20, L29, L30, L37, 

C, C1, S 

'ַּב֣ה   � 

Analysis: The word  ַּב֣ה'  is found 7 times, never with a gaʿaya. 

ם 7  ,L, L29, L37, C, M L18, L20, L28, L30, N ֱאEֵהיֶה֑

C1, S 

ם  � ֱאEֵהיֶה֑

Analysis: The word ם םֶכ֑ ֱאEֵהי /ֱאEֵהיֶה֑  accentuated with an ʾεtnāḥ is found 

27 times, and is marked with a gaʿaya only once: ם  .(Hos 5:4) ֶאל־ֱאEֵֽהיֶה֑

ם 7 ם L, L29, L37, C, M L20, L30, N, C1, S אֹוִׁשיֵע֗  � אֹוִׁשיֵע֗

Analysis: This pattern (h ̣olām, syllable, syllable, accentuated with a 

rәviaʿ) is found hundreds of times, and is marked with a gaʿaya in only 

13 instances. Although L also marks a gaʿaya here, C1 and L30 do not. 

ים 7  ,L37, C, M L, L18, L20, L29, L30 ּוְבָפָרִׁשֽ

N, C1, S 

ים  � ּוְבָפָרִׁשֽ

Analysis: This pattern (two qāmes ̣ vowels before a sof pāsuq) is found 

55 times, never with a gaʿaya. 

י 9  ,C, M L, L19, L20, L29, L30 ְוָאֹנִכ֖

N, C1, S 

י  � ְוָאֹנִכ֖

Analysis: The word י  (either with or without a proclitic element) ָאֹנִכ֖

accentuated with a t ̣ipḥā, is found 26 times, never with a gaʿaya. 
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Verse    Word    MSS with gaʿaya    MSS without gaʿaya    Decision MS A    

)ֶאְהֶי֥ה(לֹא־ 9  L, L18, L29, N,  

C, M 

L20, L30, C1, S לֹא־ � 

Analysis: The word לא attached by a maqqaf to a word accentuated 

with a mêrkā, is found hundreds of times, and is marked with a gaʿaya 

in only 14 instances. Although L also marks a gaʿaya here, L30 and C1 

do not. 

ֶאְהֶי֥ה)לֹא־( 9  L20, N, M L, L18, L29, L30, C, 

C1, S 

 � ֶאְהֶי֥ה

Analysis: The word תהיה/יהיה/אהיה  accentuated with a mêrkā is found 

17 times, and only in 4 instances is marked with a gaʿaya. L, L30 and 

C1 also do not have a gaʿaya. 

To summarize our results: All of the words in Hosea 1 that could 

potentially have a ‘light’ gaʿaya were checked, 15 in all. The decision 

was difficult in only one case (v. 3: ַוֵּתֶלד־), while in all of the other 

instances, the analysis of the underlying method of MS A, together 

with the reading preserved in the best manuscripts, led to a clear-cut 

decision. These results were consistently confirmed upon checking the 

actual readings in MS A in all cases. This bolsters Cohen’s criticism of 

Breuer, and more importantly, the correctness of the approach itself. 

 

VI. Utilization of the Masora  

As clarified above, the issue of reconstructing the text of MS A focuses 

primarily on the marking of gaʿayot. Nevertheless, there are sometimes 

questions related to vocalization, cantillation, or the orthography of 

words. Sometimes, albeit rarely, there are even questions regarding 

an additional or absent word. The decision of such cases can be assisted 

significantly by examining the method of MS A as reflected in the 

masoretic notes in its extant parts, and by using the Masora of other 

manuscripts as well. Consider the following examples:   
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1. Hos 1:8: ן ֶלד ֵּבֽ בן לולולולוותלד  The original copyist of MS L29 wrote .ַוֵּת֥  

(the word לו was erased by a second hand).32 It is possible that this 

reading was created under the influence of v. 3: ן  Indeed, the .ַוֵּתֶלד־֖לֹו ֵּבֽ

masora magna of MS A at 2 Sam 11:27 notes: ויעבר האבל  וילך  ב֗  –ותלד לו בן 

 that is, this exact phrase is found twice in the Bible, the ,ויקח את גמר

first in 2 Sam 11:27 ( ֶבל ר ָהֵא֗ ֶבלַוַּיֲעבֹ֣ ר ָהֵא֗ ֶבלַוַּיֲעבֹ֣ ר ָהֵא֗ ֶבלַוַּיֲעבֹ֣ ר ָהֵא֗ ה ַוַּיֲעבֹ֣ ּה ֶאל־ֵּביתֹ֙ו ַוְּתִהי־֣לֹו ְלִאָּׁש֔ ח ָּדִו֝ד ַוַּיַאְסָפ֤ ַוִּיְׁשַל֨  

ן ֶלד ֖לֹו ֵּב֑ ]...[ ַוֵּת֥ ), and the second in Hos 1:3 ( ֶמר ח ֶאת־ֹּג֖ ֶלR֙ ַוִּיַּק֔ ֶמרַוֵּי֙ ח ֶאת־ֹּג֖ ֶלR֙ ַוִּיַּק֔ ֶמרַוֵּי֙ ח ֶאת־ֹּג֖ ֶלR֙ ַוִּיַּק֔ ֶמרַוֵּי֙ ח ֶאת־ֹּג֖ ֶלR֙ ַוִּיַּק֔ ִים ַוֵּי֙ ַּבת־ִּדְבָל֑  

ן ַהר ַוֵּתֶלד־֖לֹו ֵּבֽ  From this note, one can infer that the lectio of the .(ַוַּת֥

original scribe of L29 was incorrect, since if it were correct, the Masora 

would have counted three verses in which the phrase ותלד לו בן is 

found, and included Hos 1:8. 

2. Hos 1:7: בסוסים. A number of manuscripts collated in Kennicott’s 

edition read 33.ובסוסים The masora parva of MSS N and P notes here: 

ג֗ מו ֗פ בסי   (i.e. בסיפרי מוגהי, “in corrected books”), meaning that authori-

tative manuscripts contained the reading as recorded in our text, 

without the wāw, and that is the reading to be relied upon. 

3. Hos 1:2: MS A records a section break within a verse (פסקה 

 There is no such a break in the Venice edition of the .(באמצע פסוק

Rabbinic Bible (1525). The masora parva of MS R ad loc. notes: פסיק ולא

 a break not at the end of the verse”, which indeed confirms the“ ,גמיר

reading of MS A. 

In this way, we can avail ourselves of the Masora of MS A itself, in 

its extant sections, and of other manuscripts, in order to reconstruct 

the missing sections of MS A. This can be demonstrated with a case 

from Obadiah, a book which is missing completely from MS A: in v. 5 

the reconstructed word עללות is spelled defectively for the first vowel, 

and plene for the last. By contrast, the reading of MSS L18 and R is 

 Our reconstruction, however, is confirmed .(plene for both vowels) עוללות

 

32  This is also the reading of some manuscripts of the Septuagint and Vulgate. 

33  This is also the reading of the Septuagint, Vulgate, and Peshitta. 
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by the masora parva of MS A to Jer 49:9, on the word עוללות, which 

notes:  מל ֗ל , meaning that there are no other instances in the Bible in 

which the word is written in plene spelling for both vowels.  

 

VII. Conclusion 

In the HUB edition of Jeremiah, the sections missing in MS A were 

copied from MS L, including all components of the text: letters, vocali-

zation, cantillation and gaʿayot, as well as the Masora. This approach has 

proven to be problematic in a number of respects, and it was therefore 

decided from here on to reconstruct the missing sections using the 

method of M. Cohen, with some modifications as described above. 

In the Twelve Minor Prophets, one-third of MS A is missing, 

including text and Masora. Each word has been analyzed thoroughly, 

and the chosen reading was compared to all of the manuscripts 

included in Apparatus IV of the edition, and its form is compared to 

the extant sections of MS A. There is a complete record of the decision-

making process.34 Pages that include a reconstructed text will not 

include any Masora. Finally, the method of marking qәrê-kәtīv readings 

follows the method of MS A.  

 

Appendix: Sigla of Manuscripts Consulted 

A Ben-Zvi Institute 1 (Aleppo Codex) – entire Bible (incomplete) 

B London, British Museum Or. 4445 – Pentateuch (incomplete) 

C Cairo, Gottheil 34 – Prophets (complete) 

C1 Cairo 1, Gottheil 22 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L St. Petersburg B19A (Leningrad) – entire Bible (complete) 

L4 St. Petersburg, II Firk. 124 – Prophets (incomplete) 

 

34  Due to considerations of space, this will not be included within the edition itself, 

but will be published in a separate, appropriate format. 



70 Rafael I. (Singer) Zer  

 

 

L8 St. Petersburg, II Firk. 225 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L10 St. Petersburg II Firk. 1283 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L14 St. Petersburg II Firk. 144 II c – Prophets (incomplete) 

L18 St. Petersburg I Firk. 59 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L20 St. Petersburg II Firk. 20 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L23 St. Petersburg II Firk. 116 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L28 St. Petersburg II Firk. 30 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L29 St. Petersburg II Firk. 57 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L30 St. Petersburg II Firk. 61 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L32 St. Petersburg II Firk. 76 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L35 St. Petersburg II Firk. 122 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L37 St. Petersburg II Firk. 1233 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

L221 St. Petersburg, II Firk. 221 – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

M Biblia Rabbinica (Venice, 1525) – entire Bible (complete) 

N New York, ENA 346 (JTS 232) – Latter Prophets (incomplete) 

P Codex Petropolitanus, St. Petersburg Heb B 3 – Latter Prophets (complete) 

R Codex Reuchlinianus, Karlsruhe 3 – Prophets (complete) 

S Jerusalem 5702 Heb. 240 (olim Sassoon 507) – Pentateuch (incomplete) 

S1 Sassoon 1053 – entire Bible (incomplete) 
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  הכנת נוסח הפני� של מהדורת מפעל המקרא 
  במקומות החסרי� בכתר אר� צובה

  רזֵ ) זינגר(רפאל יצחק 

  

. בבוא מפעל המקרא של האוניברסיטה העברית להעמיד מהדורה מדעית של ספרי תרי

עשר ניצבת בפניו הבעיה העקרונית שכשליש מ� הטקסט הכולל של ספרי� אלה חסר 

אשר .נוסח הפני� בהיותו הטוב בנציגיה של מסורת ב�המשמש , כיו� בכתר אר� צובה

ניצבה כבר , א� כי בהיק/ מצומצ� יותר, בעיה דומה. לענ/ הטברני של נוסח המסורה

משו� שד/ אחד של ספר זה חסר , בפני המפעל בבואו להכי� את מהדורת ספר ירמיה

לשעבר [ בורגפטר טקסנ( לי "כ ההחלטה שנפלה אז הייתה להשתמש בנוסחו של. בכתר

יד .ואול� פתרו� זה מערב שני כתבי. כתחלי/ לטקסט החסר בכתר) B19A] לנינגרד

, לפחות מנקודת מבטו של חקר המסורה, למדי �י� הטקסטואלי שונשרמת� ואופיי

תחת זאת הוחלט . עשר העומד לראות אור. ומשו� כ� הוחלט להימנע ממנו בכר� תרי

הכתר די לנסות ולשחזר את נוסח לנצל את הישגי המחקר בעשורי� האחרוני� כ

 ולא במושג, השחזור מתמקד בנוסחו הקונקרטי של הכתר: ודוק(בחלקיו החסרי� 

המאמר סוקר את שיטותיה� של ). של הטקסט המקראי' הנוסח המקורי'הערטילאי של 

, במישורי הכתיב –אשר העמידו בסיס אית� לשחזור זה , מרדכי ברויאר ומנח� כה�

 וד� בהיבטי� אחדי� של הטקסט –) כה�(וא/ הגעיות ) ברויאר(הניקוד והטעמי� 

 תקפותה .עוד יותר ממה שהושג עד כהשר א. ב� המשוחזר שאפשר להתקרב בה� לשיטת

, )הושע א(באמצעות ניסוי מבוקר על קטע הקיי� בכתר  אומתהשל שיטת השחזור 

במלואה  אפואוהיא אומצה , מצא שהיא קולעת למטרה בכל הדוגמאות שנבחנו אשר

 שר באות� מקומות שנוסחע. בהכנת נוסח הפני� של מהדורת מפעל המקרא לספרי תרי

  . הכתר אינו בידנו
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