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Resumo

Gen 30 narra a dificuldade da separação de Jacó e e 
sua família do seu sogro Labão. Este artigo se centraliza 
na narrativa de acordo com Josefo, Ant. 1.309-324(325a)  
e Jub. 28.25-29.12. Primeiro comparando com a narrativa 
bíblica e depois comparando um com o outro. Tanto Josefo e 
Jubileu tratam com certa liberdade o texto bíblico omitindo 
longas porções, ou introduzindo outras, ou modificando o 
que eles encontraram. Ao mesmo tempo as duas versões 
diferem entre si: Josefo entatiza a relação entre Labão, 
Jacó e Raquel, enquanto Jubileu  introduz elementos 
calendóricos e antiquários ausentes em Josefo.

Abstract

Gen 30:25-32:1(2a) tells of the definitive, difficult 
separation of Jacob and his household from his father-in-
law Laban. This essay focusses on the rewritings of the 
Genesis story found in Josephus, Ant. 1.309-324(325a) 
and Jub. 28.25-29.12. It begins with a detailed comparison 
of each rewriting with the biblical source text and then 
proceeds to compare the two rewritings with each other.  
Both Josephus and Jubilees treat, the study finds, their 
Vorlage with a good deal of freedom, omitting large 
portions of this, introducing longish insertions, rearranging 
the source sequence, and otherwise modifying what they 
found there. At the same time, the two versions differ 
notably: in Josephus, e.g., the emphasis is on the rhetorical 
contest between Laban and Jacob and Rachel’s theft of her 

1   General  editor of the Old Testament Abstracts published  by The 
Catholic University of America, Washington (EUA).
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father’s gods receives enhanced attention, while Jubilees, 
for its part, completely passes over the latter element and 
minimalizes the former, even as it interjects calendrical and 
“antiquarian” notices that lack any parallel in Josephus.

Introduction

The long, tension-filled relationship between Jacob and 
his uncle/father in law Laban as told in Gen 29:1-32:1(2a) [Eng. 
32:1a], reaches its finale in 30:25-32:1(2a) as the pair definitively 
separate from each other. In this essay, I shall investigate two ancient 
retellings of the Genesis story of Jacob’s flight from Laban, i.e. 
Josephus’ Antiquitates judaicae (hereafter Ant.) 1.309-324(325a)2 
and Jubilees (hereafter Jub.) 28.25-29.l2.3 My study will proceed 
via a detailed comparison of each of these renditions with its biblical 
source (as represented by MT, LXX, and the targums) that takes 
into account also other ancient Jewish (and Christian) traditions 
about Jacob’s escape from Laban.4 By way of conclusion, I shall 

2	  For the text and translation of Ant. 1.309-324(325a), I use H.St.John 
Thackeray, Josephus IV, LCL (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press; 
London: Heinemann, 1930), 148-57. I have likewise consulted the more recent 
critical text of the passage in E. Nodet, Flavius Josèphe I: Les Antiquités Juives 
Livres I à III. Introduction et Texte (Paris: Cerf, 1990), 41-53 and the translation 
of and notes on this in idem, Flavius Josèphe I: Les Antiquités Juives Livres I 
à III. Traduction et notes (Paris: Cerf, 1990), 64-67, as well as the annotated 
translation of L.H. Feldman, Flavius Josephus Judean Antiquities 1-4 (Leiden: 
Brill, 2000), 116-19. On Ant. 1.309-324 see further the summary discussion in 
T.W. Franxman, Genesis and the ‘Jewish Antiquities’ of Flavius Josephus, BeO 
35 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1979), 196-201.

3	  For the translation of Jub. 28.25-29.12, I use: O.S. Wintermute, “Ju-
bilees,” in J.C. Charlesworth, Old Testament Pseudepigrapha 2 (Garden City, 
NY: Doubleday, 1985), 111-12. I have likewise consulted the translation of the 
passage by C.H. Charles (revised by C. Rabin) in H.F.D. Sparks, The Apocryphal 
Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), 90-91. On the passage, see fur-
ther the remarks of J.C. Endres, Biblical Interpretation in the Book of Jubilees, 
CBQMS 18 (Washington, D.C.: CBA, 1987), 107-14.

4	  On this material, see L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews III (Phil-
adelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1968), 369-76; V, 300-303. 
Among the more expansive treatments of Gen 30:25-32:1 in this corpus are 
those in Gen. Rab. 73.7-74.16; Midrash Tanhuma (S. Buber Recension) Genesis, 
Wayyetse 7.21-24; P.R.El. 36.4-7 and various tractates of Philo.
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then compare Josephus’ and Jubilees’ respective retellings with 
each other. 

Josephus

In Genesis, Jacob broaches the subject of his leaving Laban 
following the birth of his penultimate son, Joseph, in 30:25-26.5 
In fact, however, it is not until 31:17 that Jacob actually sets out. 
The long intervening segment, 30:27-31:16 tells of what happened 
in the interlude: the continuation of the exchange between the two 
men about what Laban is to do for Jacob (30:27-34), the respective 
measures taken by them to increase their flocks at the expense of 
the other (30:35-43), the animosity of Laban and his sons provoked 
by Jacob’s success in this regard (31:1-2), the divine command that 
Jacob return to his native land (31:3) and the extended conversation 
that Jacob initiates with his two wives concerning their situation 
(31:4-16). Josephus (Ant. 1.309) leaves aside (or reserves for later 
use; see below) most of this intervening segment’s content.6

5	  MT Gen 30:25 provides no indication as to why the birth of Joseph in 
particular would have prompted Jacob to raise the subject with Laban. Tg. Ps.-J. 
(cf. Gen. Rab. 73.7) suggests a motivation for his doing so, i.e. via the inspiration 
of the Holy Spirit he has learned that the house of the newly-born Joseph will 
some day destroy the house of Esau. This realization, in turn, causes Jacob to lose 
the fear of Esau that had hitherto kept him from returning to his homeland.

6	  In addition to his general tendency to eliminate or compress what 
seems superfluous in the biblical story line, several further factors may help ac-
count for Josephus’ procedure in this instance. The breeding procedure utilized 
by Jacob in Gen 31:37-42 is obscure; moreover, it is often understood as in-
volving deception/manipulation on Jacob’s part and as such to stand in tension 
with the patriarch’s claims about the divine causality operative in the growth of 
his flock (31:5-11). Josephus obviates the difficulties posed by these features of 
the material by simply leaving it aside. In addition, whereas the entire segment 
31:3-16 features multiple references to God’s initiatives in Jacob’s life, Josephus 
tends to “detheologize” both the Jacob story and biblical history in general; see 
L.H. Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation of the Bible (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1998), 205-14, 326-28. In the same line, note too that Jacob in 
his words to his wives in 31:11-12 reports an angelic communication to him in a 
dream. Josephus, who often – though not invariably – dispenses with biblical ac-
counts concerning angels, could readily have done so here as well. On Josephus’ 
angelology, see C.T. Begg, “Angels in the Work of Flavius Josephus,” in F.V. 
Reiterer et al. eds., Angels: The Concept of Celestial Beings- Origins, Develop-
ment and Reception, Deuterocanonical and Cognate Literature Yearbook 2007 
(Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 2007), 525-36.
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The historian begins (1.309a) his thus abbreviated version of 
Gen 30:25-31:16 with a summary chronological notice, inspired by 
Jacob’s subsequent words to Laban about the length of his service 
in Gen 31:38,41: “Throughout all this period of twenty years Jacob 
was tending the flocks of his father-in-law.” Whereas Gen 30:25-26 
reports Jacob’s request that Laban release him and his household in 
direct address, Josephus (1.309b) recasts the patriarch’s discourse 
as a notice on his state of mind at this juncture7: “But at the close of 
it8 he desired leave to take his wives9 and depart to his own home,10 
and, when his father-in-law refused,11 he planned to do this thing 
secretly.”12

7	  On Josephus’ penchant for turning biblical direct into indirect address, 
see C.T. Begg, Josephus’ Account of the Early Divided Monarchy, BETL 108 
(Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1993), 12-13, n. 38.

8	  In Gen 30:25, Jacob’s request of Laban is associated with a more par-
ticular happening, i.e. Rachel’s bearing Joseph to him. Josephus mentions this 
event at the end of 1.308 (// Gen 30:22-24), but opts to connect Jacob’s urge to 
depart rather with his completion of 20 years of service to Laban. (In this essay, 
I italicize elements of the presentation of both Josephus and Jubilees that lack a 
direct counterpart in the Genesis account.)

9	  In his word to Laban in Gen 30:26a, Jacob asks for the release of his 
“children” as well.

10  In Gen 30:25 Josephus asks to be allowed to go “to my own home 
and country (LXX ).” Feldman (Flavius Josephus 1-4, 116, n. 
903) suggests that the historian’s “abbreviation” of this formulation reflects his 
conscious avoidance of biblical “land theology” in view of contemporary Ro-
man sensibilities about Jewish aspirations for a land of their own. From Jacob’s 
word in 30:26, Josephus omits as well the double invocation of his “service” to 
Laban. 

11  The biblical presentation of the exchange between Jacob and Laban in 
Gen 30:25-34 does not record an explicit “refusal” of the former’s request by the 
latter. Rather, Laban is portrayed there, in his obvious desire to retain Jacob’s 
services, as replying evasively, twice asking about what he might “give” Jacob 
(30:28,31a) in order that Jacob would agree to stay with him. In any event, the 
above notice presupposes that Jacob’s “desire,” as cited by Josephus in what pre-
cedes, did – as is the case in Gen 30:25-26 – become known to Laban.

12	 Like the preceding one (see n. 10), this element of Josephus’ presenta-
tion lacks a direct biblical counterpart – although see Gen 31:20 where Jacob, at 
the moment of his flight, is said to have “outwitted Laban . . . in that he did not 
tell him that he intended to flee.”
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Having synthesized the Jacob-Laban exchange of Gen 30:25-
34 in general terms in Ant. 1.309, Josephus, in 1.310a offers a 
equally compressed rendering of the conversation between Jacob 
and his wives cited in 31:4-16.13 This reads: “He accordingly tested 
his wives’ feelings about this migration,14 and they being well 
content . . . .”15

The extended preliminaries completed in Gen 31:16, 31:17-
21 tells of the actual flight of Jacob and his household. The Josephan 
version re-arranges the biblical data, likewise highlighting the role 
of Rachel in the family’s move. Specifically, whereas Gen 31:17-18 
speaks of Jacob as the “subject” of the move, and only then appends 
(31:19) mention of Laban’s having gone to shear his sheep (v. 19a) 
and Rachel’s “theft” of her father’s “household gods” (v. 19b), 
Josephus (1.310b) speaks in first place of Rachel and her initiatives: 
“Rachel taking with her ()16 even the images of 
the gods which the religion of her fathers made it  customary to

13	 In Gen 31:4 their conversation follows on Jacob’s summoning Leah 
and Rachel to “the field where his flock was.” Tg. Ps.J. (ad loc.) specifies that 
Jacob sent his son “Naphtali, who was a swift messenger,” to call his wives, 
while Gen.Rab. 74.2 suggests that the conversation took place in a field in order 
to ensure privacy. Philo (Det. 1-5) invests the “field” of Gen 31:4 with allegorical 
significance as a “battle-field” where Jacob will strive to overcome the ignorance 
of “the soul’s irrational impulses” that his wives represent. Josephus himself 
leaves the locale of the spouses’ exchange indeterminate.

14  In Gen 31:5-13, Jacob delivers a long apologia to his wives in which 
he highlights his own impeccable dealings with Laban, the latter’s duplicity, and 
the divine favor towards himself, the whole concluding with his informing them 
(31:13b) of God’s injunction (see 31:3) that he return to his homeland. Josephus’ 
rendering turns the patriarch’s “self-centered” discourse into a inquiry by him 
concerning his wives’ views on his proposed departure. 

15	 This summary indication concerning the wives’ state of mind reflects 
the very end of their response to Jacob in Gen 31:16b (“now then, whatever God 
has said to you, do”) that itself picks up on the latter’s informing them of God’s 
command that he return home in 31:13b. Josephus’ rendering of the words of 
both parties leaves the divine role in Jacob’s upcoming flight unmentioned.

16	 In MT, LXX and Tg. Neof., Tg. Onq. and Tg. Ps.-J. Gen 31:19b use a 
more “drastic” expression for Rachel’s action, i.e. “she stole.”
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venerate (       
   ),17 escaped along with ()18 her 
sister and the children of both wives and the handmaids with their 
sons and all their possessions.”19 Only thereafter, does he adduce 
(1.311a) Jacob and the initiative taken by him: “Jacob, moreover, 
took with him one half of the cattle20 without the knowledge of 
Laban.”21 

17	 MT calls the objects in her question “her father’s household gods 
(Myprth); LXX uses a more explicitly derogatory designation (“the idols 
[] of her father”), while the targums speak of “the images                
(hynmlc) of her father.” Josephus replaces the Bible’s simple qualification of 
the items as ones belonging to Laban (“her father”) with an allusion to them as 
customary objects of devotion within Rachel’s family. On the term  
of the above formulation as key Josephan as a positive term to designate all sorts 
of phenomena that are invested with the authority and prestige of what is “ances-
tral,” see B. Schröder, Die ‘väterlichen Gesetze’. Flavius Josephus als Vermit-
tler von Halachah an Griechen und Römer, TSAJ 53 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
1996).

18  Josephus’ one remaining use of the verb  is in 
BJ 1.310.

19	 The catalogue of those whom Jacob leads away with him in Gen 31:17 
does not mention his two “concubines” and their offspring explicitly, just as it 
does not cite the property of those associated with Jacob (in 31:21a Jacob is 
said to flee “with all he had”). Josephus fills these gaps. Conversely, he does                                                                                       
not reproduce the source verse’s reference to the family members’ being set “on 
camels,” and holds over the notice (31:18) on the livestock that Jacob also takes 
with him.

20	 Gen 31:18 is more elaborate: “he [Jacob] drove away all his cattle, 
all his livestock which he had gained, the cattle in his possession which he had 
acquired in Paddan-aram . . . .” Josephus’ specification about Jacob’s carrying 
off (only) “half of the cattle” makes clear that he did not leave Laban completely 
bereft of livestock. From the conclusion of 31:18 Josephus leaves aside the indi-
cation concerning the goal of his flight, i.e. “to go the land of Canaan to his father 
Isaac.”

21  MT, LXX, Tgs. Ps.-J. and Neof. Gen 31:20 speak literally of Jacob’s 
“stealing (the heart) of Laban” by not telling him what he was doing. Josephus’ 
attenuated formulation of this reference to the patriarch’s “theft” has a counter-
part in Tg.Onq. where Jacob’s “conceals (ysk) from Laban.” Josephus passes 
over Laban’s own action of going to shear his sheep cited in 31:19a. From the 
biblical account of the family’s departure, Josephus omits the concluding notice 
(Gen 31:21) on Jacob’s “fleeing” with all he had, crossing the Euphrates, and 
heading towards the “hill country of Gilead.” The omission, inter alia, elimi-
nates the Bible’s reference to an ignominious “flight” by Jacob. (Tg. Ps.-J. 31:21 
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Following the Jacob-centered interlude of 1.311a, the historian 
returns in 1.311b to Rachel’s initiative as cited initially in 1.310b, 
now supplying a motivation for her deed:

Rachel who had carried the images of the gods [see 
1.310a// Gen 31:19] had indeed been taught by Jacob to 
despise such worship,22 but her motive was that in case 
they were pursued and overtaken by her father, she might 
have recourse to them to obtain pardon.23

In Gen 31:22-23a Laban responds to Jacob’s flight, once 
he hears of this, by pursuing him into the Gileadite hill country. 
Josephus’ account of this development comes in 1.312a: “Laban 
having, a day 

appends to the MT content of the verse a “motivation” for Jacob’s heading spe-
cifically to Gilead, i.e. “for he saw in the Holy Spirit that his children would 
experience liberation there in the days of Jephthah, who was from Gilead,” the 
allusion being to the Gileadite Jephthah’s victory over the Ammonites in Gilead 
as described in Judges 11).

22  This indication concerning Rachel’s current stance towards the images 
she is carrying with her has no biblical counterpart. It serves to preclude the 
supposition that her taking of the images was due to her personal devotion to 
the objects – a supposition that would not reflect well on the matriarch (or her 
husband who, in that case, would be guilty of failure to properly instruct Rachel 
concerning true religion).

23	 Like Josephus, other ancient Jewish writings go beyond the Bible’s 
notice (Gen 31:19b) on the fact of Rachel’s “theft” to supply a motivation(s) 
for her act. Thus, according to Pirqe R. El. 36.4, Rachel took the objects both to 
keep them from informing Laban of the family’s flight (this indication presup-
poses that Rachel, according to “Eliezer,” did credit the “teraphim” with special 
knowledge; compare Josephus’ preceding notice on her contempt for their cult) 
and to deliver her father’s house from such items. The latter suggestion has a 
counterpart also in Gen. Rab. 74.5 and Theodoret, Quaest. in Gen. 90 (PG 80, 
197). Tg.Ps.-J. Gen 31.19b (and similarly Pirqe R. El. 36.4) provides an ex-
tended account concerning the making, nature and use of the “images” stolen by 
Rachel: “For they would slay a man a first-born, cut off his head and sprinkle it 
with salt and spices. Then they set it upon the wall, and it would speak to them. 
And it was to these . . . that her father bent down.”
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later, discovered the escape of Jacob and his daughters,24 indignant 
()25 at such treatment,26 set out after him with a band 
of men ()27 in hot pursuit . . . .”

The sequels to Laban’s initiative are related in Gen 31:23b-
25: he pursues Jacob for seven days into the Gileadite hill country 
(v. 23b)28; in a dream God warns him not to do anything to the 
fugitive (v. 24); and Laban “overtakes” Jacob (v. 25a), with both 
parties ending up “encamped” in the hill country (v. 25b). Josephus 
(1.312b-313) re-arranges this sequence. Specifically, he begins by 
synthesizing elements drawn, in this order, from Gen 31:23b,25a,24a, 
25b: “. . . and on the seventh day29 he overtook them30 on a hill 
where they were encamped (31).”32 It being 

24	 Gen 31:22 has Laban informed “on the third day,” and does not men-
tion the daughters. Like MT and LXX, Josephus gives no indication as to who 
informed Laban and how the matter came to light. Tg. Ps.-J. (cf. Tg. Neof.) Gen 
31:22 fills this gap, elaborating the conclusion of the MT verse with mention 
of “the shepherds,” who noticing that “the well” fails to flow for three days in 
Jacob’s absence, inform Laban. He in turn realizes that Jacob has fled “because 
it was through his merits that it [the well] had flowed for twenty years.”

25	 Josephus’ one remaining use of the verb  is in Ant. 
11.306.

26	 Josephus inserts the above reference to Laban’s emotional response to 
his “discovery” in light with his general tendency to “psychologize” the biblical 
narrative, on which see Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation, 197-204.

27	 In Gen 31:23, Laban takes his “kinsmen” (literally “brothers”) with 
him. Josephus’ more “military” designation for Laban’s entourage has a counter-
part in Pirqe R. El. 36.4, where Laban is said to gather “all the men of his city, 
strong warriors,” and to pursue Jacob “in order to kill him.”

28	 In Tg. Ps.-J.’s rendering of Gen 31:23b, Laban catches up with Jacob 
encamped on the mountain of Gilead where he is “giving thanks and praying 
before his God.”

29	 Gen 31:23b speaks of a seven-day pursuit by Laban. Josephus turns this 
into an allusion to what happened on the last day of this period.

30	 In Gen 31:25a Laban overtakes Jacob alone. Josephus’ plural (“them”) 
has in view his previous reference (1.312a) to Laban’s hearing of the escape of 
Jacob “and his daughters.”

31	 Compare Gen 31:25a: “Now Jacob had pitched his tent in the hill 
country.” Once again, Josephus widens the perspective to include those accom-
panying Jacob.

32	 Elsewhere in Josephus’ corpus, the above verb  
does not occur as such; it has been proposed as an emendation in Ant. 10.224 and 
C.Ap. 1.139.
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then evening,33 he [Laban] took his rest.”34 Only thereafter, as a 
climax to the whole series of preceding events, does Josephus relate 
the divine intervention by way of a dream as told in Gen 31:24, 
likewise elaborating on the content of God’s communication to 
Laban there:

God appeared to him in a dream35 and warned him, now 
that he had overtaken his son-in-law and his daughters,36 
to act gently and take no rash measures against them 
in wrath (37),38 but to make a covenant 

33	 Josephus draws this chronological indication from the reference to 
God’s coming to Laban in “a dream by night” in Gen 31:24a. (Gen. Rab. 74.7 
cites the time reference in Gen 31:24 as showing that, in contrast to his dealings 
with Israelite prophets, God only approaches pagan “prophets” – like Laban – at 
night.)

34	 In Gen 31:25b “Laban with his kinsmen [brothers] encamped in the hill 
country of Gilead.” Here too (see previous note), Josephus’ formulation has the 
reference to Laban’s dream of 31:24 in view.

35	 Compare Gen 31:24a (MT LXX). “God came to Laban . . . in a dream 
by night.” The targums attenuate MT’s statement about God himself “coming” 
to the pagan Laban: in Tg. Onq. it is “a word from before the Lord” that comes 
to Laban; in Tg. Neof. “the Lord was revealed to” him, while Tg.Ps-J. reads: “an 
angel came by decree from before the Lord and drew the sword against Laban” 
(compare Pirqe R. El. 36.4, where the angel Michael comes down beside Laban, 
draws his sword, and threatens to kill him). On dreams in Josephus’ corpus over-
all, see R.K. Gnuse, Dreams & Dream Reports in the Writings of Josephus: A 
Traditio-Historical Analysis, AGJU 36 (Leiden: Brill, 1996). On Laban’s dream 
in Ant. 1.313-314, see ibid., pp. 150-51.

36	 This “unbiblical” allusion harks back to 1.311a where Laban discovers 
the escape of “Jacob and his daughters.”

37	 This element of God’s admonition alludes back to the (interjected) men-
tion of Laban’s “indignation” over the flight of Jacob’s household in 1.311a.

38	 This portion of the Deity’s word to Laban has an approximate (nega-
tive) parallel in Gen 31:24, where the latter is told “Take heed that you say not a 
word to Jacob, either good or bad.” (so MT; LXX: “Watch yourself, that you do 
not speak evil with Jacob”). Rabbinic tradition asks why Laban should have been 
forbidden also to speak “good” to Jacob. B.Yom. 103a-103b (cf. Gen. Rab. 74.7) 
comments: “all the favors of the wicked are evil for the righteous.”
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()39 with Jacob40; He would 
Himself, He said, come to Jacob’s aid ()41 if, 
in contempt of his inferiority of numbers, he should proceed 
to attack him.42

In Genesis 31, God’s word to Laban of v. 24 is followed by 
the notice on Jacob and Laban’s taking their positions in v. 25. 
Josephus has already anticipated the content of the latter verse in 
1.312. Accordingly, he moves directly from the divine injunction 
(31:24) to the opening of Laban’s address to Jacob (31:26). Whereas, 
however, 31:26 simply and abruptly begins with Laban speaking 
to Jacob (whose camp, according to 31:25, was separate from 
that of Laban), Josephus (1.314a) smooths the transition between 
what precedes and this new development: “Thus forewarned, 
Laban at the break of day,43 summoned Jacob to a parley,44 

39	 Literally: “make libations.” The reference is to the widely diffused 
practice of pouring libations in connection with the establishment of solemn 
agreements; see Homer Il. 3.292-302; Hesiod, Theog. 782-804 and cf. E. Simon, 
“Libation,” in Thesaurus Cultus et Rituum Antiquorum I (Los Angeles: The J. 
Paul Getty Museum, 2004), 237-53, 237-38. Elsewhere in Josephus, the above 
phrase occurs also in Ant. 12.154,381.

40	 This element of the Josephan Deity’s discourse has no counterpart in 
Gen 31:24. The addition seems inspired by Laban’s proposition as cited in 31:44 
that he and Jacob “make a covenant,” a proposition to which it gives prior divine 
approval.

41	 Whereas the LXX does not use “ally language” in reference to God, 
Josephus does so with some frequency, often in connection with reference to 
God as “helper” (); see H.W. Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical 
History in the Antiquitates Judaicae of Flavius Josephus, HDR 7 (Missoula, MT: 
Scholars, 1976), 78-92.

42	 This appended threat gives a heightened urgency to the Deity’s injunc-
tion to Laban.

43	 Gen 31:26 does not specify the moment at which Laban, following his 
nocturnal dream (31:24), began addressing Jacob. Josephus makes clear that he 
did so only after night had ended.

44	 Josephus’ inserted mention of this “summons” accounts for Jacob’s 
presence with Laban – a matter that is simply presupposed in Gen 31:26.
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telling him of his dream,45 and when Jacob confidently                                                     
approached him . . . .”46

Laban’s initial word to Jacob in Gen 31:26-28 consists 
of a series of direct-address, reproachful questions (vv. 26-28a), 
culminating with the assertion “now you have done foolishly.” 
Josephus precedes his version of this material with an extended 
review (1.314b) by Laban of the benefits he had conferred on the 
destitute visitor Jacob.47 The segment reads:

(Laban) began to accuse () him, protesting that, 
on his arrival at his house in poverty and utter destitution, 
he (Laban) had entertained him and supplied him with 
ample abundance of his possessions. “Aye,” said he, “I 48 
even gave thee my daughters in wedlock, reckoning thereby 
to increase thy affection () towards us.”

45	 Josephus anticipates Laban’s disclosure from Gen 31:29b, where it is 
only after addressing a series of reproachful questions to Jacob (vv. 26-28), that 
he informs him of the Deity’s injunction as cited in 31:24. In so doing, Josephus 
has Laban’s telling of the dream with its reassuring content provide a motivation 
for Jacob’s acting on Laban’s “summons” to him. From his version of Laban’s 
telling of his dream (31:29a), he leaves aside the prefatory declaration of 31:29a 
(“it is my power to do you harm”) which would conflict with his own representa-
tion of Laban throughout his speech as one who claims to have always treated 
Jacob with kindness, only to be requited with egregious ingratitude by the lat-
ter. (According to Zohar 1.167a it was the divine admonition of 31:29b with its 
warning that he not say a “bad word” to Jacob that brought Laban to the realiza-
tion that he, in fact, had the capacity to “harm” Jacob – through the [magical] 
words he might utter against him in particular.)

46	 Such a “approach” by Jacob is simply presupposed in the sequence of 
Genesis 31. That Jacob comes before Laban “confidently” makes sense in Jose-
phus’ presentation, in that he has just previously been informed by Laban of his 
dream, which featured God’s injunction about treating the fugitive kindly.

47	 The intent/effect of this element of the Josephan Laban’s address is to 
accentuate the ungratefulness operative in the actions of which he will proceed 
to accuse Jacob. Of course, Laban’s recital of his benefits to Jacob here is highly 
tendentious in that it omits any mention of the burdens and deceptions the latter 
experienced from his side.

48	 Note the switch at this point from indirect to direct discourse within 
Laban’s speech. Such shifts are not infrequent in the longer speeches Josephus 
attributes to his characters; see Begg, Josephus’ Account, 123-24, n. 772.
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Following the above apologia for his treatment of Jacob, 
Josephus has Laban continue with accusations inspired by those 
of Gen 31:26-28, recasting the “why-questions” used there as 
assertions. In so doing, he makes explicit the claims about the 
contrast between Laban’s own beneficence and the ingratitude 
manifested by Jacob’s actions implicit in his opening words to the 
fugitive. His thus elaborated rendition (1.315-316) of 31:26-28 – 
into which he incorporates an anticipation of Laban’sfurther claim 
of 31:30b about Jacob’s having stolen his gods – runs as follows:

(1.315b) “But thou without regard either for thine own 
mother or for the kinship that unites thee to me49 or for 
the wives whom thou has wed, without a thought for the 
children of whom I am the grandsire, has dealt with me by 
the laws of warfare, plundering my property, instigating my 
daughters to flee from their sire,50 (1.316) and making off 
with the sacred objects of my family () 
which my forefathers venerated and I have deemed worthy 

49	 With the above words, Laban alludes to the fact of his being the brother 
of Jacob’s mother Rebecca and thus Jacob’s own uncle; see Gen 24:29.

50	 The above charge draws on Laban’s initial question to Jacob in Gen 
32:26: “What have you done, that you have cheated me [literally: stolen my 
heart], and carried away my daughters like captives of the sword?” Josephus’ 
version adds explicit mention of the “property” of which Jacob has despoiled 
Laban, rewords the source’s allusion to the “sword” with which Jacob led the 
daughters into captivity into mention of “the laws of warfare” according to which 
Jacob has acted, and represents the daughters as having a more active role in 
the process (they themselves “flee” rather than being simply “carried away” by 
Jacob). Josephus passes over Laban’s appended questions of 31:27-28a which, 
shifting attention from Jacob to himself, underscore how Jacob’s secretive flight 
has deprived him of the possibility of taking proper leave of the entire house-
hold.
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of the same worship as they.51 And these actions which, even 
in war one would not have practised on a foe (),52 
thou, a kinsman, the son of my own sister, the husband of 
my daughters, the guest and sharer of my hearth and home, 
hast done to me.”53

The source segment Gen 31:31-42 comprises the following 
elements: initial response by Jacob attributing his flight to fear that 
Laban would take his wives from him and pronouncing a death 
sentence on the one with whom Laban should find his gods (vv. 31-
32a), parenthetical notice that Laban did not know that Rachel had 
stolen her father’s gods (v. 32b), Laban’s unsuccessful search for 
his gods (vv. 33-35), and denunciation of Laban by Jacob (vv. 36-
42). Josephus markedly modifies this sequence. Specifically, he has 
Jacob respond, utilizing elements of his second speech (31:36-42), 
to Laban’s charges against him with accusations of his own (1.317-
319); thereafter, following an interjected editorial commentary 
(1.320-321), he relates Jacob’s “invitation” and Laban’s acting on 
this (1.322-323a// 31:23a,33-36). The speech that he attributes to

51	 In Genesis 31, Laban’s accusatory question of v. 30b (“but why did 
you steal my gods?”) is a kind of after-thought appended to Laban’s disclosure 
of God’s recent communication to him (v. 29; cf. v. 24) and is itself prefaced by 
the “admission” of v. 30a (“but now you [Jacob] have longed greatly for your 
father’s house”). Josephus has had Laban relate his dream at the very start of his 
address to Jacob (see 3.114a). Leaving aside the “admission” of v. 30a (in which 
Laban seems to supply his own answer to the “why-questions” he has been ask-
ing Jacob in what precedes), he joins the charge of v. 30b with those of vv. 26-28 
into a continuous listing of all the items of which Jacob has deprived Laban. 
In addition, he expatiates on the summary wording of Laban’s charge in v. 30b 
itself, thereby harking back to his (seemingly non-polemic) reference in 1.310 to 
Rachel’s taking with her “the images of the gods which the religion of her fathers 
() had made it customary to venerate.”

52	 Having accused Jacob of acting “by the laws of warfare” in his han-
dling of his property, daughters, and grandchildren in 1.315b, Laban here intensi-
fies the charge: Jacob has acted in a way that not even enemies in war would use 
upon each other.

53	 Here at the end of his accusatory discourse, Laban returns to the mul-
tiple and intimate bonds between Jacob and himself previously cited by him in 
1.315 that make all the more reprehensible Jacob’s (alleged) acting in a way that 
not even opponents in war would employ; see previous note.
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 Jacob in 1.317-319 opens (1.317) with an implicit motivation (God-
given love for his ancestral land) for his leaving Laban that replaces 
the fugitive’s (ignominious) admission of “fear” as the ground for 
his action in Gen 31:32: “To this speech of Laban Jacob replied in 
self-defense that he was not the only one in whose heart God had 
implanted a love of native country (),54 that it was innate 
in all, and that after so long a time it was right that he should return 
to his own.”55 Having provided this explanation for his action, the 
Josephan Jacob proceeds to address the various charges Laban has 
just made against him. In that response of his, Jacob (1.318a), basing 
himself loosely on his biblical counterpart’s declaration of innocence 
vis-à-vis Laban in 31:36b-37 (“What is my offense? What is my 
sin? Although you have felt through all my goods, what have you 
found of all your household goods? Set it before my kinsmen and 
your kinsmen, that they decide between us”), first affirms: “As for 
the charge of spoiling thee,”56 he proceeded, “it is thou thyself who 
wouldst be found the wrongdoer () before any ther judge.”57 
This affirmation, in turn, leads into a summary allusion (1.318b) to 
the catalogue of benefits Jacob avers he has conferred on Laban’s 
livestock in 31:38-41a, that is itself “framed” by references to how 
Laban should (not) respond to Jacob’s initiatives: “For whereas 
thou oughtest to be grateful to me for having kept and multiplied 

54	 This term echoes the designation of Laban’s gods as “ancestral” 
( / ) in Ant. 1.310,316. Whereas Laban’s attachment is to 
his ancestral gods, God had given Jacob (and all people) a love for his ancestral 
country.

55 	 Jacob’s above declaration may be inspired by Laban’s word to him in 
Gen 31:30a (“and now you have gone away because you greatly longed for your 
father’s house . . . .”) for which, as we have noted, there is no equivalent in Jo-
sephus’ version of Laban’s speech, but which, I suggest, he has “transferred” to 
Jacob, making him the one to aver love of homeland as the motive for his leaving 
Laban.

56	 With this formulation, Jacob alludes back to Laban’s claim in 1.315 
that Jacob “plundered his property.” Note as well the shift – seen already in La-
ban’s previous speech – from initial indirect to direct discourse at this juncture in 
Jacob’s speech. See n. 47.

57	 Josephus here generalizes Jacob’s proposal that the “kinsmen” of him-
self and Laban decide between them (31:37 in fine), thereby accentuating Jacob’s 
assurance concerning Laban’s guilt and his own innocence.
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thy cattle,58 is it not unreasonable to be wroth with me for the 
small of them that we have taken with us?”59 The property charge 
thus disposed of, Jacob next turns (1.318c) to Laban’s complaint 
about his having been deprived of his daughters by Jacob (see 
1.316 “instigating my daughters to flee from their sire”), with this 
introducing an element without counterpart in the biblical Jacob’s 
words to his pursuer: “As concerning thy daughters, I would have 
thee know that it was no malice on my part that has forced them 
to accompany my flight, but that just affection ()60 which 
wedded wives are wont to have for their husbands; in truth it was 
so much me whom they follow as their children.”61

In 1.318, as we have seen, Josephus draws, with much 
freedom, on Jacob’s self-apologia to Laban as cited in Gen 
31:36-41a. Having done so, he pauses to interject an editorial 
note (1.319a) that sums up on the previous portion of Jacob’s 
speech and prepares his subsequent denunciation of Laban that he 
will give in 1.319b: “Such was his defense to prove that he had 
done no wrong (),62 from which he proceeded to 
complaint and accusation ()63 against Laban.” Jacob’s 
reproaches to Laban in Gen 31:41b-42 are rather brief: Laban 

58	 Compare Jacob’s negative assertions about how Laban’s livestock 
fared with him in Gen 31:38: “These twenty years I have been with you; your 
eyes and your she-goats have not miscarried, and I have not eaten the rams of 
your flocks.”

59	 This question lacks a counterpart in Jacob’s words to Laban of Gen 
31:32-33a,36-42. With the question, Jacob both acknowledges (while also at-
tenuating) and justifies the fact of his having taken “one half of the [Laban’s] 
cattle” as cited in Ant. 1.311a.

60	 This term echoes Laban’s use of the same word in 1.314 (in fine) where 
he speaks of his having given his daughters to Jacob, “reckoning thereby to in-
crease thy affection () towards us.”

61	 With the above statement, Jacob responds to Laban’s charge (1.315 in 
fine) that his wives’ accompanying him was due to his compulsion of them: on 
the contrary, his wives had a double reason of their own to go with him.

62	 This term both echoes and reverses Jacob’s claim about Laban’s “being 
found the wrongdoer () before any other judge” in 1.318a.

63	 This is the nominal form of the verb  used in 1.314 to 
introduce Laban’s “accusation” of Jacob. Jacob is now about to make his own 
accusations against Laban.
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changed his wages ten times (v. 41b) and would have sent him away 
empty-handed, unless God had been with him (v. 42a); Laban,
moreover, has been “rebuked” by God who saw Jacob’s parlous state 
(v. 42b). Josephus (1.319b) elaborates Jacob’s charges, likewise 
interjecting reminiscences of those made against him by Laban:

he, though he was his mother’s brother and had given him 
his daughters in wedlock,64 had worn him out by imposing 
grievous tasks and by detaining him there for the space of 
twenty years.65 What Laban had made him suffer, he added, 
on the pretext of the marriages, was indeed comparatively 
light, but what had followed those marriages was worse 
and a fate such as might have befallen an enemy    (
66).67

Jacob concludes his address to Laban in Gen 31:42 with 
affirmations about God’s dealings with the two of them, given 
Laban’s treatment of himself. Josephus’ version (1.320-321) of 
this element takes the form of an editorial comment concerning 
the triangular interplay among the Deity and the two men that 
also makes delayed use of the account of Gen 31:7-968 concerning 

64	 In 1.315 Laban cites his having given his daughters in wedlock to Ja-
cob as something that makes Jacob’s actions all the more reprehensible, while 
in 1.316 he adduces the fact of Jacob’s being “the son of my own sister” for the 
same purpose. Jacob now turns the tables on Laban, making the facts in question 
the ground for his own charges against him.

65	 Josephus made anticipated use of this chronological datum at the be-
ginning of his version of the story of Jacob’s flight in 1.309.

66	 This is the emendation adopted by Thackeray and Feldman. Nodet fol-
lows the codices SPL(M) in reading  (which he 
translates “to flee as one flees an enemy”). On either reading, there is a reminis-
cence (and reversal) of Laban’s use of war and enemy language in reference to 
Jacob’s departure; see 1.316b where he declares that Jacob’s actions are ones 
“which even in war one would not have practiced upon a foe ().”

67	 The above charges represents a amplified and intensified version of Ja-
cob’s word to Laban of Gen 31:41 (“These twenty years that I have been in your 
house; I served you fourteen years for your two daughters, and six years for your 
flock, and you have changed my wages ten times”).

68	 This account is part of Jacob’s address (Gen 31:4-13) to his wives prior 
to the family’s departure. In Josephus’ version, the addressee becomes Laban 
himself.
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God’s multiplication of Jacob’s flocks, notwithstanding Laban’s 
machinations. It reads:

(1.320) And indeed Laban had used Jacob exceedingly ill 
()69; for when he saw that God assisted him in 
whatever he desired,70 he promised to grant him from the 
young of the flock at one time what should be born white, 
at another all the black progeny.71 (1.321) But when the 
offspring that should have been credited to Jacob proved 
numerous,72 he did not keep his word at the moment, but 
promised to deliver them a year later, since he looked 
askance at his becoming possessed of so much. He made 
these promises because such numbers were not to be 
expected, but when they came to be, he proved faithless.73

69	 This adverb echoes the cognate noun that Jacob uses in 1.318 in stat-
ing that it was “no malice () on my part” that compelled Laban’s 
daughters to accompany him. Whereas such “malice” was absent in Jacob’s con-
duct, it was, Josephus now avers, indeed operative in that of Laban.

70	 This transitional phrase calls to mind Laban’s initial response to Ja-
cob’s request that he be released by Laban in Gen 30:27 (“. . . I have learned by 
divination that the Lord has blessed me because of you”) which Josephus earlier 
passed over (and from which he here removes the reference to the (prohibited) 
practice of “divination,” likewise replacing, in accord with his regular practice, 
the source’s reference to “the Lord” with “God”).

71	 According to Jacob’s report to his wives in Gen 31:8, Laban alternatively 
promised him the “spotted” and the “striped” among the offspring of the flocks.

72	 In Jacob’s word to his wives of Gen 31:8, Laban’s awarding him either 
the spotted or striped offspring of the flock (see previous note) has the same 
result: “all the flock” produces offspring of the kind that Laban had assigned to 
Jacob.

73	 In the above conclusion to his editorial commentary, Josephus couples 
references to Laban’s perfidy, inspired by Jacob’s declaration to his wives in Gen 
31:7 (cf. 31:41b) “you father has cheated me and changed my wages ten times,” 
with interjected remarks on Laban’s motivation in both making the promises he 
did and then reneging on those promises. Conversely, he leaves aside Jacob’s 
evocations of God’s role in his prospering of 31:7b (“but God did not permit him 
[Laban] to harm me”) and 9 (“Thus God has taken away the cattle of your father 
and given them to me”). In Josephus’ commentary, the only mention of God’s 
role in the proceedings is in his rendering of Gen 30:27 in 1.320b; see n. 69.

Thackeray, Nodet, and Feldman all take the above segment as an editorial 
comment by Josephus appended by him to Jacob’s preceding speech. Franxman 
(Genesis and the ‘Jewish Antiquities’, 200) takes it – erroneously as it seems – as 
the continuation of Jacob’s words (“Jacob now says that Laban has treated him 
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It is only at this juncture, following his version of Jacob’s 
second address to Laban (Gen 31:36-42) and his appended 
commentary on this, that Josephus has Jacob address a matter 
which, in the biblical sequence, he speaks (31:32a) of in his 
initial word (31:31-32a) to his father-in-law, i.e. the (purported) 
theft of the latter’s gods. Whereas, moreover, the biblical Jacob 
dramatically declares “any one with whom you will find your gods 
shall not live,”74 Josephus’ indirect address rendering (1.322a) is 
more jejune: “As for the sacred objects (), Jacob bade 
him institute a search.”75

Gen 31:33-35 tells in some detail of Laban’s search for his 
gods that is thwarted by Rachel’s stratagem. Josephus compresses 
this sequence, omitting many of its particulars:

This offer Laban accepted,76 whereupon Rachel, 
hearing of it, deposited the images (; see 1.310) 
in the pack saddle of the camel which carried her, and sat 
upon it,77 professing to be incommoded by the functions 

exceedingly ill . . .”).
74	 In rabbinic tradition (see, e.g., Pesiq. Rab. 3.4; Gen. Rab. 74.4), Jacob’s 

word here is represented as an unwitting curse upon his beloved Rachel – who 
has in fact stolen her father’s gods – with fatal consequences for her, leading 
to her death in childbirth as described in Gen 35:16-20. Perhaps mindful of the 
problem, Tg. Onq. Gen 31:32 rewords, having Jacob declare: “The place where 
you will find the gods whom you fear shall not remain in existence,” thereby 
shifting the “curse” from the person with whom Laban’s images will be found to 
the site of their finding.

75	 In the above formulation, Josephus seems to conflate the two distinct 
components of Jacob’s proposal to Laban in Gen 31:32a (“any one with whom 
you find your gods shall not live. In the presence of our kinsmen point out what 
I have that is yours”), focussing the (open-ended) search Jacob invites Laban 
to make on the latter’s sacra. As Feldman (Judean Antiquities 1-4, 119, n. 916) 
points out, it is “surprising” that Josephus refrains from utilizing the exculpatory 
parenthetical notice of 31:32b (“Now Jacob did not know that Rachel had stolen 
them”). Perhaps he supposed Jacob’s ignorance of the matter (and hence his bona 
fides in inviting Laban to conduct a search) was clear enough from the context.

76	 This brief phrase replaces the circumstantial indications concerning 
Laban’s initial moves in response to Jacob’s “invitation” of Gen 31:33 (“So La-
ban went into Jacob’s tent, and into Leah’s tent and into the tent of the two maid-
servants, but he did not find them. And he went out of Leah’s tent and entered 
Rachel’s”).

77	 For this portion of his presentation, Josephus follows the wording of 
Gen 31:34a (“Now Rachel had taken the household gods and put them in the 
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natural to women.78 Laban desisted from further search,79 
never supposing that his daughter in that condition would 
approach the images. . . .80 

As noted above, in the Bible Jacob responds to Laban’s failed 
search for his gods (Gen 31:33-35) with an indignant speech of 
both self-defense and accusation in 31:36-42. Josephus, for his part, 
has given his version of the latter segment (1.317-319 [320-321] 
prior to his rendering of the former (1.322-323a). Accordingly, he 
moves directly (1.323b-324) from the cessation of Laban’s search 
to the finale of the entire episode of Jacob’s flight, i.e. the pact 
concluded between the two men and their subsequent separation 
as related in Gen 31:43-32:2a, drastically shortening this as well. 
Laban sets the story’s denouement in motion in Gen 31:43, where, 
having claimed  all that Jacob has taken with him to be “mine,”81 he 

camel’s saddle, and sat upon them”) rather closely.  He omits the attached notice 
of 31:34b (“Laban felt all about the tent, but did not find them”).

78	 Compare Rachel’s direct address word to her father in Gen 31:35a (“Let 
not my lord be angry that I cannot rise before you, for the way of women is upon 
me”). Philo (Ebr. 55) comments on Rachel’s declaration as follows: “So we see 
that obedience to custom is the special property of women. Indeed, custom is the 
rule of the weaker and more effeminate soul. For nature is of men, and to follow 
nature is the mark of a strong and truly masculine reason.”

79	 Compare the concluding, generalizing summary on the failure of La-
ban’s search in Gen 31:35b (“So he searched, but did not find the household 
gods”).

80	 Laban’s “presupposition” here is Josephus’ ironic addition to the ac-
count of the scene in Rachel’s tent of Gen 31:34-45. Contrary to what Laban 
thinks impossible in the case of Rachel and his gods, readers know from 1.311 
that she had been “taught to despise such worship” by Jacob and so would be 
quite capable of doing what her father finds inconceivable.

81	 Philo (Cher. 68-71) invests each of the entities claimed as “mine” by 
Laban in Gen 31:43a with an epistemological allegorical significance (e.g., the 
“cattle” cited in his catalogue are the senses) and denounces him for his asser-
tion of ownership over what, in fact, belongs to God. Elsewhere as well, Philo 
offers a highly negative (allegorical) portrayal of Laban whom, e.g., he calls the 
“representative of the passions” (Leg. I.16), “the friend of bodies and tints” (Leg. 
III.22), “the foolish one which considers nothing good but sensible objects that 
meet the eye and which is deceived and enslaved by colours and shadows” (Agr. 
42), the “head and chief” of bodily existence in its varied aspects” (Migr. 28), 
the “virtue-hater” (Her. 43), from whom Jacob, accordingly, in his striving for 
virtue, flees “out of hatred” (Fug. 4-23), “because “association with men devoid 
of sense is hurtful” (Fug. 14).
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poses the rhetorical question “But what can I do this day to these 
my daughters or their children whom they have borne?,” and then 
(31:44) proposes that the two of them “make a covenant”82 that 
will function as a “witness” between them. Josephus completely 
dispenses with this preparatory discourse by Laban. Instead, he 
has him proceed (1.323b) immediately from his unavailing search 
(1.323a// 31:33-35) to the pledge ascribed to him in Gen 31:52 (“. . . 
I[Laban] will not pass over this heap to you [Jacob] . . . for harm”),83 
giving this a more general content as well: “. . . he moreover made 
an oath84 that he would bear no grudge for the past . . . .” According 
to Gen 31:53b, Jacob simply swears “by the fear of his father 
Isaac,” that to which he swears being left unspecified. The historian 
(1.323 in fine) fills this gap, turning the negative admonitions Laban 
addresses to Jacob in 31:50 (“If you ill-treat my daughters, or if you 
take wives besides my daughters, although no man is with us, God 
is witness between you and me”) into a positive pledge by the latter 
“. . . while Jacob on his side swore to love his daughters.”

Gen 31:54 speaks of “the mountain” on which Jacob 
offers a sacrifice and where his “kinsmen” join him in “eating 
bread” and spending the night. Josephus does not mention these 
happenings on the mountain. Instead, he turns (1.324) the Bible’s 
elevated site into the location on which a memorial object (in Gen 
31:45-51, two such objects, the “stone heap” and the “pillar” are 
cited) is set up: “To these engagements they pledged themselves 

82	 Josephus consistently avoids the LXX’s use of the term  as a 
rendering for Hebrew tyrb, “covenant.” On his procedure in this regard, see 
Begg, Josephus’ Account, 100-101, n. 609.

83	 In Gen 31:52 Laban’s pledge is amplified with references to the “heap” 
and the “pillar” which are to serve as “witnesses” both of his above pledge to 
Jacob (see above) and the corresponding pledge (“and you will not pass over this 
heap and this pillar to me”) that he enjoins upon Jacob. Josephus (see above) 
leaves it to Jacob to determine what he is agreeing to for himself.

84	 Compare Gen 31:53 where Laban appends an evocation of the God 
of Abraham and the God of Nahor as “judge” between himself and Jacob to his 
previous (31:52) specification of the terms of their agreement.
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on some hills (),85 whereupon they erected 
ksdlgk)86 jsfkdlfa monument ()87 in the form of 
an altar88; hence comes the name Galad(es) ()89 given 

85	 LXX Gen 31:54 twice uses the phrase . This phrase, in 
turn, is prepared by the previous mentions (31:21,23,25) of “the hill country 
(LXX ) of Gilead.” Josephus’ has an (indefinite) equivalent only to 
the last of these previous references; see 1.312, where he speaks of “a hill” 
() on which the two parties encamp. Given the difference of 
terminology used, it is unclear how the “elevations” alluded to in 1.312 and 324 
relate to each other.

86	 The implied subject of this verb would be Laban and Jacob, the two 
parties whose pledges are cited just previously in 1.323b. In Gen 31:46 it is Ja-
cob’s “kinsmen” who, at his direction, erect the “stone-heap” to which he then 
(31:47-48) gives the name “Galeed.”

87  This is the term used in LXX Gen 31:44 (see also 31:51,52) to render 
MT’s hbcm (RSV: “pillar”), this consisting of a “stone” which Jacob (alone) is 
said to erect. In limiting himself to a single commemorative object set up on this 
occasion, Josephus leaves aside the second such object cited in Gen 31:44-51, 
i.e. the “stone heap,” just as he passes over the “witness function” ascribed to 
both objects in this segment.

Rabbinic tradition records that the witness function conferred by Laban 
the Aramaean on the stone heap and pillar in Gen 31:52 raised difficulties long 
afterwards in the time of David. According to Mid. Teh. 60.1 (cf. Gen. Rab. 74.15) 
the Arameans appealed to these “witnesses” when Joab came against them at Da-
vid’s behest (see Ps 60:2). David referred the matter to the Sanhedrin and was 
informed that Aram had itself already twice crossed the boundary marked by the 
two objects (i.e. in the persons of the Arameans Balaam [Num 23:7] and Cushan-
rishathaim, king of Aram-naharaim [Judg 3:8]), thereby voiding the agreement 
between Laban and Jacob and so giving Joab the right to act against Aram. Pirqe 
R. El. 36.6 tells a somewhat different version of the incident: David could only 
enter Aram’s territory after he broke down the “pillar” which Laban calls a “wit-
ness” between him and Jacob.

88	 This indication concerning the appearance of the “monument” lacks 
a direct biblical equivalent. It may, however, be inspired by the reference – not 
reproduced by Josephus – to Jacob’s “sacrificing” on the mountain, as Franxman, 
Genesis and the ‘Jewish Antiquities’, 201 suggests.

89	 This is the reading, based on the Hebrew name (“Galeed” [heap of 
witness], translated by LXX as ) given by Jacob to the “stone 
heap” in MT Gen 31:47-48, which Thackeray and Feldman adopt. Nodet reads 
 with the codices ROSPL. Whichever reading is adopted, Josephus 
seems to be drawing on the specifically Hebrew form of the name as opposed to 
the LXX translation of this.
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to the hill (),90 and hence to this day they call the district 
Galadene ().”91

The interaction between Jacob and Laban related in Genesis 
31 concludes in 31:54-32:2a with a series of final happenings: Jacob 
sacrifices on the mountain, summons his kinsmen to eat bread; 
he and they do eat and spent the night on the mountain (31:54), 
whereupon Laban on the mountain takes leaves of his daughters 
and grandchildren, kissing and blessing them and then returns home 
(32:1= Eng. 31:55), while Jacob himself “goes on his way” (32:2a= 
Eng. 32:1a).

From this catalogue, Josephus takes over (1.324b-325a) only 
three elements: “A feast92 having followed the oath-taking,93 Laban 
withdrew.94 Jacob now pursuing his journey to Canaan . . . .”95

90	 This is the same word that in LXX Gen 31:47-48 designates both the 
stone-heap that Jacob’s kinsmen set up and the first component of the name 
( = Hebrew “Galeed”) that Jacob gives to this construction. 
Given this fact, Thackeray’s above translation (compare Nodet, “monticule”; 
Feldman, “mound”) appears ambiguous regarding what it is that got the name 
“Galades” according to Josephus: was it the (pre-existent) “hills/mountains” or 
the just-erected “monument in the form of an altar,” both of which are mentioned 
in what precedes? In any case, Josephus’ indefinite passive formulation (“the 
name . . . given to the hill”) stands in contrast to Gen 31:47-48 where Laban and 
Jacob name the stone-heap, the former with an Aramaic (“Jegar-sahadutha”), the 
latter with a Hebrew (“Gilead”) designation.

91	 Josephus’ appended etiological notice has no equivalent in the conclud-
ing segment of Genesis 31. On the other hand, it does recall the references to 
“the hill country of Gilead” (LXX ) – a place name reminiscent of the 
“Galeed” of (MT) 31:47-48 – in 31:21,22,25. See further n. 84.

92	 Josephus’ formulation leaves unspecified who participated in this “feast” 
and where it took place. In Gen 31:54 Jacob and his kinsmen “eat bread together” 
on the mountain. This notice, in turn, recapitulates the mention (31:46b) of an 
earlier eating by Jacob and his kinsmen – to which Josephus has no equivalent – 
that occurs beside the stone-heap the latter have erected at Jacob’s orders.

93	 This chronological indication, harking back to the parties’ oaths as 
cited in 1.323b-324a, lacks a counterpart in Gen 31:54.

94	 Josephus draws this item from the very end of Gen 32:1 (“[Laban] re-
turned home”), passing over the preceding, emotionally charged mentions of his 
kissing and blessing his daughters and grandchildren in that verse.

95	 As in the parallel of Gen 32:2a (“Jacob went on his way”), this phrase 
serves more as an introduction to the following account of Jacob’s adventures 
once he leaves Laban than to the foregoing story of the two men’s final interac-
tion.
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By way of conclusion to the foregoing, detailed comparison 
of Ant. 1.309-324[325a] and its biblical Vorlage, I shall now briefly 
recall some of the salient features of Josephus’ rewriting that have 
emerged from that comparison. Most conspicuous in this regard 
is, of course, his abridgement of the source material. Specifically, 
of the four longer episodes into which the Genesis story may be 
divided (preparations for flight; flight and pursuit; Laban-Jacob 
confrontation; concluding agreement and separation), it is only the 
third of these that he does not significantly abbreviate. Conversely, it 
is only by way of exception that he interjects a longer amplification 
of the source’s content; see Ant. 1.311b (Rachel’s motivations 
in stealing her father’s gods) and 1.320-321 (the appended 
editorial comment concerning Laban’s treatment of Jacob). Also 
noteworthy are Josephus’ re-arrangements of the story’s sequence: 
his parallel, e.g., to the notices on the multiplication of Jacob’s 
flock at Laban’s expense (Gen 31:8) is repositioned to the just-
mentioned editorial comment of 1.320-321 that itself follows 
his rendering of Jacob’s reply to Laban (1.317-319 // Gen 31:31-
42), while Laban’s unavailing search for his gods is recounted by 
him (1.322-323a) only after Jacob has concluded his reply, rather 
than (so Gen 31:33-35) in between the two parts of that reply. 
Moreover, Josephus modifies the Scriptural data that he does 
utilize. The speeches, e.g., he ascribes to Laban and Jacob exhibit 
a largely distinctive content vis-à-vis those cited in Gen 31:26-42. 

Whereas the Lord in Gen 31:24 simply tells Laban to say 
nothing to Jacob, in 1.313 the Deity directs him to covenant with 
the fugitive and informs him that he will personally assist Jacob, 
should he attack him. Numerous instances of such modifications 
occur as well in connection with the closing episode of the story, 
where, e.g., Laban’s reminder that God will be a witness to Jacob’s 
mistreatment of his daughters (31:50) is turned into an oath by 
Jacob to “love” them (1.324a).

Josephus’ application of the foregoing rewriting techniques 
to the story of Jacob’s flight generates a highly streamlined version 
of the story in which the focus, even more so than in the Bible, is 
on the verbal confrontation between the two male protagonists. In 
recounting their confrontation, Josephus both heightens the intensity 
of their respective charges against each other and more closely aligns 
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Jacob’s words with those of Laban’s previous discourse. Josephus’ 
characterization of the story’s various personages likewise evidences 
distinctive features. As a reliable narrator, Josephus endorses the 
truth of Jacob’s claims about Laban’s mistreatment of him in the 
editorial appendix of 1.320-321. He also highlights Laban’s credulity 
regarding Rachel’s respect for his gods via the attached comment 
of 1.323 in fine and denies Laban the tender gestures of kissing and 
blessing his daughters and grandchildren cited in Gen 32:1. At the 
same time, he leaves aside many of the activities ascribed to the 
biblical Jacob, e.g., his initiatives to increase his livestock holdings 
(Gen 30:37-43), his ordering his kinsmen to gather the stones for 
the stone-heap (31:46), and his sacrificing on the mountain (31:54), 
thereby reducing the patriarch’s active role (and putting him more on 
a level with Laban in this regard).96 By contrast, he goes beyond the 
Bible in accentuating the figure of Rachel, the deed she undertakes, 
and her motivation for this over the course of his presentation.97 
Finally, whereas, as pointed out above, he does amplify the divine 
address to Laban (1.313// Gen 31:24), he also jettisons a number 
of other source mentions of the Deity’s role (e.g., 31:3 [God’s 
command to Jacob to return to his homeland]; and 31:4-16 [the 
recurrent invocation of God’s initiatives in the dialogue between 
Jacob and his wives]),98 such that also the divine involvement in the 
story’s unfolding appears diminished in his retelling.

Jubilees 
Our second, ancient rewriting of Gen 30:25-32:1 is Jub. 

28.25-29:12. This rendering opens in 29.25-30 with an abbreviated 
parallel to the extended account of the (remote) preliminaries to 
Jacob’s departure related in 30:25-30:3. Following Gen 30:25a, 
Jub. 28.25a dates Jacob’s overture to Laban to the time after the 

96	 Josephus’ diminution of Jacob’s activity here corresponds to his overall 
treatment of the patriarch about which Feldman (Josephus’s Interpretation, 305) 
comments: “Josephus . . . seems to have had less interest in Jacob than does the 
Bible.”

97	 Josephus’ handling of Rachel’s role is noteworthy, given his overall 
tendency to downplay the persons and accomplishments of biblical women, on 
which see Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation, 188-192.

98	 See n. 72.



27Chistopher T. Begg - Jacob's Escape from Laban  in Josephus and Jubilees   

birth of Joseph.99 The remainder of Jub. 28.25 then continues with a 
somewhat modified and re-arranged version of Jacob’s discourse of 
30:25b-26: “Give me my wives and children. And let me go to my 
father, Isaac.100 And let me make a house for myself, because I have 
completed the years which I served you for your two daughters.101 
And I will travel to my father’s house.”102

In Gen 30:27-28, Laban makes a two-part reply to Jacob’s 
preceding request: having learned through “divination” that God 
has blessed him “because of you (Jacob)” (v. 27), he asks Jacob to 
“name his wages” and promises that he will give these to him (v. 
28). Jub. 28.26 omits Laban’s statement of v. 27 (which represents 
him as a participant in magical practices), and attenuates the “open-
ended” offer he makes Jacob in v. 28: “Remain with me for your 
wages and pasture my flock for me again and accept you wages.” 
Gen 30:29-34 relates the further course of the negotiations between 
Jacob and Laban, with the former making a proposal concerning 
which livestock are to be his (v. 32) and the latter assenting to this 
(v. 33). The Jubilees version (28.27) reduces this sequence to the 
summary notice: “And they agreed with one another that he (Laban] 
would give him (Jacob) each of the lambs and kids which were 
born (and) on which there were black or spots or white. It would 

99	 In contrast to Gen 30:25a, Jub. 28.25 does not mention the name of 
Joseph’s mother Rachel. Her name is, however, cited in the resumption of the 
notice on Joseph’s birth in 29.1.

100  In Gen 30:25b-26a Jacob’s request that his family members be given 
him comes in second place, after he has asked to be “sent away” by Laban. Ju-
bilees reverses the Bible’s sequence, likewise substituting “Isaac” for “my own 
home and country” as the goal of Jacob’s proposed journey.

101 Gen 30:26 contains a double mention of Jacob’s “service” to Laban. 
Jubilees prefaces its reference to that service with a request by Jacob that he now 
have the opportunity to make his own “house,” this inspired by Jacob’s subse-
quent question to Laban in 30:30b (“but now when shall I provide for my own 
household also?”).

102 This conclusion to Jacob’s discourse lacks a parallel at the end of his 
words as cited in Gen 30:25b-26. Rather, it recalls the start of his speech as 
cited there: “send me away that I may go to my own home and my country” 
(30:25b).
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be his wages.”103 The respective measures taken by Laban and 
Jacob to ensure that their just-made agreement works to his own 
advantage are described at length in Gen 30:37-43. In this instance 
as well, Jub. 28.28-29 makes highly selective use of the biblical 
presentation, e.g., leaving aside the human initiatives of both Laban 
and Jacob to ensure the increase of their holdings, perhaps under 
the influence of 31:4-16 where Jacob attributes the multiplication 
of his flocks to God’s activity:

(28.28) And all of the sheep bore spotted (lambs) and 
one which had variegated markings and ones which had 
various shades of black. And the sheep bore again lambs 
which looked like themselves104 and all that had markings 
belonged to Jacob and those that had no markings belonged 
to Laban.105 (28.29) And the possessions of Jacob multiplied 
greatly. And he had acquired oxen and sheep and asses and 
camels and male and female servants.106

According to Gen 31:1-2, Jacob’s prosperity (30:43) evokes 
a negative reaction from Laban’s sons and Laban himself, of which 
Jacob becomes aware. Jub. 28.30a makes a general comment about 
the common state of mind of father and sons: “And Laban and his 

103 Jubilees transposes into the above “agreement notice” Jacob’s proposal 
in Gen 30:32 (“. . . if you will do this for me, I will again feed your flock and 
keep it: let me pass through your flock today, removing from it every speckled 
and spotted sheep and every black lamb, and the spotted and speckled among 
the goats; and such shall be my wages”), conflating this with Laban’s response 
in Gen 30:34 (“Good, let it be as you have said”). It leaves aside the preceding 
dialogue of 30:28-31 in which Jacob (v. 30) recalls the divine blessing he has 
brought to Laban, and concludes with the question “when shall I provide for my 
household also?,” to which Laban replies (v. 31) by reiterating his question (see 
v. 28) about what he is to “give” Jacob.

104 Compare the notice on the outcome of Jacob’s placing of peeled rods 
before the breeding flocks (Gen 30:37-39a) in 30:39b (“. . . so the flocks brought 
forth striped, speckled and spotted”).

105 According to Gen 31:42b, it was the “feebler” (?) of the flocks’ off-
spring that go to Laban, while Jacob gets “the stronger.” Jubilees’ rendition 
aligns the outcome with the agreement made by the parties (28.27).

106  The above notice closely reproduces the content of Gen 30:43 (“Thus 
the man [Jacob] grew exceedingly rich, and had large flocks, maidservants, and 
menservants, and camels and asses”), while rearranging the sequence of its pos-
sessions catalogue and adding mention of “oxen.”
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sons were jealous of Jacob.”107 Thereafter, 28.30b focusses on the 
exterior manifestations of Laban’s jealousy: “And Laban collected 
his sheep from him,108 and kept watch on him with evil intent.”109

The sequence Gen 30:25-31:3 culminates with an intervention 
by the Lord who instructs Jacob “return to the land of your fathers 
and to your kindred, and I will be with you.” Jubilees passes over 
– for the moment, but see below – this divine sanction for Jacob’s 
departure. Instead, Jub. 29.1 continues the previous focus (see 28.30) 
on Laban’s initiatives, combining for this purpose elements drawn 
from various contexts in Genesis 30-31: “And it came to pass after 
Rachel bore Joseph110 that Laban went to shear his sheep111 because 
they were the distance of a three days’ journey away from him.”112 

107 Gen 31:1-2 does not explicitly attribute “jealousy” to either sons or 
father. Concerning the former, Gen 31:1 states “Now Jacob heard that the sons of 
Laban were saying ‘Jacob has taken all that was our father’s and from what was 
our father’s he has gained all this wealth.’”

108 This item has no equivalent in Gen 31:1-2. In context, the sheep col-
lected by Laban here would be those “without markings” which are said to be his 
portion in 28.28. Jubilees’ notice about Laban’s initiative at this point is likely 
inspired by the biblical mention in Gen 30:35-36 of Laban’s removing those 
elements of the flock which he had just promised (v. 34) would belong to Jacob, 
given that in 29.1 it does make delayed use of another portion of this sequence; 
see above. 

109 Compare the notice of Gen 31:2 (reiterated in 31:5) on Jacob’s “seeing 
that Laban did not regard him with favor as before.” Jubilees’ formulation inten-
sifies the negativity of Laban’s stance towards his son-in-law.

110  This dating indication represents a resumption of that given in Jub. 
28.25 on the basis of Gen 30:25, now with explicit mention of Rachel as Joseph’s 
mother; see n. 98.

111 In Genesis 31 this initiative by Laban is mentioned in v. 19a as a kind 
of afterthought (“Laban had gone to shear his sheep”) to the account of Jacob’s 
flight in 31:17-18. Jubilees here anticipates the item, giving it in its proper chron-
ological order: it is only after Laban goes off in this way that Jacob has the op-
portunity to flee.

112 Jubilees’ inspiration for this item stands at an earlier point in Genesis’ 
presentation; see 30:35b-36a, where, having removed those animals that he had 
promised would be Jacob’s (see 30:35b), Laban “put them in charge of his sons; 
and he set a distance of three days’ journey between himself and Jacob”; see n. 
107. Jubilees reproduces the earlier biblical notice, turning it into an explanation 
(“because”) of why Laban now has to leave Jacob – notwithstanding the jealous 
surveillance of him he had previously initiated (28.30), i.e. in order to shear his 
sheep.
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Jacob’s flight (Gen 31:17-18) that occurs during Laban’s time away 
from him – as one subsequently learns in 30:19a, is itself preceded 
by the extensive colloquy between Jacob and his wives recounted 
in 31:4-16. Jub. 29.2 makes the transition to this marital dialogue 
with an interjected reference to Jacob’s perceiving the opportunity 
afforded him by Laban’s absence: “And Jacob saw that Laban was 
going to shear his sheep . . . .”113 It then continues with a parallel to 
Gen 31:4 (Jacob’s summoning of his wives): “. . . and Jacob called 
Leah and Rachel and spoke intimately with them so that they might 
go with him to the land of Canaan.”114 The wording of Jacob’s 
speech to his wives is cited at length in Gen 31:5-16; Jubilees’ 
highly compressed, indirect discourse rendition appears in 29.3115: 
“For he told them everything,116 as he had seen it in the dream,117 
and everything which he [God] had told him, that he would go back 

113 In Genesis 31, the occasion for Jacob’s summoning his wives (v. 4) is 
the Lord’s injunction to him of v. 3. Jubilees, which, as noted above, does not 
reproduce the divine order of 31:3, interjects an intra-human occasion for Jacob’s 
initiative, i.e. his awareness of Laban’s absence – a point not mentioned in Gen 
31:19a (// 29.1) itself.

114 This opening indication concerning the manner and purpose of Jacob’s 
address to his wives takes the place of the allusions to the site where their dia-
logue takes place in Gen 31:4 “(Jacob called Rachel and Leah) into the field 
where his flock was” which Jubilees leaves aside.

115 From biblical Jacob’s speech, Jubilees omits, e.g., the opening se-
quence concerning God’s frustrating of Laban’s schemes to cheat Jacob with 
regarding to the portion of the livestock he is to receive (31:5-10), perhaps seeing 
this topic as having been dealt with sufficiently in 28.27-30.

116 This opening summary concerning the content of Jacob’s discourse 
lacks a biblical equivalent. By means of it, Jubilees make generalized allusion to 
all those elements of Jacob’s discourse in Gen 31:4ff. that it does not reproduce. 

117  This reference to Jacob’s “dream” that he relates to his wives is based 
on Gen 31:11a where Jacob states: “The angel of the Lord appeared to me in a 
dream.” The “angel” as Jacob’s (initial) interlocutor disappears in Jubilees’ ver-
sion, as does the opening exchange (31:11b) between them, in which the angel 
pronounces Jacob’s name, and the latter responds “Here I am.” In eliminating the 
figure of the angel, Jubilees obviates the problem of the shift from the angel as 
speaker in 31:11-12 to God himself as Jacob’s interlocutor in 31:13.
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to the house of his father.”118 Having thus abbreviated the content 
of Jacob’s speech, Jubilees (29.3b) does the same with the response 
of his wives as recorded in Gen 31:14-16, limiting itself to, while 
also modifying their concluding declaration (“now then, whatever 
God has said to you, do,” v. 16b): “And they said, ‘We will go with 
you anywhere you go.’”119 Whereas in Genesis 31 it is the wives 
who get the last word in the exchange between them and Jacob, 
Jubilees awards this role to Jacob via its appended notice (29.4a) 
concerning Jacob’s response to his wives declaration: “And Jacob 
blessed the God of Isaac, his father and the God of Abraham, his 
father’s father.”

Jacob’s actual flight from Laban comes in Gen 31:17-21. 
Jubilees’ version (29.4b) abbreviates here too, likewise rearranging 
the sequence of those source elements it does use: “And he arose 
and loaded up his wives and children and took all of his possessions 
and crossed over the river and arrived at the land of Gilead.120 But 

118  Compare the concluding words of the angelic / divine (see n. 114) speech 
as cited by Jacob in Gen 31:13b (“Now then, go forth from this land, and return 
to the land of your birth”) that themselves reiterate the directive given Jacob by 
the Lord in 31:3. Jubilees passes over the earlier portion of the words addressed 
to Jacob in 31:12-13a in which he is urged to look upon the appearance of the 
mating goats (v. 12a); and told that “I have seen all that Laban is doing to you” (v. 
12b), whereupon the Deity presents himself as the “God of Bethel” with whom 
Jacob had had previous dealings (v. 13a; see Gen 28:10-22). Note further that 
the Deity’s announcement about what Jacob will do in 29.3 (“return to the house 
of his father”) provides an implicit divine sanction for the Jacob’s statement of 
intention to Laban in 28.25 (“I will return to my father’s house”).

119 This declaration by the wives echoes, as is pointed out by Endres (Bib-
lical Interpretation, 110-11), Ruth’s word to Naomi in Ruth 1:16 (“for where 
you go, I will go”). With it, the wives’ biblical exhortation that Jacob do as God 
has instructed him (31:16b), is turned into a statement by them of their Ruth-like 
devotion to their husband.

120 The above notice reads like a conflation of the opening (“So Jacob 
arose, and sets his sons and his wives on camels, and he drove away all his cam-
els, all his livestock which he had gained, the cattle in his possession . . .” [vv. 
17-18]) and closing (“he fled with all he had, and arose and crossed the Euphrates 
[literally: the River], and set his face toward the hill country of Gilead” [v. 21]) 
elements of 31:17-21.
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Jacob concealed his intention from Laban and did not tell him.”121 
In accord with its usual practice, Jubilees supplies (29.5a) an 
interjected, precise0 dating for Jacob’s just-cited move: “And in the 
seventh year of the fourth week, Jacob returned to Gilead, in the 
first month of the twenty-first day of the month.”

Jacob’s flight, in its turn, provokes a pursuit by Laban 
described in Gen 31:22-25. Jub. 29.5b-6 compresses this sequence 
as well: “And Laban pursued him.122 And he found Jacob in the 
mountain of Gilead123 in the third month on the thirteenth day.124 
But the Lord did not permit him to do cruelly with Jacob because 
he appeared to him in a dream at night.”125

The centerpiece of the story told in Genesis 31 is the lengthy 
exchange between its two principals (vv. 26-32,36-42) with the 
episode of Laban’s failed search for his gods supervening in vv. 
33-35. In Jubilees (29.6b) this entire segment is reduced to the 

121 The biblical counterpart to this remark is Gen 31:20 (“and Jacob out-
witted [literally stole the heart of] Laban . . . in that he did not tell him he in-
tended to flee”), which stands in between the notices on Jacob’s movements of 
31:17-18,21 that Jubilees combines into a continuous sequence and places prior 
to its rendering of 31:20; see previous note. Jubilees does not utilize, at this 
juncture, either component of 31:19, i.e. Laban’s having gone to shear his sheep 
(anticipated in 29.1) and Rachel’s theft of Laban’s household gods (an element of 
the Genesis 31 story that is completely absent from Jubilees, which likely found 
such an action on the part of the matriarch an embarrassment; see Endres, Bibli-
cal Interpretation, 110).

122 Gen 31:22a is more detailed: Laban initiates the pursuit when he is 
informed of Jacob’s flight “after three days,” and takes his “kinsmen with him.” 
Notwithstanding its non-reproduction of the latter reference here, Jubilees does 
subsequently presuppose that Laban did, in fact, have others with him when pur-
suing Jacob; see on 29.7a.

123 This notice seems to conflate Gen 31:25a (Laban overtakes Jacob) 
and 22b (Laban follows close after Jacob into the hill country of Gilead).

124  This chronological indication, when taken together with that of 29.5a, 
envisages a much longer (i.e. 52 day) pursuit of Jacob by Laban than does Gen 
31:22b (Laban tracks Jacob for seven days). Endres (Biblical Interpretation, 111) 
comments: “Apparently the author of Jubilees could not imagine all of Jacob’s 
retinue moving so quickly.”

125  The above is Jubilees’ repositioned, indirect discourse rendering of the 
prohibition the Lord issues Laban in a dream according to Gen 31:24 (“Take heed 
that you say not a word to Jacob, either good or bad.”). Its rendering gives the 
prohibition a more limited character: Laban is forbidden to use “cruelty” against 
Jacob; nothing is said of his not being allowed to “say a good word” to him.
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notice “And Laban spoke to Jacob.”126 So doing, Jubilees proceeds 
immediately to the story’s denouement as related in Gen 31:43-
32:1, the content of which it notably rearranges. Thus, whereas the 
mention of Jacob’s kinsmen “eating breading” on the mountain at 
his invitation comes towards the end of the proceedings in Gen 
31:43ff., i.e. in v. 54, Jubilees’ rendition (29.7a) of this item appears 
immediately the reference to Laban’s speaking to Jacob at the end of 
29.6. It reads: “And on the fifteenth of those days127 Jacob prepared 
a banquet for Laban and all who came with him.”128 Thereafter, 
29.7b relates, in highly compressed form, the two parties’ oath-
taking (and the object commemorating this) featured in Gen 31:43-
53129: “And Jacob swore to Laban on that day.130 And Laban also 

126  Given Jubilees’ reformulation of the Deity’s forbidding Laban to say a 
word to Jacob, “either good or evil” of Gen 31:24 (see n. 124), the fact of Laban’s 
nonetheless speaking at length to Jacob in 31:26-30 is not the problem it appears 
it to be in the Bible itself.

127 This is the third of Jubilees’ dating of happenings to a given day in 
29.5-7. Genesis gives no indication concerning the length of time that elapsed 
between the verbal confrontation of Laban and Jacob (31:26-42) and their resolv-
ing of their differences in 31:43-32:2a. G.L. Davenport (The Eschatology of the 
Book of Jubilees, SBT 20 [Leiden: Brill, 1971], 59, n. 3) points out that Jubilees 
places a whole series of key happenings – from the establishment of the covenant 
with Noah to Jacob’s observances at the “Well of the Oath” – on the 15th day of 
the 3rd month, i.e. the date of the feast of Weeks.

128 Jubilees did not previously mention Laban’s entourage; contrast Gen 
31:22 which has Laban taking his “kinsmen” with him in his pursuit of Jacob and 
cf. n. 121. The pseudograph’s formulation clarifies the identity of those who eat, 
called in Gen 31:54 simply Jacob’s “kinsmen”: they consisted of Laban himself 
and the entourage he had taken with him.

129  From the sequence of Gen 31:43-53, Jubilees omits, e.g., Laban’s 
proposal that he and Jacob making a covenant, given his own unwillingness to 
“do anything” to Jacob’s household (vv. 43-44) as well as the “pillar” spoken of 
in vv. 45, 48b, 51-52.

130 In Gen 31:53b, Jacob’s swearing “by the fear of his father Isaac” is 
mentioned after Laban’s swearing in 31:51-53a. Jubilees reverses the sequence 
of their respective swearings, accentuating Jacob’s status. It gives no indication 
concerning the content of Jacob’s oath; compare Gen 31:50 which intimates such 
a content in having Laban declare that should Jacob, i.e. in violation of the oath 
he is about to make, take other wives beside his daughters or mistreat them, God 
will a witness between them. In Jubilees then, any suggestion that Jacob might 
abuse Laban’s daughters is eliminated.
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swore to Jacob131 that one would not cross over on the mountain 
of Gilead against the over with evil intent.”132 Having cited the 
two men’s oaths, Jubilees (29.8) proceeds to mention one of the 
two commemorative objects133 featured in the narrative and words 
of the parties in Gen 31:46-52: “And they made there a heap for 
witness.134 Therefore that place is called the ‘Heap of Witness’ after 
this heap.”135 

Before concluding its rendition of the denouement segment 
of Genesis 31 in 29.12, Jubilees pauses to interject a lengthy, 
“antiquarian” notice concerning the “pre-history” of the region of 
Gilead in 29.9-11:

(29.9) But formerly the land of Gilead was called ‘the land 
of Raphaim’ because it was the land of the Raphaim. And the 
Raphaim were born as giants whose height was ten cubits, 
nine cubits, eight cubits, or down to seven cubits. (29.10) 

131 Laban’s oath-taking is implied in Gen 31:53a, where having declared 
that neither party is to “pass over” the commemorative objects cited in v. 51 “for 
harm” in v. 52, he declares “The God of Abraham and the God of Nahor . . . judge 
between us.”

132  Jubilees’ specification of the content of Laban’s oath is inspired by his 
words as cited in Gen 31:52 where he designates the “heap” and the “pillar” as 
witnesses that “I will not pass over this heap to you, and you will not pass over 
this heap and this pillar to me for harm.” It substitutes the “mountain of Gilead” 
(see 29.5) as that which the two parties are not to “cross over on” for the com-
memorative objects spoken of in the biblical verse. Its phrase “with evil intent” 
recalls the reference to Laban’s keeping watch over Jacob “with evil intent” in 
28.30 – a state of mind towards the latter that Laban now pledges to lay aside.

133 Jubilees makes no mention of the stone “pillar” that Jacob erects in 
Gen 31:35 and that is named “Mizpah” by Laban in 31:49 and cited by him along 
with the “heap” in 31:51-52.

134  The subject of this initiative would seem to be Jacob and Laban. In 
Gen 31:46 it is Jacob’s “kinsmen” who make the stone-heap at his direction.

135  Jubilees speaks, in impersonal terms, of the heap’s name as one that it 
continues to bear. Gen 31:47 cites the Aramaic (“Jegar-Sahadutha”) and Hebrew 
(“Gilead”) given it by Laban and Jacob, respectively, while 31:48 represents the 
site as getting the name (“Gilead”) from Laban in virtue of his declaration “This 
heap is a witness between you and me today.” Jubilees’ rendition disposes of the 
source ambiguity as to whether Jacob or Laban gave the name “Gilead” to the 
heap.
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And their dwelling was from the land of the Ammonites to 
Mount Hermon and their royal palaces were in Qarnaim, 
and Ashtaroh, and Edrei, and Misur, and Beon. (29.11) But 
the Lord destroyed them because of the evil of their deeds 
since they were very cruel. And the Amorites dwelt there 
instead of them, evil and sinful, and there is no people today 
who have fully equalled all of their sins. And therefore they 
had no length of life in the land.136

Following this interlude, Jub. 29.12 concludes its rendering 
of the Genesis 31 story with notices on the two parties’ going their 
separate ways, inspired by 32:1-2a: “And Jacob dismissed Laban,137 
and he traveled to Mesopotamia, the land of the East.138 And Jacob 
returned the land of Gilead.”139

From the above comparison between them, it emerges that 
Jub. 28.25-29.12 represents a heavily reworked version of Gen 
30:25-32:1(2a). That reworking is characterized, above all, by its 
recurring abbreviation of the biblical narrative; this phenomenon 
is seen most notably in its reduction of the extended exchange 
between Laban and Jacob of 31:26-42 to a single phrase (“And 
Laban spoke to Jacob” in 29.6b), but in fact encompasses all the 
component episodes of the Genesis sequence. At the same time, 
Jubilees’ version is not devoid of its own added elements, i.e. the 
inserted “day indications” in 29.5,7 and especially the appendix on 
the prior inhabitants of “Gilead” in 29.9-11. Throughout as well, 
Jubilees re-arranges the order in which Genesis relates events. 
One, e.g., hears of Laban’s going to shear his sheep at an earlier 
point in Jubilees’ presentation (29.1) than in that of Genesis (see 
31:19a), while the mention of Jacob’s “concealing” his intended 

136 On the question of the contemporary background of the above se-
quence, its sources and function, see Endres, Biblical Interpretation, 113.

137  In Gen 32:1 Laban himself initiates his departure from Jacob; as En-
dres (Biblical Interpretation, 113) notes, Jubilees’ presentation of the matter “... 
add(s) to Jacob’s stature.” Conversely, Jubilees’ non-utilization of the Genesis 
references to Laban’s first “kissing” and “blessing” his daughters and grandchil-
dren makes him appear less sympathetic than his biblical counterpart. 

138 Gen 32:1 (in fine) speaks in more general terms of Laban’s “departing” 
and “returning home.”

139 Gen 32:1 simply has Jacob “going on his way.” In the case of both 
Laban and Jacob, Jub. 29.12 supplies names for their destinations.
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departure from Laban (29.4 in fine) follows rather than 
precedes thenotice on his heading over the Euphrates to Gilead 
(compare Gen 31:20-21). Jubilees’ version exhibits still other 
modifications of the Genesis story as well: Jacob’s wives give 
him a different reply in 29.3b vis-à-vis the one attributed to 
them in Gen 31:16b. God forbids Laban “to deal cruelly with 
Jacob” (29.6), rather than instructing him not to say anything 
to the fugitive as in Gen 31:24, just as Laban is “dismissed” by 
Jacob (29.12) instead of departing on his own volition (so 32:1).

Via its application of the above rewriting techniques, Jubilees 
comes up with a streamlined rendering of the story of Jacob’s flight 
in which characters’ words do not get the same degree of attention 
as in Genesis 31, whereas the precise dating of events and the prior 
history of the site of the Laban-Jacob confrontation become matters 
of interest. Source gaps (e.g., why does Laban have to leave Jacob to 
go shear his sheep?; compare 29.1 and 31:19a) and “incoherences” 
(the duration of Laban’s pursuit [see n. 122] and Laban’s speaking at 
length to Jacob after being instructed by the Lord to say nothing at 
all to him [see n. 124]) are implicitly addressed and resolved. As for 
the portrayal of the story’s figures, this too evidences peculiarities 
in Jubilees’ rewriting. Most obviously, the whole story line about 
Rachel’s stealing her father’s gods and frustrating his search for 
these (Gen 31:19b,30b-31,33-35) totally disappears in Jubilees. 
In contrast to the multiple mentions of the Deity’s role in the 
proceedings both by the narrator of Genesis and his characters, the 
Jubilees segment limits itself to two such explicit mentions: Jacob’s 
blessing of the God of his ancestors (29.4a, this without a biblical 
basis) and the Lord’s admonition of Laban (29.6// 31:24); cf. also 
the implicit allusion to “God” in Jacob’s reporting “everything 
which he told him” in 29.3. Jubilees likewise awards both Laban 
and Jacob significantly reduced speaking parts throughout. At the 
same time, it utilizes various small retouchings to accentuate the 
positive stature of Jacob: he is allotted the (non-biblical) blessing 
of his ancestors’ God in 29.4a that highlights his piety; Gen 31:54 
is reformulated in 29.7 so as to make clear that Jacob’s “feeding 
initiative” is directed to Laban and his retinue who have previously 
wronged him; his oath-taking is mentioned before that of Laban in 
29.7b (compare 31:51-53), and Laban’s departure is prompted by 
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Jacob’s “dismissal” of him (compare 29.12 and 32:1).140 Conversely, 
Laban’s malignity towards Jacob is greater in 29.30 than in 31.2,5 
and we are not given the final biblical picture of Laban the tender 
father and grandfather featured in 32:1 in Jub. 29.12’s notice on his 
departure. On the other hand, there are instances where Jubilees does 
seem to elevate Laban’s role over that of Jacob: he alone “speaks” 
once he catches up with the fugitive (29.6b; compare Gen 31:25-42) 
and it is only his oath that is supplied with a content in (29.7; compare 
31:49-53). Thus, one might venture to suggest that in Jubilees Jacob 
and Laban’s roles get approximately “equal treatment,” whereas 
in Genesis the former’s deeds and words clearly predominate.

Conclusion

In concluding this essay, I wish now to briefly compare the 
two ancient rewritings of the biblical story of Jacob’s flight found 
in Ant. 1.309-324(325a) and Jub. 28.25-29.12. Overall, both 
renditions treat their Scriptural source with considerable freedom. 
More specifically, they both omit much source material, rearrange 
source items they do utilize, add longer and shorter elements of their 
own, and otherwise modify Genesis’ presentation. Beyond these 
general, formal commonalities of their respective treatments of their 
source, the two versions also exhibit more particular similarities, 
both positive and negative, in their handling of the Genesis data. 
Both, e.g., significantly compress the Bible’s extended, repetitious 
account of the various happenings leading up to Jacob’s actual flight 
(the interaction between Laban and Jacob, the latter’s measures to 
increase his livestock holdings and his exchange with his wives, 
Gen 30:25-31:16). Neither reproduces, inter alia, the divine word, 
ordering Jacob to return to his homeland of Gen 31:3 (as well as 
many other source namings of the Deity), Laban’s claim that, though 
all the members of Jacob’s household are his, he can do nothing 
to them and his attached proposal about making a “covenant” 
(31:43-44), the references to the “pillar” alongside the stone heap 
of Gen 31:45-52, the mention of Jacob’s sacrifice on the mountain 
(31:54), and the farewell gestures of Laban as described in 32:1. 
Both likewise reword (see Ant. 1.313; Jub. 29.6) God’s prohibition 

140 On Jubilees’ overall accentuation, in bonam partem, of the figure of 
Jacob, see Endres, Biblical Interpretation, 214-17.
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of Laban’s saying anything to Jacob (Gen 31:24) that is, in 
fact, disregarded by Laban in his subsequent address to Jacob.

On the other hand, the two rewritings evidence significant 
differences as well. Josephus elaborates particularly on two source 
items, i.e. Rachel’s theft of her father’s gods (Gen 31:19b,30b,33-35) 
and the protracted exchanges between Laban and Jacob (31:26-42). 
Jubilees makes no mention of the former matter, thus minimalizing 
Rachel’s role in the story, and limits its utilization of the latter to 
the phrase “And Laban spoke to Jacob” at the end of 29.6. For its 
part, Jubilees interjects repeated chronological specifications about 
the day on which a given event happens (see 29.5-7) and appends 
a series of notices on the prior inhabitants of “Gilead” in 29.9-11, 
neither of which is paralleled in Josephus.

Josephus and the anonymous author of Jubilees composed 
their respective versions of the biblical story of Jacob’s flight some 
two and half centuries apart.141 Both writers clearly felt the need 
to “improve on” what they had before them in Gen 30:25-32:1. 
In their efforts to do this, they hit (independently) on some of the 
same modes of handling the source dating. Mostly, however, they 
go their own, distinct ways in rewriting Genesis’s presentation in 
light of the circumstances of their time and their own particular 
interests and the messages they wish to convey to their different 
audiences.142

141 Jubilees is generally dated ca. 150 b.c., Josephus’ Antiquities in the 
final decade of the first century a.d.

142 Jubilees, with its halakic and calendrical preoccupations, is clearly 
written for a Jewish audience, while Josephus seems to have Gentiles as his pri-
mary intended readership; see Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation, 46-50. On the 
range of similarities between Josephus and Jubilees in their respective rewritings 
of Genesis, see B. Halpern-Amaru, “Flavius Josephus and The Book of Jubilees: 
A Question of Source,” HUCA 72 (2001) 15-44. (Given the number of these 
similarities, she posits that Josephus did have knowledge of Jubilees.)
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Resumo

Descoberta em 1868, a Pedra Moabita, também 
conhecida como Estela de Mesa, permanece o testemunho 
epigráfico mais extenso sobre o antigo reino de Moabe. 
Este documento de 34 linhas é uma inscrição comemorativa 
em que o rei Mesa relata suas obras de construção e sua 
vitória sobre o inimigo israelita da dinastia Omrida, que 
por algum tempo havia oprimido a Moabe. Embora haja 
muitos elementos ortográficos, gramaticais e históricos 
dignos de discussão neste texto, o presente trabalho se 
limita a identificar e analisar algumas idéias religiosas 
inferidas da Pedra Moabita para compará-las com a religião 
normativa de Israel, refletida nos textos da Bíblia Hebraica. 
Idéias religiosas neste artigo são definidas como conceitos 
e percepções humanas da divindade ao situar as ações do 
deus ou deuses no contexto do culto, da terra e da guerra.

Abstract

Discovered in 1868, the Moabite Stone, also known 
as Mesha Stele, remains the most extensive epigraphic 
testimony of the old kingdom of Moab. This document 
os 34 lines is a comemorative inscription on which King 
Mesha reports his construction works and his victory over 
the Israelite enemy of the Omride dynasty. Although there 
are many orthographic, grammatical and historical issues 
worthy of discussion in this text, the present article limits 

1	 Dr. Elias Brasil de Souza, Ph.D Antigo Testamento, professor e reitor  
do  SALT/IAENE.
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itself to identify some religious ideas inferred from the 
Moabite Stone in order to compare them with the normative 
religion of Israel, reflected in the Hebrew Bible. Religious 
ideas in this article are defined as concepts and human 
perceptions of the deity in the context of cultus, land and 
war.

Introdução

Descoberta em 1868, a Pedra Moabita, também conhecida 
como Estela de Mesa, permanece o testemunho epigráfico mais 
extenso sobre o antigo reino de Moabe.2 Este documento de 34 
linhas é uma inscrição comemorativa em que o rei Mesa3 relata suas 
obras de construção e sua vitória sobre o inimigo israelita da dinastia 
Omrida, que por algum tempo havia oprimido a Moabe. Embora 
haja muitos elementos ortográficos, gramaticais e históricos dignos 
de discussão neste texto, o presente trabalho se limita a identificar e
analisar algumas idéias religiosas inferidas da Pedra Moabita para 
compará-las com a religião normativa de Israel, refletida nos textos 
da Bíblia Hebraica. Idéias religiosas neste artigo são definidas como 
conceitos e percepções humanas da divindade ao situar as ações do 
deus ou deuses no contexto do culto, da terra e da guerra.

Percepção da Divindade

A primeira noção religiosa que emerge do texto em estudo é a 
noção de Quemos1 como o deus nacional de Moabe. Esta divindade 
é conhecida dos tabletes de Ebla (c. 2400 a.C.),4 sendo também 
refletida em topônimos como Carquemis.5 O rei Mesa se apresenta 
como “filho de Quemoshyat” - nome teofórico em referência ao 

2	 Para conveniência do leitor, incluiu-se uma tradução texto da Pedra 
Moabita no final deste artigo.

3	 Nomes próprios que ocorrem na Bíblia seguem a versão Almeida Re-
vista e Atualizada, publicada pela Sociedade Bíblica do Brasil.

4	 J. R. Kautz, III, “Moab,” The International Standard Bible Encyclope-
dia, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 3:395.

5	  Gerald L. Mattingly, “Moabite Religion and the Mesha‘ Inscription,” in 
Studies in the Mesa Inscription and Moab, ed. John Andrew Dearman (Atlanta, 
Ga.: Scholars Press, 1989), 211-238.
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deus Quemos - e reivindica ter contruído um “lugar alto” (bmt) para 
esta divindade. Na sequência do texto, menciona-se Quemos como 
aquele que salvou Mesa de reis e inimigos. Não obstante, Quemos 
também é retratado como tendo abandonado a terra de Moabe às 
mãos dos inimigos, pois a opressão de Moabe por Israel é atribuída 
à ira de Quemos contra seu povo.

Finalmente, Quemos retorna à terra e ordena a Mesa marche 
contra os inimigos, dando a vitória ao rei moabita. O proativo 
papel de Quemos na Pedra Moabita indica a proeminência desta 
divindade na religião oficial de Moabe.6 As conexões com a religião 
israelita emergem claramente, pois a representação de Quemos na 
Pedra Moabita evoca alguns traços bem peculiares da percepção de 
YHWH refletida na Bíblia Hebraica. (1) A divindade é honrada pela 
dedicação de um espaço sagrado. (2) A divindade é retratada como 
livrando o rei das mãos dos inimigos. (3) A divindade se envolve 
nas campanhas militares. (4) A divindade, irada, pode abandonar a 
terra às mãos de adversários. Em suma, representa-se a Quemos, a 
exemplo de YHWH, como agindo na história de seu povo. 

Percepção do Culto

A primeira alusão ao culto aparece na declaração de Mesa: 
“eu fiz este lugar alto (bmt) para Quemos. O termo semita bmt 
(lugar alto) originalmente significava as costas ou lombo de um 
animal e posteriormente foi aplicado a uma elevação ou colina.7 De 
acordo com a descrição da Bíblia Hebraica, o lugar alto continha 
uma tenda ou compartimento no qual os instrumentos cúlticos eram 
armazenados. Ali realizavam-se atividades cúlticas específicas tais 
como sacrifício, refeição, oração, prostituição e sacrifício infantil.8

6	  Tal percepção da divindade define-se como monolatria ou henoteísmo, 
pois indica a adoração de um deus nacional sem rejeitar a existência de outras 
divindades.

7	  Elmer A Martens, “hmb,” Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament. 
electronic ed. (Chicago: Moody Press, 1999), 113; Walter A.Elwell e Philip Wes-
ley Comfort, Tyndale Bible Dictionary (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale House Publishers, 
2001) , 604.

8	  Martens, “hmb” Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, 113. Cf. 
1 Rs 12:31; 13:32; 2 Rs 17:29; 23:19.
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Outra alusão ao culto aparece na enigmática expressão 
,  que Mesa removeu da cidade de Atarote para a presença 
de Quemos em Queriote (l. 12). Após mais de cem anos de pesquisa, 
o significado de  ainda permance incerto.9 Poderia denotar 
homens valentes ou alguma espécie de objeto cúltico, como, por 
exemplo, um altar. A primeira opção parece pouco provável, pois 
o todos os habitantes de Atarote foram destruídos. Resta a opção 
favorecida pela maioria dos pesquisadores de que seria um 
objeto cúltico, possivelmente um altar. Esta possibilidade torna-
se bastante provável devido a menção dos vasos () de YHWH                 
(ll. 17-18),10 que na destruição de Nebo, foram subtraídos desta 
cidade e levados à presença de Quemos. As situações paralelas 
parecem indicar objetos cúlticos correlacionados. Ademais note-se 
ainda que o termo aparece em Ez 43:15, 16 para designar o 
altar de holocausto do futuro templo. Portanto, presume-se que o 
significado do vocábulo  seja  “altar” ou “altar-pilar.”11

Todavia, ainda é necessário determinar significado do termo 
 na frase . Esta última palavra constitu-se em um 
grande desafio do ponto de vista filológico. O  final em  
pode ser entendido como aformativo feminino de uma divindade 
ou o sufixo possessivo de uma divindade masculina. Se  fosse 
divindade feminina a frase completa indicaria o altar da deusa . 
O problema com esta interpretação é que não existe no panteão 
semítico uma divindade com este nome. Se o  for interpretado 
como sufixo possessivo feminino afixado a uma suposta divindade 
masculina  (i.e. “o altar do  dela”), surge um problema de 
ordem gramatical. Seria extremamente incomum que um nome 
próprio fosse modificado por um pronome possessivo.

9	  O termo () aparece várias vezes na Bíblia Hebraica e pode 
significar a cidade de Jerusalem (Is 29:1, 2 e 7), o altar (Ez 43:15, 16) e homens 
valentes (Is 33:7). O mesmo vocábulo ainda ocorre em 2 Sm 23:20 (par. 1 Cr 
11:22) para denominar heróis moabitas.

10	 Note-se que a vocábulo  (vasos) está em um segmento danificado da 
inscrição e apenas  pode ser lido claramente. Os pesquisadores presumem que 
originalmente havia um  na linha anterior, o que sugere a leitura reconstruída  
(vasos).

11	 Francis Brown, Samuel Rolles Driver and Charles Augustus Briggs. 
Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon. electronic ed. 
(Oak Harbor: WA: Logos Research Systems, 2000), s.v. .
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Em vista das dificuldades supra mencionadas, cabe examinar a 
sugestão oferecida pelo epigrafista André Lemaire. Este pesquisador 
traduz o termo  em seu sentido comum de “amado.” 12A tradução 
da frase  ficaria assim: “o altar do amado dela [i.e da 
cidade de Atarote].” Assim, o termo  funciona não como nome 
próprio, mas como epíteto da divindade adorada pelos habitantes 
de Atarote. Como esta cidade era habitada por israelitas, é possível 
que o “amado” fosse uma adjetivação de YHWH.

                                                                                                   
Percepção da Terra

A noção de Quemos como o patrono da terra de Moabe emerge 
na declaração de que esta divindade abandonara a terra aos inimigos 
de Moabe. Embora de forma implícita, a noção subjacente é de que 
a terra era uma dádiva da divindade ao seu povo. Se por alguma 
razão o povo fosse infiel, a divindade irada poderia abandonar 
a terra aos inimigos. Nota-se também que o rei Mesa afirma ter 
recebido ordem de Quemos para que retomasse algumas cidades 
que supostamente estavam nas mãos dos israelitas. 

Afirma-se que a terra de Medeba, quarenta anos ocupada por 
Israel, foi restaurada por Quemos ao seu povo (ll. 8-9). Embora no 
caso da conquista de Atarote não haja nenhuma referênca explícita 
a mandato ou intervenção divina, o texto não deixa dúvidas de que a 
cidade foi tomada para Quemos: “Mas eu pelejei contra a cidade [i.e. 
Atarote] e a tomei. Eu matei todo o povo da cidade como satisfação 
para Quemos e para Moabe.” (ll. 11-12). Em seguida menciona-se 
que o rei capturou o  13 o trouxe diante de Quemos em 
Quiriat.(ll. 12-13).    Já com relação a Nebo, existe uma clara ordem 
da divindade para que Mesa a capturasse: “Então Quemos disse 
a mim: ‘Vai e toma Nebo de Israel.’ Portanto, Eu parti durante a  
noite e pelejei contra ela desde o romper da manhã até o meio dia. 
Eu a tomei. Eu matei a todos eles, sete mil homens e estrangeiros 
residentes, mulheres e estrangeiras residentes e escravas. Pois eu 

12	 André Lemaire, “‘House of David’ Restored in Moabite Inscription,” 
Biblical Archaeology Review 20/3 (Março/Abril 1994). Logos electronic ed. Cf. 
Francis Brown, Samuel Rolles Driver and Charles Augustus Briggs. Enhanced 
Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon. electronic ed. (Oak Harbor: 
WA: Logos Research Systems, 2000), s.v. dwd.

13	 A vocalização e significado desta expressão permancem incertos.
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a havia devotado à destruição para Astar Quemos. Eu tirei de lá 
os vasos de YHWH e os trouxe diante de Quemos” (ll. 14-18). 
Posteriormente, menciona-se que Yahas, construída pelo rei de 
Israel, foi conquistada pelo próprio Quemos com a colaboração de 
Mesa e anexada a Dibon (ll. 19-21 ). Finalmente, Quemos ordenou 
a Mesa que tomasse a Auronen, o que uma vez  realizado, permitiu 
a Quemos estabelecer residência nesta cidade.

Ao obedecer a ordem divina, Mesa conquista os territórios 
mencionados e amplia a esfera de seu domínio. Ao mesmo tempo, 
nota-se que medida em que o rei moabita reconquista os territórios, 
Quemos estabelece sua residência nos mesmos. Assim, a divindade 
não está restrita ao santuário central, mas sua influência se estende 
até as fronteiras do território moabita.14

			   Percepção da Guerra

A perspectiva teológica da guerra, que exigia a destruição 
completa do inimigo derrotado como ato de devoção à divindade, 
é claramente expressa na Pedra Moabita. Nas campanhas militares 
de Mesa contra Atarote e Nebo, Mesa gaba-se de ter destruído 
totalmente a população dessas cidades. Em relação à Atarote, 
o rei moabita declara: “eu pelejei contra a cidade e a tomei. Eu 
matei todo o povo da cidade como satisfação () para Quemos 
e para Moabe” (ll. 11-12). A noção de que tal campanha consistia 
em uma guerra sagrada revela-se claramente na afirmação de que 
“todo o povo” (() foi destruído, sendo tal ato considerado uma 
“satisfação” () para Quemos e Moabe (l. 18).

Tal concepção aparece também na campanha contra Nebo, 
onde expressa-se através da raíz semítica , que significa devotar 
à destruição ou destruir totalmente. É o termo usado para denotar 
a destruição total do inimgo como um ato de devoção à divindade. 
No trecho transcrito abaixo, Mesa afirma: “Então Quemos disse 
a mim: ‘Vai e toma Nebo de Israel.’ Portanto, Eu parti durante a 
noite e pelejei contra ela desde o romper da manhã até ao meio dia. 
Eu a tomei. Eu matei a todos eles, sete mil homens e estrangeiros 
residentes, mulheres e estrangeiras residentes e escravas. Pois eu 

14	 Daniel I. Block, The Gods of the Nations: Studies in Ancient Near East-
ern National Theology, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 85.
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a havia devotado à destruição para Astar Quemos.” (ll 15-17). A 
expressão traduzida “eu a havia devotado à destruição” corresponde 
ao termo moabita , constituído do verbo  em uma 
construção causativa, seguido do sufixo pronominal feminino em 
referência retrospectiva a cidade de Nebo.

É interesante notar que entre as várias cidades/localidades 
conquistadas por Quemos, somente Atarote e Nebo foram totalmente 
destruídas. A razão para tal preferência, possivelmente, deve-se ao 
fato de que estas cidades estavam sob o domínio israelita. A guerra, 
portanto, contra as mesmas assumiu uma dimensão sagrada, pois 
da perspectiva moabita, tratava-se de um confronto entre Quemos 
e YHWH. Por isso, ao serem subtraídas de YHWH, deveriam ser 
dedicadas a Quemos, o que se concretizou mediante o extermínio 
de sua população, ato entendido como devoção ao deus nacional.

A percepção da guerra refletida na Pedra Moabita revela 
significativos paralelos conceituais e verbais com as narrativas 
bíblicas das guerras de YHWH. Algumas batalhas travadas pelos 
israelitas no contexto da conquista da terra exigiram o extermínio 
das populações das cidades conquistadas (Jos 6:17–21; cf. 1 Sm 
15:3). O exemplo mais notável encontra-se na narrativa da tomada 
de Jericó. Seguindo ordens de YHWH, os israelitas “destruíram 
totalmente (), ao fio da espada, tudo quanto havia 
na cidade, homem e mulher, menino e velho, bois, ovelhas e 
jumentos.” (Js 6:21). Foram poupados apenas “toda a prata, e o 
ouro, e os vasos de bronze e de ferro,” pois deveriam ir para o 
tesouro do Senhor (Js 6:19). Em oráculo endereçado ao rei Saul, a 
ordem divina era: “Vai, pois, agora e fere a Amaleque, e o destrói 
totalmente () com tudo o que tiver” (1 Sm 15:3).
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Conclusões e Implicações

As percepções religiosas refletidas na Pedra Moabita contém 
algumas semelhanças com o a religião normativa de Israel, tais 
como inferidas da Bíblia Hebraica.15 Especialmente as percepções 
moabitas a respeito da divindade, do culto, da terra e da guerra 
se aproximam da compreensão israelita dos mesmos elementos.
Tais similaridades podem ser explicadas devido à influência mútua, 
favorecida pela  proximidade geográfica dos reinos de Moabe e 
Israel e aos laços de parentesco entre os dois povos, atestado pela 
tradição histórica preservada nas Escrituras Hebraicas. Ademais, os 
moabitas foram periodicamente subjugados pelos israelitas, o que 
deve ter acarretado uma considerável influência da religião hebraica 
sobre o reino de Moabe.

Pedra Moabita

Eu sou Mesa, filho Qemos[yat], rei de Moab, o dibonita. 
Meu pai reinou sobre Moabe trinta anos e eu reinei depois 
de meu pai. E construí este lugar alto para Quemos em 
Qarhoh BMS’, porque me salvou de todos os reis e porque 
me fez prevalecer sobre os meus inimigos. Omri era rei 
de Israel e oprimiu a Moab muitos dias, pois Mesa estava 
irado contra sua terra. E seu filho o sucedeu e disse  (ele 
também): eu oprimirei a Moabe. Nos meus dias falou  
assim. Mas eu prevaleci contra ele e contra sua casa, e 
Israel pereceu totalmente para sempre. E Omri se apossou 
da terra de Medeba e habitou nela durante seus dias e 
metade dos dias de seu fiho, quarenta anos. Porém, nos 
meus dias, Quemos habitou nela. E edifiquei Baal Meon e 
construí o reservatório e edifiquei Quiriataim. E os homens 
de Gade habitaram na terra de Atarote desde a antigüidade 
e o rei de Israel construiu para si Atarote. E pelejei contra 
a cidade e a tomei e matei todos os homens da cidade, uma 

15	 Ver Walton, John H.,  Ancient Near Eastern Thought and the Old Tes-
tament: Introducing the Conceptual World of the Hebrew Bible Grand Rapids: 
Baker Academic, 2006; Orlin, Louis Lawrence. Life and Thought in the Ancient 
Near East: University of Michigan Press, 2007; Morton Smith, “The Common 
Theology of the Ancient Near East.” Journal of Biblical Literature 71 (1952): 
135-147.
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saciedade para Quemos e Moabe. E removi de lá o altar 
do amado dela e o transportei para a presença de Quemos 
em Queriote. E assentei nela a população de Saron e a 
população de Mahorat. E Quemos me disse: Vai e toma 
Nebo de Israel. E parti durante a noite e pelejei contra 
ela desde o romper da manhã até o meio-dia e a tomei e 
matei sete mil, nativos e forasteiros, nativas e forasteiras, e 
mulheres, pois os devotei à destruição para Astar Quemos. 
E tirei de de lá os vasos de YHWH e os trouxe à presença de 
Quemos. E o rei de Israel havia construído Jaaz e habitava 
nela quando pelejou contra mim. Mas Quemos o expulsou 
de minha presença e tomei de Moabe duzentos homens, 
toda a unidade, e os levei até Jaaz e a tomei para anexar a 
Dibon. Eu edifiquei Qarhoh, o muro do parque e o muro 
da acrópole. E eu construí suas portas, e eu construí suas 
torres. E eu construí o palácio e eu fiz o reservatório duplo 
da fonte dentro da cidade. E não havia cisterna dentro da 
cidade, em Qarhoh, e (eu) disse a todo o povo: Fazei cada 
um de vós uma cisterna em sua casa. E eu excavei as valas 
com cativos de Israel. Eu edifiquei Aroer e eu edifiquei 
a estrada no Arnon. Eu edifiquei Bet Bamot, pois estava 
derribada. Eu edifiquei Beser com cinquenta dibonitas, 
pois estava em ruínas, pois toda Dibon era obediente. E 
eu reinei [. . . .]  cem nas cidades que eu anexei à terra. E 
eu construí Medeba, Diblataim, e a casa de Baal Meon, e 
levei para lá o T’N da terra. E Horonen habitou nela em 
[. . . . . . .] disse Quemos para mim: Desce e peleja contra 
Horonaim, e desci [. . . . . . . .] nela Quemos nos meus dias 
e sobre [ . . .] de lá [. . . . .]
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Resumen

	 Tem sido discutida nos meios acadêmicos a veracidade 
do final Evangelho de Marcos.  Alguns preferem o final 
curto, alegando que a parte final foi uma adição posterior, 
desenvolvida no processo formativo do livro, que não 
pertencia a Marcos e, portanto deveria ser omitido do 
texto.  Assim veremos que as evidências textuais apóiam a 
conservação do texto longo como uma leitura autentica do 
livro de Marcos; e que isto, a ausência em do texto longo 
em vários manuscritos, não é prova suficiente para omiti-
lo.

Abstract

	 The final section of the gospel of Mark has been 
challenged by the scholarly world.  Some scholars accept 
only the short end of Mark.  The reason for that is the 
assumption that the longer end was a latter addition to the 
book that does not deserve to be included.  Therefore it 

should be omitted.  In this article will be shown the textual 
1	 Este artículo fue preparado por el esfuerzo combinado de estos tres au-

tores como resultado de la clase de maestría “Historia y Transmisión del Texto 
Bíblico”, administrada el la Universidad Peruana Unión, Perú, 2009, por el úl-
timo autor. 

2	  ��������������������������������������������������������������������Docente de la Facultad de Teología – UpeU / Director del Departamen-
to de Adoración y Música Sacra.

3	  �������������������������������������������������������������������Docente de la Facultad de Teología – UPeU / Docente adscrito al De-
partamento de Sagradas Escrituras.

4	  Docente de la Facultad de Teología-Salt-IAENE, Brasil.
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evidences that support the long end of Mark concluding that 
it is better to maintain the this long reading as an authentic 
parte of the book, and its omission in several manuscripts 
is not a conclusive proof to omit it from the text.

Introducción

	 ¿Cómo terminó Marcos su evangelio? Esta es una pregunta 
difícil de responder si no observamos cuidadosamente los testigos 
textuales de este libro. Según Metzger hay cuatro posibilidades 
para este dilema textual:5 el final corto, el intermedio, el largo y el 
largo expandido.  Metzger concluye que ninguna de estas variantes 
finales es original y que estos tienen un “sabor” de apócrifo.   Pero 
su conclusión es unilateral; hay una posibilidad de que el final 
fuera añadido al texto sin perder su originalidad textual, como lo 
encontramos en varios libros del Antiguo Testamento (AT). Por lo 
tanto, esta investigación intenta demostrar, basada en las evidencias 
textuales, que es posible llegar a un consenso en cuanto a la 
originalidad del final del texto de Marcos aunque no sea de autoría 
marcana.  

El Final de Marcos 16
El final de Marcos 16 presenta cinco grupos de variantes para 

la culminación del capítulo, representados en diferentes testigos. 
Un grupo de manuscritos terminan abruptamente en el v. 8. Un 
manuscrito latino añade una conclusión breve posterior al v. 8. 
Otro grupo de testigos incluye los vv. 9-20; dentro de este grupo, 
el códice Washingtoniano añade una expansión entre los vv. 14 y 
15, que es única de este manuscrito. Un cuarto grupo de testigos 
añaden la conclusión breve posterior al v. 8 y los vv. 9 al 20. Un 
quinto grupo añade ambos finales, el breve y el largo. 

Frente a este panorama, vale preguntarse: ¿Cuál es la mejor 

5	 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, 
Corruption and Restoration. 3º ed. (NY: Oxford University Press, 1992), 226-
227.
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lectura posible? ¿Deben considerarse las diferentes conclusiones 
como marcanas? ¿Pueden ser consideradas dichas lecturas como 
canónicas? Para dilucidar este asunto se seguirá el siguiente proceso: 
Presentación de los testigos textuales para cada final posible, tomando 
en cuenta la fecha, categoría de manuscrito6 y familia a la que 
pertenece; segundo, análisis de las variantes textuales y determinación 
del valor relativo de los diferentes testigos; tercero, selección de una 
lectura, discusión sobre la autoría y canonicidad de dichas adiciones.

Testigos textuales para cada final posible

Tomando el aparato crítico Nestle-Aland de la vigesimoséptima 
edición del Novum Testamentum Graece se obtiene el siguiente 
detalle de los testigos textuales que apoyan cada uno de los finales 
mencionados.

Terminan en el v. 8

NA Nombre Fecha Familia

א Códice Sinaítico s. IV Alejandrino categoría I

B Códice Vaticano s. IV Alejandrino categoría I

304 Minúsculo 304 s. XII
sys Versión siriaca sinaítica s. IV-VII Occidental

sams Un manuscrito de versión 
sahídica s. III/IV

Alejandrino e 
influencia del 

occidental

armmss Manuscritos de la tradición 
armenia s. V Cesareano

Cl Clemente de Alejandría ac †215 Padre griego
Or Orígenes †254 Padre griego

6	 Las diferentes categorías de manuscritos son cinco, las cuales fueron 
sugeridas por Kurt y Barbara Aland. Son las siguientes: categoría I, para designar 
manuscritos con lecturas estrictamente alejandrinas; categoría II, para designar a 
los manuscritos con lecturas alejandrinas pero con leve influencia bizantina; cate-
goría III, para designar a los manuscritos con fuerte influencia bizantina. categoría 
IV, para designar lecturas de tipo occidental y categoría V, para designar manu-
scritos estrictamente de lectura bizantino. Roy E. Ciampa, Manual de Referência 
para a Crítica Textual do Novo Testamento (2001), 7. Disponible en: http://home.
comcast.net/~rciampa/CriticaTextual. pdf  (consultado: 11 de febrero, 2009).
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Eus Eusebio de Cesarea †339 Padre griego
Hiermss Manuscritos de Jerónimo †420 Padre latino

Agrega una conclusión breve después del v. 8 (conclusión breve)

NA Nombre Fecha Familia

K Manuscrito latino nº 1 – 
Bobiense7 s. IV/V Occidental – categoría IV

Agrega los vv. 9 al 20 (conclusión larga)78

NA Nombre Fecha Familia
A Códice Alejandrino s. V Bizantino – Categoría III
C Rescrito Efraimita s. V Mixto – Categoría II

D Códice de Beza s. V/VI Occidental –
Categoría IV 

W Códice 
Washingtoniano8 s. V Cesareano – 

Categoría III 
Θ Códice Koridetano s. IX Cesareano

7	 La conclusión breve que es añadida es la siguiente: “Ellas refiri-
eron brevemente a los compañeros de Pedro lo que se les había anunciado. 
Luego, el mismo Jesús hizo que ellos llevaran, desde el oriente hasta el po-
niente, el mensaje sagrado e incorruptible de la salvación eterna” toma-
do de Biblia de Jerusalén. Nueva edición totalmente revisada y aumen-
tada, (Bilbao: Descleé de Brouwer, 1975), comentario de Marcos 16:9.

8	 Este testigo textual presenta además una expansión en el v. 14 que 
dice lo siguiente: “… y estos alegaron en su defensa: ‘este siglo de iniqui-
dad y de incredulidad está bajo el dominio de Satán, que no deja que lo que 
está bajo el yugo de los espíritus impuros reciba la verdad y el poder de Dios; 
manifiesta, pues, ya desde ahora tu justicia.’ Esto es lo que decían a Cristo y 
Cristo les respondió: ‘el término de los años del poder de Satán se ha cumpli-
do, pero otras cosas terribles se acercan. Y yo he sido entregado a la muerte 
por los que pecaron, para que se conviertan a la verdad, y no pequen mas, a 
fin de que hereden la gloria espiritual e incorruptible de justicia que está 
en el cielo…’ ” tomado de Biblia de Jerusalén, comentario de Marcos 16:9.
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f 13

Manuscritos 
minúsculos de la 

familia 13 = 13, 69, 
124, 346, 543, 788, 

826, 828, 983, 1689’, 
1709

s. XI o XII en 
adelante Cesareano

M Texto mayoritario Bizantino

Lat  Antigua Latina y la 
Vulgata

s. II o IV 
y s. IV/V 

respectivamente 

Occidental y alejandrino/
bizantino/occidental pero 

es predominantemente 
bizantino

sy(c) p h

Mayoría de versiones 
siriacas curetonianas, 
un manuscrito de la 

Peshita y la Harkleana 
s. IV-VII

Occidental con tendencia 
bizantina, bizantino para 
los evangelios, bizantino

Bo Versión boharica s. III/IV Alejandrino –
Categoría I

Ju ? Justino Mártir la cual 
es cuestionable ca. †165 Padre de la iglesia latina

Ir Ireneo s. II Occidental
Ter Tertuliano †220 Occidental

f1

Añadido con obelus 
(signo crítico añadido 

en mss. para adiciones) 
en la familia 1

s. XI o XII en 
adelante Cesareano

Incluyen la conclusión breve y los vv. 9 al 20

NA Nombre Fecha Familia

L Manuscrito 019 Paris: 
Regio s. VIII  Alejandrino de categoría 

II

Ψ Manuscrito 044 de Athos 
Lavrensis s. VIII/IX

Alejandrino de categoría 
III/II influencia fuerte 

bizantina

099 Uncial 099 s. VII
Texto mixto de categoría 
III – con influencia fuerte 

bizantina

0112 Uncial 0112 s. VI/VII
Alejandrino de categoría 
II – manuscrito influencia 

relativa bizantina
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274mg Nota marginal del 
minúsculo 274 s. X

579 Minúsculo 579 s. XIII
Alejandrino de categoría 

II –manuscrito con 
influencia relativa 

bizantina

l 1602 Leccionario s. VIII

syhmg

Nota marginal de la versión 
siriaca  revisada por 

Thomas de Harkel y editada 
por Joseph White (1778-

1803)

616 dC Bizantino

samss Manuscritos sahiricos s. III/IV Alejandrino con 
influencia del occidental

bomss 2 a 4 manuscritos 
bohairicos s. III/IV Alejandrino

aethmss Manuscritos de la tradición 
etiópica s. VI

Alejandrino con variantes 
bizantinas. Es llamado 

bizantino primitivo para 
los evangelios

Análisis de variantes textuales

La mayoría de los manuscritos que concluyen en 16:8 son 
de tipo alejandrino y los dos más destacados son el א y el B. Sin 
embargo este final es muy abrupto. Esto permite suponer que el 
texto del autógrafo sufrió una pérdida o ruptura del texto que sigue 
al v. 8.9  Por esa razón habrían surgido intentos por completar la 
porción faltante. Un intento sería el final corto que aparece en el 
manuscrito latino k de la familia occidental (s. IV/V, categoría IV). 
Pero al ser un solo testigo y al no pertenecer a un manuscrito griego, 
no se le puede asignar demasiado peso. 

9 Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Cor-
ruption and Restoration, 228. Metzger piensa que otra posibilidad es que 
Marcos haya sido interrumpido y privado de terminar su obra literaria. Ver 
también George Eldon Ladd. Crítica del Nuevo Testamento: Una perspec-
tiva evangélica (El Paso, TX: Editorial Mundo Hispano, 1990), 58, 59.
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Con todo, este final corto aparece conjuntamente con el largo 
(vv. 9-20) en una cantidad de manuscritos predominantemente 
alejandrinos o bizantinos, pero cuya antigüedad en ningún caso 
se remonta más allá del siglo VI y que parecen haber querido 
conciliar manuscritos previos que incluían la conclusión breve y 
el final largo. La comparación de estos últimos dos, sin embargo, 
sugiere que originalmente no estaban juntos porque su contenido es 
reiterativo y no parecen pertenecer a la misma pluma. En todo caso, 
la conclusión breve parece ser un resumen del final largo adicionado 
por temor a omitir una variante textual.

Por otro lado, el final largo, es apoyado por manuscritos 
de todas las familias. Dentro de la familia bizantina se destaca 
el Códice Alejandrino (s. V, categoría III) y el texto mayoritario. 
Por la familia occidental, se destacan como testigos el Códice de 
Beza (s. V/VI, categoría IV), versiones latinas (Antigua Latina y 
Vulgata, s. II o IV y s. IV/V respectivamente) y padres de la iglesia 
como Justino, Ireneo y Tertuliano que confirman que la antigüedad 
de esta lectura se remonta a por lo menos el s. II. Por parte de la 
familia alejandrina se encuentran también testigos muy antiguos 
(Rescrito Efraimita, s. V, categoría II; Versión boharica, s. III/
IV, categoría I; manuscritos sahiricos, s. III/IV, etc.). Finalmente, 
esta lectura encuentra apoyo en la familia cesareana, entre cuyos 
manuscritos se destaca el Códice Washingtoniano (s. V, categoría 
III), cuya expansión entre los vv. 14 y 15, sin embargo, no tiene 
ningún apoyo adicional. 

Selección de la lectura, autoría y canonicidad

	 Frente a esta evidencia parece preferible elegir el final largo, 
por sobre el final abrupto en el versículo 8 o el final corto. En cuanto 
a la autoría marcana la evidencia interna muestra un estilo literario 
diferente al resto del libro. Las evidencias son las siguientes: 
Primero, no hay solución de continuidad entre el versículo 8 y el 
versículo 9; una simple lectura de la perícopa es suficiente para 
notar dicha disyunción. Segundo, el vocabulario de los vv. 9-20 
utiliza dieciséis palabras que no son usadas en todo en evangelio. 
Tercero, en la fraseología de la conclusión larga del evangelio 
aparecen ocho frases que no son usadas por el evangelista. Además 
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otras consideraciones internas avalan la idea de que el final largo 
del evangelio no fue escrito por el propio Marcos.10

 Sin embargo esto no atenta contra la canonicidad de dicha 
adición. La misma puede ser comparable a la adición de Dt 34 
alusiva a la muerte de Moisés y su sepultura.11  Evidentemente 
Moisés, autor del Pentateuco, no pudo haber escrito este último 
capítulo.12  Por lo tanto, todas las evidencias apuntan para el final 
largo como siendo el mas aceptable sobre el final corto. 

10 Bruce Terry, The Style of The Long Ending of Mark (Bruce Terry’s 
Home Page, 2003) disponible en http://matthew.ovc.edu/terry/articles/mkendsty.
htm (consultado: 10 de febrero, 2009); ver Metzger, 227-8; Ladd, 58.

11 Gleanson Archer, A Survey of the OLd Testament:Introduction (Chi-
cago: Moody Press,1994), 276. Este autor comenta sobre la autenticidad de la 
adición del texto que menciona la muerte de Moisés.

12  Veáse también Jos 24:29-33.  Ver la “Transição do Rolo ao Códice,” en 
Julio Trebolle Barrera, A Biblia Judaica e a Bíblia Cristã (Editora Vozes: Rio de 
Janeiro, 1996), 120-121.
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Resumo

A relevância transcendente e atemporal do conteúdo 
diacrítico-massorético é inignorável para o entender 
dos moldes dialogistas do povo semita. Empreender 
compreendê-lo indispensa a análise das estruturas frásico-
oracionais que, naturalmente, estão incrustadas em tal 
conteúdo. Estas estruturas são ferramentas alusivas aos 
sentidos semânticos e gramaticais do texto. A saliência 
desta temática pode ser percebida com muita abrangência 
e clareza nos diversos artigos, livros e dissertações que se 
propuseram a discutir, especialmente desde a década de 
1980, as estruturas de unidades literárias e suas possíveis 
divisões nas tradições dos versos, tanto Hebraico, como 
Acadiano e Ugarítico. O presente trabalho perspectiva fazer 
uma análise não exaustiva, contudo coerente, de fontes 
literárias e registros massoréticos referentes às respectivas 
vocalização e acentuação. 

Primeiro será apresentado um breve resumo 
dos precedentes históricos do texto em seus sistemas 
de vocalização e acentuação. Posteriormente será 
trabalhada uma reconstrução histórico-cronológica do 

1	 O presente trabalho reúne reflexões do Projeto de Iniciação Científica 
do alunos  de Teologia  do  SALT/IAENE Isael Santos de Souza e Eleazar Domi-
ni, o qual faz parte do Projeto de Pesquisa do Prof.  Dr. Joaquim Azevedo Neto, 
sob o título “Estudos Massoréticos”. Foi apresentado no encontro da ABIB 2008 
na PUC de São Paulo.
Dr. Joaquim Azevedo Neto, Ph.D Antigo Testamento, editor da Revista Herme-
nêutica ,  professor   do  SALT/IAENE. (Orientador)
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desenvolvimento dinâmico e progressivo dos divisores de 
unidades literárias da língua hebraica, onde a tradição dos 
acentos é apresentada em distinção à vocálica pausal e pós-
cedendo a esta quanto à função divisiva de sentido. Em 
seguida apresentar-se-á uma abordagem cross-linguística 
da forma em pausa quanto divisor frásico. Por fim, será 
mostrada a visão contemporânea, não absolutamente geral, 
mas consideravelmente convencionada, da acentuação 
massorética.

Abstract

The timeless, transcendent relevance of the 
diacritical-Massoretic content is out of question for the 
understanding of the Semitic people dialogical frames. 
In order to comprehend the issue, it is indispensable the 
analysis of the sentence structures that, of course, are 
embodied in such content. These structures are allusive 
tools to the grammatical and semantic senses of the text. 
The importance of this theme can be clearly, widely 
perceived in the several articles, books and dissertations 
that have discussed, especially since the 1980 decade, the 
literary unity structures and their possible divisions in verse 
tradition, as much in Hebrew as in Acadian and Ugarit. This 
paper makes an analysis, not exhaustive although coherent, 
of literary Massoretic sources and records regarding their 
accent and vocalization systems.

First it will be presented a brief summary of the 
historical background of the text in their accent and 
vocalization systems. Then, it will reconstruct historically, 
chronologically the progressive and dynamic development 
of the literary unit divisors where the accent tradition is 
distinctly presented regarding the vocal-pausing tradition. 
The accent tradition was latter developed concerning 
the sense division function. Next it will present a cross-
linguistically approach of the sentence divisor pause form. 
Finally, it will show the contemporary, but not absolutely 
general, view of the Massoretic accent system.
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Introdução  

O conteúdo diacrítico-massorético2 tem sido campo amplo 
para estudos em diversificadas abordagens ao longo dos anos, 
acentuando relevância imprescindível para compreensão dos 
moldes dialogistas da língua hebraica. No entanto, a compreensão 
cada vez mais clara de tal matéria continua sendo uma obra 
desafiadora. Por conseguinte, é indispensável atinar para todas as 
possíveis ferramentas que forneçam alusões aos sentidos semânticos 
e sintáticos do Texto Massorético3. Nesta perspectiva a presença 
dos grafemas vocálico-acentual massoréticos constitui evidência de 
que a história do texto é marcada pela preocupação do preservar 
deste com fidelidade o mais próximo possível de sua originária 
autenticidade4.

Precedentes Históricos do Sistema de Vocalização e 
Acentuação

Apuração de textos por meio de análise crítica, bem como 
outras atividades que envolvam argúcia literária, já figurava nas 
antigas culturas egípcias e mesopotâmicas.5 Entre os Hebreus rpws 
(sopher) fora o termo aplicado para pessoas específicas que, já 
no período monárquico, desenvolviam atividades de secretários e 
escrivães.6 Entretanto, foi no período pós-exílico que as atividades 
dos sopherim7 (nome sistematizado para o antigo corpo escribal 

2	  Termo referente às representações vocálico e acentual da obra masso-
rética.

3  A partir de então TM.
4	  Page H. Kelley and others, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgar-

tensia: Introduction and Annotated Glossary. (Grand Rapids, Mich: W.B. Eerd-
mans, 1998), 2. 

5	  Julio Trebolle Barrera, The Jewish Bible and the Christian Bible: An 
Introduction to the History of the Bible. (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 111-281. Ver tam-
bém: William Foxwell Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity; Monothe-
ism and the Historical Process. (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1957), 78–79.

6	  Ver por ex.: 2 Sam. 8:17; 1 Reis 4:3; 1 Crôn. 24:6; 2 Crôn. 26:11; 2 
Crôn. 34:15; Is. 36:22. 

7	  Relevante informação acerca do termo Sopherim é dada em Kidushin, 
30 a, onde lê-se: “Portanto foram os antigos sábios nomeados ~yrpws,  porque 
eles numeravam todas as letras da Lei”... Cf. Sanhedrin, 106 b; Chagiga,15 b; 
hrwtbv twytwa lk rpws hya. É evidente que esta atitude protecionista de 



60 Hermenêutica, Volume 9, 57-100

– plural de sopher) foram alcançando importância cada vez mais 
ascendente. Eles empreenderam uma obra minuciosa, a princípio 
com Esdras, proeminente entre eles8, e representaram uma ordem de 
escribas que já a partir da existência do segundo Templo com afinco 
iniciaram o trabalho de apuração e padronização dos manuscritos 
hebraicos.9  

No período da imponência helenística percebeu-se que o 
Hebraico antigo estava a se extinguir gradualmente coincidindo em 
aproximada, senão exata, contextualização temporal com o período 
de formação do cânon veterotestamentário10. Simultaneamente a 
esses acontecimentos, os judeus fizeram uma revisão crítica dos 
seus textos sagrados e brotou também a necessidade de traduzir estas 
Escrituras para a língua vernácula daqueles dias: o grego (LXX).11 É 
provável que foi nestas circunstâncias, em meio à tamanha difusão 
literária, que os sopherim intensificaram sua obra, desenvolvendo o 
artifício da contagem de todas as palavras, letras (e possivelmente 
versículos) em cada manuscrito, conforme eram trabalhados.12 
Provavelmente é referindo-se a esta tarefa efetivada que o R. 
Akiba, o qual contribuiu substancialmente para a solidificação do 
texto consonantal,13 disse que a massora14 atuava como que uma 
cerca para a Lei.15 Estas constatações estatísticas foram inseridas 
nas MS Finalis de cada livro da Bíblia Massorética.16 Logo, a MS 

textos considerados sagrados não era exclusiva dos judeus apenas. ������������E isto é co-
mentado com muita propriedade em: Isidore Harris, “The Rise and Development 
of the Massorah. I,” The Jewish Quarterly Review, Vol. 1, No. 2, (Jan., 1889): 
140.

8	  Gleason L. Archer, Merece confiança o Antigo Testamento. (São Paulo: 
Vida Nova, 1986), 62.

9	  Isidore Harris, “The Rise and Development of the Massorah. I”, 131.
10	 C. Brekelmans and others, Old Testament: The History of Its Inter-

pretation. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 55-57. Ver também: E. 
Kautzsch, Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar: as edited and englaged by the late. ����(Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1980), 17 e 18.

11	 E. Kautzsch, 17 e 18.
12	 Julio Trebolle Barrera, 281.
13	 Ibid., pág. 279.
14	 A partir de então MS.
15	 Peter Würthwein, The Text of the Old Testament: An Introduction to the 

Biblia Hebraica. (Grand Rapids, Mich: Eerdmans, 1988), 18.
16	 Page H. Kelley and others,  2
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em si – Tiqqune sopherim (correções escribais17) e Itture sopherim 
(omissões escribais)18 dentre outras emendas não muito cogitadas19 
– é de origem anterior aos Massoretas propriamente ditos20.

A origem para o surgimento categórico dos Massoretas21, no 
sentido mais específico da palavra, é substancialmente ocultada, 
dada a acuracidade prioritária da preservação do texto, porquanto 
não perspectivava-se, conforme Page H. Kelley e Daniel S. Mynatt, 
os “Acadêmicos” que instituíram o sistema de preservação.22 
Segundo Yeivin, um tempo consideravelmente provável para este 
início seria o final do período talmúdico.23  

Geralmente tem-se atribuído os anos 500 a 950 d.C., para o 
surgimento e extensão das atividades destes seletos estudiosos que 
trabalharam a preservação e transmissão dos textos do AT dando a 
eles a sua forma final.24 Essa obra consistiu na recepção do texto 
por meio da tradição oral25 – MS – daí o nome massoretas, passada 
a eles pelos sopherim26. Eles padronizaram e incorporaram, de 

17	 Thomas Hartwell Horne, An introduction to the critical study and 
knowledge of the Holy Scriptures, (Chestnut Street: Whetham & Son, 1841), 
201.

18	 C. McCarthy, The Tiqqune Sopherim and Other Theological Correc-
tions in the Masoretic Texto of the Old Testament, Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 
36 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981), 26. Ver também: Israel Yeivin, 
Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah. Masoretic studies, no. 5. (Missoula, Mont: 
Scholars Press, 1980), 51-52. 
Edson de Faria Francisco, Manual de Bíblia Hebraica: introdução ao texto 
massorético, guia introdutório para Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. (São Paulo: 
Edições Vida Nova, 2005), 225-228. 

19	 S. Rypins, The Book of Thirty Centuries. (Nova Iorque: Macmillian 
Co.., 1995), 37.

20	 F. W. Farrar, History of Interpretation. (London: Macmillan and co, 
1886), 450.

21	 Para considerações quanto possíveis correlação entre Massoretas e 
Levitas ver: M. Gertner, “The masorah and the levites: An essay in the history of 
a concept,” VT X. no. 3 (July 1960): 241- 272.

22	 Page H. Kelley and others,14.
23	 Israel Yeivin, 135.
24	 William R. Scott, and Hans Peter Rüger. A Simplified Guide to BHS: 

Critical Apparatus, Masora, Accents, Unusual Letters & Other Markings. (N. 
Richland Hills, TX: BIBAL Press, 1995), 8.  

25	 Julio Trebolle Barrera, 281.
26	 Aludindo à maneira precisa com que era lidado o texto consonantal 

expressou W. F. Algright: “podemos ter absoluta certaza que o texto consonantal 
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forma meticulosa27, pontos vocálicos e marcas de acentuação no 
texto consonantal,28 tal como haviam recebido desta tradição oral, 
visando tanto pronúncia como forma gramatical tão próximo quanto 
possível de suas formas exatas.29 Esta obra em sua especificidade 
objetivou, evitar a extinção da pronunciação que estava ameaçada 
de ser perdida em inteireza no curso do tempo, visto que o Hebraico 
já era uma língua morta e em seu lugar o Aramaico se absolutizou 
completamente como língua falada.30 Perspectivou-se também, 
solucionar a dificuldade dos falantes de outras línguas (como 
aramaicos e árabes) que achavam cada vez mais difícil a leitura das 
Escrituras no seu sistema de pronunciação tradicional.31

O nome sopherim passou a ser aplicado de maneira específica, 
na era em que a MS atingira seu ápice, para aqueles que escreviam 
o texto consonantal32, enquanto os nakdanim (de dqn) inseriram 
pontos vocálicos e acentos aos manuscritos33; aos massoretas coube 
a função de adicionar as notas marginais e finais (MS Parva e MS 
Finalis).34 Isto, logicamente, não anulava a possibilidade de dois 

da Bíblia Hebraica, mesmo se não é infalível, tem sido preservado com uma 
exatidão talvez sem paralelo entre quaisquer outras literaturas do Oriente Próxi-
mo.” Citado por: H. H. Rowley, The Old Testament and Modern Study. (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1951), 25.

27	��������������������������������������������������������������������� Referente ao zelo do judaísmo quanto às letras, em todas as suas mi-
núcias, é perceptível que a afincuidade tornou-se tão ascenssiva que chegou a 
adquirir conotações místicas, em Menachoth, 29 b, é dito que Moisés ao subir ao 
céu notou a Divindade atando coroas às letras. O que passou a entender-se que 
Moisés assegurou surgiria um sábio –Akiba o filho de José– num dado tempo que 
explanaria cada simples ramificações nas letras. Ver: Isidore Harris, “The Rise 
and Development of the Massorah. (Concluded)”, The Jewish Quarterly Review, 
Vol. 1, No. 3, (Apr., 1889): 223.

28	 David Noel Freedman ed. AB. electronic (New York : Doubleday, 1996, 
c1992), S. 594.

29	 Page H. Kelley and others, 2. Ver também:  William R.Scott and Hans 
Peter Rüger, 8-9. 

30	 Francis D.Nichol ed. The Seventh-day Adventist Bible Commentary, 
(Washington, D.C.: Review and Herald Publishing Association) 1978.

31	 David Noel Freedman ed. AB. electronic (New York : Doubleday, 1996, 
c1992), S. 594.

32	 William R. Scott and Hans Peter Rüger, 9.
33	 Dan Cohn-Sherbok, A Popular Dictionary of Judaism. (Routledge: 

Curzon Press, 1995), 123. Ver também:  William R. Scott and Hans Peter Rüger, 
9

34	 David Noel Freedman, AB. S. 594.
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ou até mesmo um só indivíduo realizar as três funções. Destarte, 
estudiosos modernos aplicam o termo “massoretas” de forma 
genérica referindo-se aos agentes das funções supracitadas.35

Conclusão Parcial

Considerando-se as informações acima mencionadas infere-
se que: a prévia existência histórica de especialistas literários 
(sopherim), a fluidez literário-helenística, os artifícios de uso 
comuns com fins protecionistas de documentos considerados 
sagrados (contagens de grafemas), as necessidades circunstanciais 
(caducidade da língua, imprecisão pronuncial dos manuscritos 
na liturgia de outras gentes), são fatores que somam-se como 
indícios históricos de atividades literárias pré-massoréticas que 
prenunciaram o estado incipiente do sistema diacrítico-massorético 
que alcançou culminância e aperfeiçoamento a partir do V século 
com a era propriamente dita dos Massoretas. 

Análise Histórico-Cronológica das Unidades Literárias

Como a maioria dos assuntos concernentes à história do 
texto massorético, ao tratar-se do quesito referente ao histórico das 
unidades literárias, deve-se considerar a carência e obscuridade 
informacional deste, mantendo cautela para não incorrer-se no risco 
de se estar orbitando em um campo de meras especulações36.

A versificação hebraico-bíblica tal como se tem hoje 
convencionado na BHS, reflete, conforme informa a Mishnah, 
um antigo sistema de versificação que fora em seus primórdios 
transmitida oralmente: “Aquele que lê a Torah não pode ler menos 
que três versos” etc. (Megillah 4:4). Entretanto, observando-se o 
texto consonantal percebe-se que a divisão textual mais explicita 
i.e., patente nos manuscritos, eram os divisores de parágrafos 
(Parashot).37 Estes têm sido consistentemente enfatizados como 

35	 William R. Scott and Hans Peter Rüger, 9.  
36	 Isidore Harris, “The Rise and Development of the Massorah. I”, 130.
37	 Segundo o Talmude Jer. Megillah, iv., 1, os grafemas (p,s,p,- Parashot 

,Setumot, Pesuqot ) vinculam o caráter nocional de divisão textual ao tempo da 
leitura pública da Lei nos dias de Esdras. Os Massoretas fizeram uso deles para 
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o mais antigo sistema de divisão textual, anterior mesmo a 
quaisquer indícios de versificação38. Considerando-se que os textos 
hebraicos não eram escritos como uma scriptio continua39 mas 
que, à semelhança da nossa língua portuguesa, eram marcados por 
pequenos espaçamentos entre uma palavra e outra, os parágrafos 
eram definidos como abertos ou fechados via espaçamento entre os 
vocábulos40. Esta divisão textual paragráfica mais ampla, embora não 
absolutamente similar ao TM, em sua amplitude já é razoavelmente 
encontrada nos rolos de Qumrã41. Conforme se segue:

Figura 142

funções diversas tais como: a abertura de perícopes de leitura pública – nestes ca-
sos as três letras p s p símbolo das respectivas palavras p twyXrp, s twmwts 
e p twqsp eram utilizadas; para abrir de uma nova seção na narrativa p twqsp; 
para subdividir as seções em tópicos s twmwts. Para uma descrição mais pron-
tamente detida ver: Isidore Harris, “The Rise and Development of the Massorah. 
I”, 225, 226. Digna de nota tembém é a proposta de Duane L. Christensen espe-
cialmente para o livro de Números, segundo sua proposta este livro encontra-se 
imediatamente estruturado nas suas bordas pelos Parashot. Ver: Duane L. Chris-
tensen, The Unity of the Bible: Exploring the Beauty and Structure of the Bible. 
(New York: Paulist Press, 2003), 44. 

38	 Emanuel  Tov and others, Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septua-
gint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov. (Leiden: Brill, 2003),168.

39	 Isidore Harris, “The Rise and Development of the Massorah. I”,224.
40	 Peshitta Symposium, P. B. Dirksen, and M. J. Mulder. The Peshiṭta: Its 

Early Text and History: Papers Read at the Peshiṭta Symposium Held at Leiden, 
30-31 August, 1985. Monographs of the Peshiṭta Institute, Leiden, v. 4. (Leiden: 
E.J. Brill, 1988), 65.

41	 Edward D. Herbert, Reconstructing Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls: A New 
Method Applied to the Reconstruction of 4QSam². (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1997), 85.

42	 Fragmento do rolo de Isaías.
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Volvendo-se, no entanto, a análise para o campo vocálico-
acentual, realidade similar é inescapável, a carência de informações 
cronológicas, especialmente no que se refere à tradição tiberiense, 
geram obstáculos para ilações categorizadas43. Referente à origem 
tardia do surgimento dos grafemas vocálico e acentual tem-se a 
clássica sugestiva pessoal de Elias Levita, esta, contudo, enfática e 
não dialogável, isolando-os conclusivamente para a era específica 
dos massoretas, i.e., a partir de 500 d.C.

`~ym[jhw twdwqnhv bwvxaw .hzh !yn[b yt[d $l ahw
 rxa alw ,arz[ !ymzb alw,arz[ ~dwq wyh al

tmytx d[ arz[
twyarb hz xykhl yl vyw `ala ~nyaw ,dwmlth

twxwknw twrwrb
... 44$k rxa wmqv trwsmh yl[b ydy yv[m 

Contudo, mesmo naquela própria época é sabido não ser 
este um conceito absolutamente generalizado. Veja-se neste 
contexto a declaração de R. Yosef Karo que muito provavelmente 
conhecia a proposição de Elias Levita. Ele é muito transparente em 
concluir que os acentos foram fixados por Esdras, porém, dúvidas 
e dificuldades persistiram em meio aos estudiosos sempre que se 
reportavam a este assunto45. Aqui faz-se imperativo as diversas 
menções nos comentários bíblicos de Jerônimo (342-420) ao referir 
que os Judeus não tinham sinais para representação “vocálicas”46, 

43	Paul Joüon and Takamitsu Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew. 
(Roma: Ed. Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 2006), 58. Ver também: Aron Dotan, “The 
Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,”  Proceedings 
of the American Academy for Jewish Research, Vol. 48, (1981): 87.

44	���������������������������������������������������������������������  “E aqui você tem minha opinião sobre este assunto. Penso que a pon-
tuação vocálica e os acentos não existiam antes de Esdras, nem durante o tempo 
de Esdras ou depois de Esdras até o selamento (fechar) do Talmude. E eu posso 
provar isto com simples e claras evidências... e eles não são outra coisa além da 
obra dos Massoretas que vieram depois...” Elias Levita, Masoret Ha-Masoret. 
Em nº 5 (1538) pág. 127.

45	 Zvi Betzer, “Accents and Masora in Rabbinic Responsa,”  The Jewish 
Quarterly Review, New Series Vol. 91, No. 1/2 (Jul. - Oct., 2000): 4.

46	 Aron Dotan, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and 
Accentuation,”  Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, Vol. 
48, (1981): 89.
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testemunho que supostamente tem favorecido a crença de que vogais 
e acentos massoréticos surgiram e se desenvolveram similarmente47. 
Contudo é válido observar, conforme o faz Dotan, que ele tem se 
reportado especificamente às representações vocálicas e não às 
representações acentuais48, acerca destes ele simplesmente guarda 
silêncio. Estas dentre outras observações clarificam a dificuldade 
de posicionamento, diga-se, inamovível para o assunto.

Comumente se diz que as tradições textuais estiveram 
a desenvolver-se paralelamente, conceito valendo-se mais 
precisamente para as tradições palestina e babilônica49, estas sendo 
rivais autoritativas da tradição tiberiense a qual, em meados do séc. 
XIII, alcançou hegemonia sobre as outras devido a sua razoabilidade 
de perfeição textual atingida50. 

Segundo Aron Dotan a ausência de informações textuais 
que conduzam os sistemas vocálico-acentual tiberiano dum estado 
gráfico nocional incipiente para o seu devido estágio de perfeição 
atingida, diferentemente do que ocorre nas tradições palestina e 
babilônica, é uma evidência de que a tradição textual tiberiense 
tenha surgido como uma continuação de alguns de seus – palestina 
e babilônica – antigos grafemas ou mesmo inovação destes51. Se 
assim o é de fato, o sistema tiberiense apresenta-se como que um 
conclusivo – ou parcialmente conclusivo – estágio do processo, dir-
se-ia, de perfeição evolutiva das três famílias acentuais.52 

47	 W. Wickes, A Treatise on the Accentuation of the Three So-Called Poet-
ical Books of the Old Testament, Psalms, Proverbs and Job (Oxford Press, 1881), 
reimpresso, 1970, em Two Treatises on the Accentuation of the Old Testament, 
1. 

48	 Aron Dotan, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and 
Accentuation,” 89.

49	 Richard L. Goerwitz, “Tiberian Hebrew Pausal Forms” (Ph.D. diss., 
University of Chicago, 1993), 12.

50	 Bruno Chiesa, The Emergence of Hebrew Biblical Pointing: The Indi-
rect Sources. Judentum und Umwelt, Bd. 1. (Frankfurt a.M.: Lang, 1979), 12.

51	 Aron Dotan, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and 
Accentuation,” 94.

52	�������������������������������������������������������������������� O conceito de que houve uma continua progressão acentual não é afe-
rida apenas por Dotan. Abordagem interessante é também sugerida em: David 
Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books”, The Jewish Quarterly 
Review, New Series, Vol. 56, No. 4, (Apr., 1966): 315-336.; “The Rare Accents 
of the Twenty-One Books”, The Jewish Quarterly Review, New Series Vol. 57, 
No. 1, (Jul., 1966): 57-70 e “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books,” The 



67Joaquim Azevedo Neto, Isael Santos e  Eleazar Domini - Divisores ...

É ainda proposta dele como também de S. Morag53 que, 
embora seja a muito ignorado, os sistemas vocálico-acentual 
devem ser reconhecidos como sistemas de tradições distintas e 
fixadas ao texto em tempos semelhantemente distintos, sendo os 
acentos primordialmente incorporados ao texto.54 Por conseguinte, 
antigos manuscritos palestinos apresentam com frequência marcas 
de pontuação, embora que de forma assistemática, enquanto que 
esporadicamente algumas marcas vocálicas, dado que, dentre outros, 
suporta de forma evidente esta possibilidade.55 Segundo E. J. Revell 
os diacríticos acentuais foram a primeira estrutura grafêmica a se 
estabilizar logo após o texto consonantal.56 Revell tem argumentado 
que a evidência mais antiga para o sistema da acentuação hebraica 
surge ao compará-los com os espaços de um primitivo texto da 
LXX (II séc. a.C.), o que proporciona coesão relativamente exata57. 
Essa coesão aproximada possivelmente deve-se ao fato de que os 
tradutores septuaginticos foram, a pedido e supervisão de Demétrio 
Falário bibliotecário de Alexandria58, 72 judeus que obviamente 
não só conheciam, mas eram familiarizados tanto com o texto 

Jewish Quarterly Review, New Series Vol. 57, No. 3 (Jan., 1967): 227-238.
53	 S. Morag. Citado por: E. J. Revell, “Biblical Punctuation and Chant in 

the Second Temple Period,” Journal for the Study of Judaism 7 (1976): 181.
54	������������������������������������������������������������������� É digno de nota a maneira como ele reuniu evidências para esta im-

portante inferência, veja-se: Aron Dotan, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew 
Vocalization and Accentuation,” 87 a 99.  

55	������������������������������������������������������������������ Argumentação quanto aos manuscritos palestinos antigos onde comu-
mente se encontram vestígios de uma inesmerada mas perceptível presença de 
acentuação. Enquanto que esporadicamente é que aparece alguma sinalização 
vocálica. Observando-se o detalhe do daguesh em manuscritos babilônicos tem-
se mais um peso evidencial, como o costume de representar vogais e acentos com 
pequenas letras, i.e., as letras iniciais de cada nome dos respectivos acentos e/
ou vogais, e.g. um pequeno z é utilizado para @qz, é evidente que este acento de 
ênfase vocálica – o vgd – deveria ser marcado por um d contudo a letra usada 
para esse fim é o g, enquanto o d o é para designar o acento yxd evidenciando 
sua origem anterior ao acento vgd de ênfase vogal. ���������������������������Ver: Aron Dotan, “The Rela-
tive Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” 92, 93.

56	 E. J. Revell, “Biblical Punctuation and Chant in the Second Temple 
Period,” 181.

57	 Ibid., 181. Ver também: E. J. Revell, “The Oldest Evidence for the 
Hebrew Accent System,” Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 54 (1971–72): 
214–22.

58	 Amaral, Afrânio do. Linguagem científica. (São Paulo: [s.n.], 1976), 
10.
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como com suas devidas regras acentuais. Ele sugere a existência 
de um antigo sistema acentual Siro-Palestino que marcava sintaxe 
textual de forma muito próxima àquela proposta pelos acentos do 
TM. Sendo as formas pausais a representação de um mais simples 
sistema sintático59. Esta visão apresenta-se muito significativa para 
o estudo do desenvolvimento das unidades literárias, ela sugere 
razoáveis possibilidades para a existência de estágios em um processo 
de ascendência nas formas de codificação dos conteúdos frásicos. 

Considerando-se a existência do caráter distintivo destas 
tradições é válido sugerir que esta distintibilidade, substancialmente, 
favoreça à proposição de que divisões frásicas vocálico-nocional 
independem dos divisores frásicos via sistema acentual60. Sendo 
estes por sua vez pós-cedentes à divisão frásica segundo a forma 
pausal61. O estudo das formas em pausa é o estudo da maneira 
idiossincrática que uma palavra ou mesmo classe de palavras 
assumem quando em pausa62.

Um período proposto para a transição das regras vocálicas 
para a acentual como instrumentos regentes das normas e estilos 
literários de divisão de sentido, – especialmente nos livros 
poéticos – seria o período que permeava o tempo da tradução 
de Jerônimo, a maneira como   ele  dispôs alguns salmos em 
forma de esticos, estes corroborando em mais consistência com 
a proposição de divisores acentuais que vocálico-pausais63. 
Argumento adicional quanto à sustentabilidade deste conceito 
é o fato de que entre as tradições medievais textuais a sincronia 
no uso devido da forma pausal sobrepuja à que se constata 

59	 E. J. Revell, “Biblical Punctuation and Chant in the Second Temple 
Period,” 181.Ver também: E. J. Revell, “The Oldest Evidence for the Hebrew 
Accent System,” 214–22.

60	 Henry. Churchyard, “Topics in Tiberian Biblical Hebrew Metrical Pho-
nology and Prosodics” (Ph. D. diss., University of Texas at Austin, 1999), 2. Ver 
também: E.J. Revell, Pausal Forms in Biblical Hebrew: Their function, origin 
and significance. JSS, vol. 25, nº 2, (autumn 1980), 168.

61	 E. J. Revell, Pausal Forms and the Structure of Biblical Poetry: VT 
XXXI, 2 (1981) 188.

62	 James D. Price, “Exegesis and Pausal Forms with Non-Pausal Accents 
in the Hebrew Bible,” A Paper for Presentation at the Southeastern Regional 
Meeting of The Evangelical Theological Society (March 18, 2006): 1,2. Ver tam-
bém: Richard L. Goerwitz, “Tiberian Hebrew Pausal Forms,” 1.

63	 E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms and the Structure of Biblical Poetry,” 193.
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quando referindo-se tanto às características da vocalização 
em formas contextuais64 quanto a acentuação. Logicamente a 
maneira de considerar o uso da forma pausal era compartilhada 
de forma comum, e até um tanto padronizada, nestas tradições 
textuais referidas65. Veja-se a exemplo disto a seguinte sinopse:

Tabela 1

FORMA  PAUSAL FORMA NÃO PAUSAL
Wrmov.yI Wrm.v.yI
!Wvrd.yI !Wvr.d.yI
dl'y" dl;y"
@a' @a;
r[;n" r[;n:
T'r.m'a' T'r.m;a'
%l;yE %leyE
rBeDi %B,Di
%l' ^l.

 
Importante, embora não sendo com muita ênfase quantitativa, 

são as formas pausais percebidas na Secunda66. A maneira onde elas 
aparecem demonstra a existência de um padrão lógico de divisão 
de sentido regido por elas67. Alguns padrões são de sincronia 
particularmente precisas. Veja-se como segue:

64	 A expressão contextual refere-se às palavras que em dada ocorrência 
não apresentam nenhuma mudança na constituição vocálica, i.e., não estão em 
forma pausal.

65	 Richard L. Goerwitz, “Tiberian Hebrew Pausal Forms” , 76. Ver tam-
bém: E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms and the Structure of Biblical Poetry,”  188.

66	 Segunda coluna da Hexapla de Origenis datado do II século contendo a 
transliteração do texto hebraico.

67	 Ver: E. Bronno, Studien über hebräische Morphologie und Vokalismus 
(Leipzig, 1943), pp. 429-32. Citado por E.J. Revell, Pausal Forms and the Struc-
ture of Biblical Poetry,”  188.
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Tabela 2

Forma pausal Forma NÃO pausal
Wrmov.yI Wrm.v.yI
!Wvrd.yI !Wvr.d.yI
dl'y" dl;y" 

Estes fenômenos idiossincráticos apresentam-se igualmente 
na Secunda e também nas três respectivas famílias textuais68. 

Significativa também é a forma como a Mishnah divide itens 
numa unidade semântica, sua forma de divisão difere daquela 
encontrada no texto hebraico segundo a forma pausal, este divide 
os itens em grupos de dois ou três, enquanto a Mishnah o faz 
respectivamente ao fim de cada item. Esta distinção divisiva alude 
ao fato de que as formas pausais no texto hebraico mantêm um 
sistema de unidades semânticas mais antigo que a convenção 
divisiva de texto seguida pelos escritores da literatura mishnaica69.

Uma análise acurada revelará que as divisões textuais 
comparadas – vocálica x acentual – nem sempre convergem 
similarmente70, e que formas vocálicas pausais, embora frequentes, 
não ocorrem necessária e absolutamente com os chamados 
principais acentos de pausa: athnah prosa e olé we yored poéticos. 
Veja-se por exemplo Dt. 5:14 onde  ela ocorre com revia  (^T,ªm.h,B.) forma 
contextual (^T.m.h,B.) e ainda em Dt.(^t,m'a]w:û) forma contextual (^t.m'a]w:), 
com legarmeh em Sl. 25:5   (Ÿ^T,’mia]b;) forma contextual (^T.mia]B;), com 
zaqef gadol em Isa. 65:1. (Wla'êv') forma contextual (Wla]v;) e até mesmo 
diversas ocorrências com o conjuntivo munah: Deut. 5:14 (^T<åbiW); em 
Sl. 3:9 (^t<åk('r>bi) forma contextual (^t.k'(r.Bi), em Sl. 47:5 (bheäa') forma 
contextual (bh;a'), em Isa. 49:18 (ynIa"å) forma contextual (ynIßa]), dentre outros.

68	 Richard L. Goerwitz, “Tiberian Hebrew Pausal Forms,” 82.
69	 E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms in Biblical Hebrew: Their function, origin 

and significance,” 171.
70	�������������������������������������������������������������������� W. Randall  Garr até propõe numa breve sinopse algumas leves varia-

ções na semântica imediata dos vocábulos quando ocorrendo neles o fenômeno 
da pausa.  ��������������������������������������������������������������Ver: William Henry Propp, Baruch Halpern and David Noel Freed-
man. The Hebrew Bible and Its Interpreters. Biblical and Judaic studies, v. 1. 
(Winona Lake, Ind: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 67.
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Em Ez. 9:1, uma oração zaqef introduz um discurso 
direto71 o que naturalmente não ocorre com forma pausal72.

vyai²w> ry[i_h' tADåquP. Wbßr>q' rmoêale ‘lAdG" lAqÜ yn:©z>a'b. ar"äq.YIw: 
`Ad*y"B. Atßxev.m; yliîK.

Conclusão Parcial

Estas observações supracitadas são convergentes à seguinte 
alusão: as vogais e acentos massoréticos refletem duas tradições 
grafêmicas distintas, e nesta perspectiva é evidenciado que a 
presença frequente de acentos em antigos manuscritos Palestinos 
(embora assistemáticos) comparados à esporadicidade de marcas 
vocálicas neles presentes, o estilo abrangente da forma inesmerada 
das representações diacrítico-acentuais igualmente comparado com 
grafemas vocálicos razoavelmente mais esmerados, tematizam a 
hipótese de um processo grafêmico de progressão dinâmica que 
partindo de um ponto de origem pré-massorética atinge seu ápice 
no período medieval especialmente na família textual de tradição 
tiberiense. Conclui-se de igual modo, que incoerências quanto às 
formas pausais equiparadas com notações acentuais disjuntivas, 
demonstram a existência de tradições literárias de divisão frásicas 
levemente, contudo perceptivelmente, distintas. Porquanto, 
mesmo sendo escassas, as fontes de informações literárias que 
se tem hoje suportam esta argumentação. De maneira similar à 
progressão grafêmica do inesmerado (acentos) para o esmerado 
(vogais), a progressão dos divisores de unidades literárias partiu 
de um sistema prosódico mais simples (formas pausais) para 
um outro de maior sofisticação e complexidade (pontuação 
acentual). Destarte, aconvenção vocálica-pausal reflete um mais 
simples e antigo sistema de leitura, servido assim como claros 

71	 É verdade que a forma verbal rm{ale tem sido discutida por Galia Hatav 
como uma espécie de estilo literário que deve ser considerado como “discurso 
livre direto”, se assim o é de fato, a forma em pausa caracteristicamente é inusada 
para este tipo de introdução discursiva. Galia Hatav, (Free) Direct discourse in 
Biblical Hebrew. Hebrews studies 41, 2000.  7-30.

72	 E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms in Biblical Hebrew: Their function, origin 
and significance,” 165.
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determinantes prosódicos de divisões frásicas-entonacionais,73 
sistema este intimamente relacionado à sintaxe74.  Observações que 
corroboram a provável existência de uma progressão nos processos 
de desenvolvimento literários das unidades frásicas do TM. Este 
por tratar-se de um dialeto litúrgico favoreceu o manter das formas 
vocálicas em tradição oral, enquanto demandava-se com mais 
urgência a fixação textual dos grafemas acentuais. Logo, a lógica 
conduz evidentemente ao fato de que formas acentuais sejam muito 
mais complexas para preservação oral que formas vocálicas.75 

A Divisão Frásica da Forma Pausal: Análise 
Cross-Linguística

O estudo cross-linguístico das formas em pausa é de especial 
interesse tanto para externar sua similaridade quanto às unidades 
semânticas de línguas cognatas, (destarte, a divisão por meio das 
formas em pausa não se afigura um elemento estranho no ambiente 
literário das línguas semita) bem como evidenciará epigraficamente 
a origem antiga dos estilos literários expressos por elas.

Estudos realizados na estela de Mesha são particularmente 
proveitosos em sua similaridade com as formas pausais. Dentre 
outras semelhanças a forma de pontuação percebida na estela não 
é feita depois de introdução para discursos direto ou, como fora 
comentado acima, “livre direto”76. Conforme se tem na estela linhas 
6, 14, 24:  

Figura 2

73	 Vicente DeCaen, “On the distribution of major and minor pause in 
tiberian Hebrew  in the light of the variants of the second person independent 
pronouns,” JSS L/2, (autumn 2005): 322.

74	 Richard L. Goerwitz, “Tiberian Hebrew Pausal Forms” (Ph.D. diss., 
University of Chicago, 1993), 74.

75	 Aron Dotan, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and 
Accentuation,” 95, 96.

76	 E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms in Biblical Hebrew: Their function, origin 
and significance,” 175-76.
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Transliteração para caracteres do hebraico clássico.

 ymyb bam ta wn[a ah ~g rmayw $nb hplxyw hc 6
77rbdk rma

Figura 3

Transl.:
78aw larvy l[ hbn ta zxa $l vmk yl rmayw trxm 14

Figura 4

Transl.:

l 79wX[ ~[h lkl rmayw hxrqb rqh brqb !a rbw rqh 24

77	 ...Sucedeu-o seu filho e disse também ele: eu oprimirei a Moabe/ em 
meus dias ele falou conforme estas palavras 

78	 Maharit / e disse para mim Quemos: vai toma [o monte] Nebo  a [sobre] 
Israel / ...

79	 ...da cidade / e reservatório [cisterna] não havia dentro da cidade de 
Qarhoh, por isso disse para todo o povo: façam para..
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Nem ocorrem usualmente antes da conjunção yKi abrindo 
orações subordinadas80. Semelhantemente pode-se constatar na 
estela nas linhas 4, 5, 27 como se segue:

Figura 5

Transl.:
81rm[ yanv lkb ynarh ykw !klmh lkm yn[vh yk [v 4

 82rab vmk @nay yk !br !my bam ta wn[yw larvy $lm y 5

Figura 6

Transl.:
83!y[ yk rcb ytnb $na ah srh yk tmb tb ytnb $na 27

80	 E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms in Biblical Hebrew: Their function, origin 
and significance,”  175-76.

81	 ...Mesa porque ele salvou-me de todos os reis e por que fez-me ver meu 
desejo sobre todos[em todos] que me odeiam.   

82	��������������������������������������������������������������������� ...Omri rei de Israel oprimiu Moabe durante muitos dias por que des-
gostou-se [estava desgostoso] Quemos com a terra [seu país]... 

83	  ...Eu construí Bet-Bamot, pois [fora destruida] tinha sido destruída / 



75Joaquim Azevedo Neto, Isael Santos e  Eleazar Domini - Divisores ...

Em seus estudos sobre estruturas poéticas do texto hebraico 
Revell expõe a presença, não muito notada nem explorada pelos 
estudiosos, de uma característica estilística da poesia hebraica a 
qual ele chama de distico não balanceado. Neste estilo literário um 
dos dois esticos é mais longo que o outro, sendo possível ao mais 
longo ser subdividido em duas ou mais unidades menores84. 
E.g.: 

`!Wb)vox]y: tAmr>mi÷ yrEîb.DI #r<a,_-y[eg>rI l[;îw> WrBEïd:ñy> ~Alªv' al{ï yKiÛ

Porque falam não de paz (p)
E contra o plácido da terra (c) eles inventam planos 

traiçoeiros (p) 85,; Sl. 35:20.

`^n<)ymiy> dy:ï-l[; ^ªL.ci÷ hw"”ïhy> ^r<+m.vo hw"”ïhy>

O Senhor é o teu guardião (p);  
O Senhor é tua sombra (c) à tua mão direita (p) Sl. 121:5

Estas observações dentre outras são apresentadas por ele como 
sendo partilhadas livremente com literaturas poéticas Ugaríticas e 
Acadianas. Revell propõe que as convenções estilísticas seguidas 
por escribas Acadianos compartilhavam semelhantemente do 
disticos não balanceado em seus padrões de comunicações poéticas. 
E este não sendo de uso esporádico mas como ferramenta literária 
freqüente. E.g. disto em Atra-Hasis 1:1-2:

i-nu-ma i-lu a-wi-lum
ub-lu du-ul-la iz-bi-lu šu-up- ši- [i]k-ka
Quando deuses como homem
Agüentaram o trabalho, sofreram a labuta.

A análise feita por Ginsberg do tablete KRT A (CTA 14), 
linhas 62-64, também evidencia uma das maneiras com que a poesia 
Ugarítica era entendida e estruturada pelos escribas, ele assevera 
construí Becer pois estava em rúinas

84	 E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms and the Structure of Biblical Poetry,” 191.
85	 A letra p refere-se à forma pausal enquanto a c às formas não-pausal, 

portanto contextual, dos respectivos vocábulos a estas letras relacionadas.
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que estas linhas comportam a presença do disticos não balanceado, 
corroborando a possibilidade de semelhanças estilísticas da 
estruturação frásica desta com o disticos não balanceado do hebraico 
bíblico86. O exemplo é dado como se segue:

Wash yourself and rouge yourself;
Wash your hands to the elbow, your fingers to the shoulder.

Conclusão Parcial

Segue-se que as considerações neste dado contexto reportam 
um campo de inferente razoabilidade, de que os padrões estilísticos, 
sejam estes prosaico-epigráficos (estela de Mesha) quanto poéticos 
(fragmentos da poesia Acadiana e Ugarítica), propõem a existência 
comum de moldes dialogistas que codificavam unidades de sentido 
nestas línguas cognatas ao hebraico bíblico, estes similarmente 
refletidos nas estruturas frásicas das formas pausais do TM.    

Acentuação Massorética: Visão Contemporânea

Tendo-se analisado alguns dados literários e epigráficos 
perspectivando prover uma visão histórica dos sistemas vocálico-
acentual, serão apresentadas agora algumas observações de como 
tem, contemporaneamente, sido considerado o sistema acentual 
massorético. 

Acentuação massorética e a tonicidade silábica

A palavra hebraica ~[;j;, plural ~ymi[;j. que é usada na MS, 
no sentido de acentos, denota primordialmente “gosto”(isto num 
sentido literal, conforme encontra-se em Êxodo 16:31); também 
“julgamento, conselho ou bom senso”, conforme está escrito em 
I Samuel 25:33. Estas considerações, dentre outras, fornecem 
evidências para a admissão de que este era um termo utilizado 
conclusivamente para mais de um  sentido, sendo, deste modo, 
uma forma consideravelmente antiga que sintetizava melhor a idéia 

86	 Ver: H. L. Ginsberg em ANET2 (Princeton, 1955), 143, C. H. Gordon, 
Ugaritic Literature (Rome, 1949), 68, citado por: E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms 
and the Structure of Biblical Poetry,” 195.
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bíblica em sistemas variados de graus, lógica, sentido ou pausas.87

Um dos propósitos da acentuação Massorética é marcar a 
tonicidade da sílaba88. Entretanto, não se deve olvidar a existência 
de acentos, que embora presentes em uma sílaba, não atribuem 
necessariamente tonicidade a ela. Quando tal tonicidade ocorre, 
trata-se naturalmente de uma coincidência.89 São estes os acentos 
que não marcam a tonicidade das sílabas, os quais são também 
chamados de pós-positivos porque são colocados invariavelmente 
sobre a última letra de uma palavra90. 

Tabela 3

Posição Forma Nome
Segol; Segolta     lAgs,

Pashta    aj'v.P; 
Zarqa aq'r>z: 

Tlisha Qtana hN"j;q. av'ylit. 

Existem também os de representação pré-positivas, i.e., 
são colocados somente acima ou abaixo da primeira letra de uma 
palavra.  

87	 Jewish encyclopedia, vol. I, p. I49b, (s.v. accents in Hebrew). Cit. por: 
David Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books”, 315-336.

88	 Simon Cohen and others, 14.
89	 Moses Stuart, A Hebrew Grammar, (Andover: Flagg and Gould, 1821), 

64-65.
90	 Palavras acentuadas na última sílaba são designadas pelo termo                   

[r;l.mi Page H. Kelley, Biblical Hebrew: An Introductory Grammar. (Grand Ra-
pids, Mich: W. B. Eerdmans, 1992), 217.
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Tabela 4

Posição Forma Nome

Tiphkhá (deḥi )91 ak'r>me

Yetiv bytiy>

Tlisha Gdola hl'Adg> av'yliT. 

Quando ocorre a incidência de dois acentos com formas 
similares na mesma palavra, a tonicidade recai na penúltima sílaba92. 
Ex.: ‘Whto’ To-hu. Porém, quando estes sinais diferem em forma, a 
tonicidade recai sobre a última93. Ex.: ~ydêi[]Amål.W u-le-moa-dhím.

Os acentos encontram-se dispostos abaixo, acima ou na 
mesma linha das consoantes94. Aqueles que estão abaixo totalizam 
doze, que são: 

91 Só aparece desta forma nos livros poéticos, como em Salmos 72:6. 
 `#r<a'( @yzIïr>z: ~ybiªybir>Ki÷ zGE+-l[; rj"åm'K. drEyEâ 

Nos prosaicos, ele naturalmente vem no meio da palavra, como na última parte 
de Gênesis 1:2.

`~yIM")h; ynEïP.-l[; tp,x,Þr:m. ~yhiêl{a/ x:Wråw>

92	 Nestes casos ly[el.mi Ver: Jacobson, Joshua R. Chanting the Hebrew 
Bible. (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society), 2005. 13.

93	 Samuel Lee, A Grammar of the Hebrew Language. (London: James 
Duncan, l832), 27.

94	 Charles Prospero Fagnani, A Primer of Hebrew. (New York: Charles 
Scribner, 1903),19.

ò
û
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Tabela 5

Forma Nome
Sof  Pasuq qWsP' @As

’Atnaḥ; ’Etnaḥttá aT'x.n:t.a, 
Tipchá ax'P.ji
Tevir rybiT. 
Yetiv bytiy>

Munnach       xN"mu
Mahpakh %P'h.m; 

Galgal; Yareach Ben 
Yomo AmAy‐!B, x;rEy"

Merkha ak'r>me
Merkha Khfula hl'Wpk. ak'r>me 

Darga aG"r>D; 

Aqueles que são colocados acima da linha das consoantes são 
dezoito, como se segue:

Tabela 6
 

Forma Nome
   Revia [;ybir> 

’Azlá  95 al'z.a;, 
Zaqef Qatan !j'q' @qez" 
Zaqef Gadol   lAdG" @qez"

 Segol; Sgol; Segolta lAgs. 
 Pashta  aj'v.P;

Shalshelet tl,v,l.v; 
Zarqa aq'r>z: 

Zarqa Anterior ou Tsinnor 96 aq'r>z:
95 Só ocorre nos livros poéticos.	
96 Ibid.

 //
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Pazer (Qatan) rzeP'
Gerevsh vr,G<

Gershayim ~yIv;r>G<
Qarney Phará (Fara); Pazer Gadol hr'p' ynEr>q;r>z: 

Tlisha Gdola hl'Adg> av'yliT. 

 Tlisha Qtana hN"j;q. av'yliT. 
Qadma am'd>q: 

Illuy (Munakh Superior)97 yWL[i
Mahpakh Superior98 %P'h.m; 

Os acentos escritos acima e abaixo da linha ao mesmo tempo 
são quatro:

Tabela 7

Forma Nome
Ole we Yored drEAyw> hl,A[

Merkha Metsunneret         tr,N,cum. ak'r>me 
Mahpakh Metsunnar rN"cum. %P'x.m; 

Munnach xN:mu
	

Apenas um é encontrado na mesma linha com as 
consoantes:

Tabela 8

Ÿ Paseq rzeP' 
	

Percebe-se dentro desta perspectiva que os acentos são 
apresentados como auxiliadores precisos na indicação da tonicidade 
silábica, embora, como já fora mencionado, nem todos eles importam 

97  Ibid.
98  Ibid.

³/
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intrinsecamente qualquer ênfase na tonalidade das palavras99.

Acentuação e análise sintática100

Segundo alguns gramáticos101 esta é também uma importante 
função do sistema acentual, pois indica a relação sintática102 de 
palavras que estão intimamente conectadas, bem como de sentenças 
inteiras.103 Dentro da perspectiva sintática104, os acentos se dividem 
em duas grandes classes: Disjuntivos ou Domini:105 aqueles que 
mostram uma suspensão na leitura ou uma divisão de sentido, seja 
ela grande ou pequena. E os Conjuntivos ou Servos: posicionados 
nas palavras para mostrar que elas estão intimamente relacionadas 

99	 William Sanford LaSor, Handbook of biblical Hebrew : an inductive 
approach based on the Hebrew text of Esther. (Grand Rapids, Mich. : Wm. B. 
Eerdmans, 1988), 23. Ver nota 68.

100  É válido referir ainda dentro da análise vocálico-acentual, um possível 
fenômeno comportamental destes grafemas que, segundo  Dresher,  tematiza não 
somente a semântica e sintaxe, mas também um novo tópico na lingüística, i.e., 
a prosódia.  Sua proposta destaca em construções oracionais simples a conver-
gência isomórfica da representação semântica, sintática e prosódica dos acentos. 
Ao mesmo tempo que em casos mais complexos pode se perceber a distinção e/
ou discrepância entre tais níveis, sendo a presença e abordagem prosódica a pro-
posta mais precisa e satisfatoriamente cabível. Ver: Bezalel Elan Dresher, “The 
Prosodic Basis of the Tiberian Hebrew System of Accents,” Language Vol. 70, 
No. 1 (Mar., 1994): 6.

101 E. Kautzsch, 59. Ver também: Moses, Stuart, A Hebrew Grammar, 
(Andover: Flagg and Gould, 1821), 65. David Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of 
the Twenty-One Books”, 315-336.

102 Mark Aronoff, “Orthography and Linguistic Theory: The Syntactic Ba-
sis of Masoretic Hebrew Punctuation,” Language Vol. 61, No. 1 (Mar., 1985): 
28-72.

103 The Tiberian signs that regulate this chant are thus, to the philologist, 
far more than simple musical neumes. They are essential guideposts towards an 
understanding of the biblical text’s structure and meaning, as it was conceived by 
the Tiberian Masoretes. Richard L. Goerwitz, “Tiberian Hebrew Pausal Forms,” 
4. 

104 Para um referenciamento exaustivo da distribuição acentual em enca-
deamentos padronizados ver proposta de: James D. Price, Concordance of the 
Hebrew Accents in the Hebrew Bible. Studies in the Bible and early Chistianity, 
v. 34ª-E. (Lewiston: E. Mellen Press, 1996).

105  William Thomas Philipps, Elements of Hebrew Grammar, with a Prax-
is on the Book of Jonah. (Bristol: Cambridge, 1830), 193.
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a outras palavras e não devem ser separadas destas106. Em outras 
palavras: Disjuntivos, de algum modo, indicam uma pausa e 
Conjuntivos a não existência de pausa, mas continuação107.

	 Embora existam abundantes formas de como um verso 
possa estruturar-se há, no entanto, um padrão razoavelmente geral, 
este pensamento é, assim, bem sintetizado nas palavras de Israel 
Yeivin:108 “Generally ’atnah ̣ divides the verse, zaqef  the verse 
halves, pashta or revia the unit ending with zaqef, and so on.” De 
acordo com este segmento os versos encontram seu término no Sof 
pasuq e são consistentes de duas metades tendo o ’atnah ̣como o 
divisor principal. Nos três livros tŒŒma o acento   / 

< ‘oleh we-yored 
torna-se o principal divisor do verso109. Nalguns casos é natural a 
ocorrência de um curto prefaciar (título) ex.: dwIïd"ñl. rAmªz>mi   Salmo 
de Davi ou   @s"ïa’ñ'l. rAmªz>mi Salmo de Azafe, quando isto ocorre 
em um verso longo como nos Salmos 24:1; 29:1; 50:1; 74:1;78:1; 
79:1; 82:1;86:1, este curto título é geralmente separado por um / 

< 
‘oleh we-yored da porção posterior, a qual naturalmente terá um  
^ ’atnah ̣  para dividi-la. A presença do ^ ’atnah ̣  como divisor de 
sentido deixa claro que ele não é necessariamente um marcador 
métrico com fins de precisar uma divisão em termos exatos de 
extensão das orações.110 Além de servir como um divisor de sentido, 

106  Edwin C. Hostetter, An Elementary Grammar of Biblical Hebrew. 
Biblical languages-Hebrew, no. 1 ( Sheffield [England]: Sheffield Academic 
Press, 2000), 20.

107  Bezalel Elan Dresher, “The Prosodic Basis of the Tiberian Hebrew 
System of Accents,” Language Vol. 70, No. 1(Mar., 1994): 3.  

108  Israel Yeivin, 157–60, 172.
109  William R. Scott and Hans Peter Rüger, 33.
110  Referindo-se às variáveis formas em que um acento pode se apre-

sentar é muito significativa a seguinte observação: “... the accent clauses do not 
correspond to any particular syntactic structures, nor are they used to divide the 
verse into units more or less equal in length. They divide the verse into sense 
units related to the chant. The different possibilities of accentuation are used to 
indicate the relationship between these units, and (as a result) to highlight the 
significance of some. Thus, in Gen 3:3, the main division of the verse (marked by 
ʹatnāϧ) comes almost at its end, showing the close relationship of the two prohi-
bitions and emphasizing the warning of the penalty for transgression given in the 
last clause. The semantic analysis marked by the accentuation reflects, of course, 
the way the text was interpreted (on the basis of the tradition they had received) 
by the Masoretes who established the received accentuation.” Freedman, David 
Noel, AB. electronic ed. (New York : Doubleday, 1996, c1992), S. 596.
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o ^ ’atnah ̣  deve ser visto como um marcador de ênfase111. Esta 
constatação é perceptível em Êx. 23:12 onde o ^ ’atnah ̣ acentua o 
verbo “descansarás” fazendo-o como que uma palavra chave em 
torno da qual circunda todo o versículo, o qual menciona a história 
da criação, receba uma atenção especial. O mesmo ocorre em Gn. 
28:25 onde o acento disjuntivo  \  tipchá, está conectado ao nome de 
Jacó tendo o propósito de colocar sobre ele maior atenção no sentido 
de que Rebeca era mãe dele em primeira instância, considerando-se 
a primogenitura, e em segundo plano de Esaú.112 Também em Gn. 
1:1 onde, prefaciando toda obra criadora de Deus, o ̂  ’atnah ̣enfatiza 
~yhi_l{a/ Deus, como agente exclusivo desta criação referida.113 Um outro 
exemplo que, levemente, expõe a relevância e até intencionalidade 
na interpretação textual114, encontra-se no oráculo de Isaías 9:5 (em 
versões portuguesas, 9:6). Aqui tem-se sete palavras organizadas 
em títulos messiânicos. Segundo o padrão sintático dos massoretas, 
a melhor maneira de se traduzir este texto seria: “E o seu nome será 
chamado Maravilhoso, Conselheiro, Deus forte, Pai da eternidade, 
Príncipe da paz”, ou seja, as palavras Maravilhoso e Conselheiro 
não formam apenas um título mas dois. 

Am=k.vi-l[; hr'Þf.Mih; yhiîT.w: Wnl’'-!T;nI !Be… Wnl'ª-dL;yU dl,y<å-yKi
`~Al)v'-rf; d[;Þybia] rABêGI laeä ‘#[eAy al,P,û Amøv. ar'’q.YIw:

Esta conotação parece consubstanciar-se mais enfaticamente 
com o episódio em que o Anjo do Senhor aparecera à esposa de 
Manoá e diz que o seu nome é yalip, i.e., Maravilhoso.

Assim, ao analisar-se os versos segundo estruturam-nos 
os acentos, nota-se que estas estruturas não são absolutamente 

111  Ibid.
112  Julio Trebolle Barrera, 276-277.
113  A criação a que se refere o verbo ar"äB' acentuam na Bíblia Hebraica 

ações executadas unicamente por Deus.
114 ������������������������������������������������������������������������ É interessante a maneira como G. F. Hasel expõe o caráter interpretati-

vo da acentuação massorética, sua análise, logicamente compartilhada por outros 
expoentes, reconstrói um quadro que possibilita notar certa tendenciosidade na 
rejeição do messianismo de Jesus Cristo bem como qualquer outro movimento 
judaico messiânico do primeiro e segundo séculos. Ver: Frank B. Holbrook (ed.) 
“Daniel and revelation committee series. Washington: Biblical Research Intitute 
General Conference of Seventh-day Adventists”, v. 3., c1986. 52,53.  Acerca 
dos acentos massoréticos com ênfase exegética ver: Emanuel Tov, Textual of the 
Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 42. 
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invariáveis em seu arranjamentos, contudo é inegável, utilizando-
se conceitos de proeminência tipológica115, que suas estruturas 
sugerem expressivos níveis de sistematicidade.

Disjuntivos (Domini) dos vinte e um livros em prosa e seus 
conjuntivos (Servi)

Segundo a observação de Gesenius, os primeiros Judeus 
estudiosos em acentuação já faziam distinção no sistema acentual. 
Eles os consideravam como ~ykIl'm. Reis e ~ytIr.*v'm. Servos, 
tornando-se, portanto, comum entre os gramáticos cristãos a divisão 
dos acentos disjuntivos em Imperadores, Reis, Duques, e Condes 
ou Oficiais116. Linguagem que teve origem com Sam. Bohilus, 
Rostock, em 1636 no tratado Scrutinium S. S. ex accentibus117.

Grupo 1: Imperadores

Embora não haja hegemonia no conceito de categorizar 
entre Imperadores e Reis118 esta visão continua sendo enfatizada 
entre os estudiosos119. Este grupo define as orações principais e 

115  Termos utilizados por linguistas para a designação classificionista de 
uma dada linguagem. David O. Moomo, “The Meaning Of The Biblical Hebrew 
Verbal Conjugation From  A Crosslinguistic Perspective” (Ph.D.diss., University 
of Stellenbosch, 2004), 79. O estudo das ordens em que se acham distribuídas 
as palavras em uma língua alcança resultados quantitativos, que quanto ao seu 
relacionamento entre si, condicionam graus de dominância, i.e., proeminência. 
Segundo Goldfain, por exemplo, o Hebraico bíblico é uma linguagem VSO, i.e., 
verbo+sujeito+objeto. T. Goldfajn, Word Order and the Time in Biblical He-
brew Narrative. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 91. Andersen, S. Sa-
pir’s Approach to Typology and Current Issues in Morphology. In Wolfgang U. 
Dressler, Contemporary Morphology. Trends in linguistics, 49. (Berlin: Mouton 
de Gruyter, 1990), 277-295.

116  Waldman, Nahum M. The Recent Study of Hebrew: A Survey of the 
Literature with Selected Bibliography. Bibliographica Judaica, 10. (Cincinnati: 
Hebrew Union College Press, 1989), 147. Ver também: Joseph Samuel C.F. A 
Hebrew grammar in the English language (London : Gale, Curtis, and Fenner, 
[1813]), 10.

117  E. Kautzsch, 59.
118  W. Wickes, A Treatise on the Accentuation of the Twenty-One So-

Called Prose Books of the Old Testament. (New York, 1970), 9-15.  
119  Zvi Betzer, “Accents and Masora in Rabbinic Responsa,” 5. Ver tam-

bém: David Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books”, 319.
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definem períodos120. 

Silluq, Soph Pasuq: Significa interrupção, final do versículo121. 
Assinala a sílaba tônica da última palavra do versículo.122 Possui 
um servo: merkhá.

Ex.:   `#r<a'(h' taeîw> ~yIm:ßV'h; taeî ~yhi_l{a/ ar"äB' tyviÞarEB.. Gn. 1:1

’atnaḥ ou ’etnaḥttá: Palavra de origem aramaica albergando os 
sentidos de pausa e/ou repouso. Apresenta-se entre os principais 
divisores de sentido ou marcadores de ênfase123. Pode ser substituído 
pelos acentos zaqef ou tifḥá em versículos curtos. Normalmente, 
utiliza só um servo: munaḥ. 

Ex.: `#r<a'(h' taeîw> ~yIm:ßV'h; taeî ~yhi_l{a/ arä"B' tyviÞarEB. Gn. 1:1. 

Grupo 2: Reis

Este grupo é subalterno aos domínios do silluq e ’atnah ̣
apresentando-se em algumas estruturas como substituto do ’atnaḥ 
pertencente à categoria do primeiro grupo.
 Tifḥá: Seu nome significa palmada124. Faz divisão de unidades entre 
’atnaḥ e silluq, no caso de o acento zaqef ser o principal divisor 
do versículo; tifḥá apresenta-se como divisor das unidades entre 
zaqef e silluq. Às vezes vem em substituição ao ’atnah,̣funcionando 
também à semelhança de uma vírgula, especialmente em versos 

120  Especialmente Silluq, Soph Pasuq. Ver : Samuel Lee, A Grammar of 
the Hebrew Language. (London : James Duncan, l832), 379.

121  William Wickes and Aron Dotan. Two Treatises on the Accentuation of 
the Old Testament: Taame Emet on Psalms, Proverbs, and Job; Taame Kaf-Alef 
Sefarim on the Twenty-One Prose Books. The Library of Biblical studies. (New 
York: Ktav Pub. House, 1970), 61.

122 Paul Auvray, Iniciação ao Hebraico Bíblico: Gramática elementar. 
(Petrópolis: Editora Vozes, 1999), 19.

123  Rudolf Meyer, Gramática Del Hebraico Bíblico. (Barcelona: Editorial 
Clie, 1989), 84.

124  Simon Cohen and others, 15.
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curtos como em Gn. 3:21.125 Possui um servo: merkhá. Ex.: 

p `~ve(Bil.Y:w: rA[à tAnðt.K' AT±v.ail.W ~d'óa'l. ~yhiøl{a/ hw"“hy> •f[;Y:w

Zaqef qatan: Significa pequeno ereto, vertical. É considerado o 
disjuntivo mais comum,126 aparecendo em muitos versículos e em 
suas duas partes127. Assim como o Tifḥá, separa em duas unidades 
a divisão feita pelo ’atnah,̣ podendo ter até dois servos, ambos 
munaḥ. Ex.: Gn. 2:16             

`lke(aTo lkoïa' !G"ßh;-#[e( lKoïmi rmo=ale ~d'Þa'h')(-l[; ~yhiêl{a/ hw"åhy> ‘wc;y>w:
                                                                                                                                           
Zaqef gadol: Possui o mesmo significado do anterior, apenas que 
não é qatan (pequeno), mas gadol (grande). Sendo assim seu 
significado é grande ereto, vertical128. O mesmo valor e significado 
do Zaqef qatan, contudo seu valor melódico é distinto129.  Ex.: Gn. 
1:14

!yBeî lyDI§b.h;l. ~yIm;êV'h; [:yqIår>Bi ‘troaom. yhiÛy> ~yhiªl{a/ rm,aYOæw: 

hl'y>L"+h; !ybeäW ~AYàh;
Segolltá: O significado de seu nome é de origem aramaica: cacho 
de uva, clamor130. Pode ser a maior divisão principal na primeira 
metade do versículo.131 Pode ser seguido, mas não precedido por 
zaqef e é sempre antecedido pelo acento zarqá. Possui um ou dois 
servos: munaḥ. Ex.:  Gn. 14:17

   ‘tAKh;me¥ AbªWv yrEäx]a; èAtar"q.li é~dos.-%l,m,( aceäYEw:
  AT+ai rv<åa] ~ykiÞl'M.h;-ta,w> rm,[oêl'-rd'K.-ta,

125 Johannes Hollenberg and others, Gramática elementar da língua he-
braica. (São Leopoldo: Sinodal, 1985), 32. 

126  Edson de Faria Francisco, 195. 
127  Lewis N. Dembitz, Jewish Services in Synagogue and Home. (Phila-

delphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1898), 308.
128  William Baillie, The First Twelve Psalms in Hebrew, With Latin Ver-

sion, Pronunciation and Grammatical Praxis. To Which Is Appended a Grammar 
of the Hebrew Language. (Dublin: S.J. Machen, 1843), 97.

129  Edson de Faria Francisco, 195.
130  William Baillie, 97.
131  C. H. J. van der Merwe and others, Biblical Hebrew Reference Gram-

mar. (Sheffield, U.K.: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 45
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Shalshelet: O nome deste acento é de origem hebraica com o seguinte 
significado: corrente, encadeamento132. Este nome é devido a sua 
aparência ou porque é um encadeamento longo de notas. Substitui o 
segolltá, quando no vocábulo inicial do verso, mas pode substituir 
outros acentos também, colocando também uma ênfaseespecial 
no sentido do texto ou do vocábulo, especialmente quando em 
substituição ao zaqeph.133 Ocorre, aproximadamente, sete vezes 
apenas nos vinte e um livros. Ex.: Gn. 19:16

   yTeäv. ‘dy:b.W ATªv.ai-dy:b.W Adåy"B. ~yviøn"a]h' WqzI“x]Y:w: ŸHm'¦h.m;t.YIw:¥ 

`ry[i(l' #Wxïmi WhxuÞNIY:w: WhauîciYOw: wyl'_[' hw"ßhy> tl;îm.x,B. wyt'ênOb

Grupo 3: Duques

A este grupo categorizam-se os acentos de hierarquia mais 
atenuada e que geralmente aparecem em divisões de período mais 
extensos que os grupos anteriores, deva-se isso às suas funções de 
dividir ou acrescentar porções adicionais em orações de segmento 
maiores. 
Revia‘: Significa quadrado ou quarto. Porque ele possui quatro notas 
curtas bem como uma principal, ou porque ele divide a metade do 
verso do início até o Atnaḥ (sendo subordinado a ele)134 em quatro 
partes razoavelmente iguais (sendo o zaqef o principal divisor da 
metade do verso). É utilizado para dividir as unidades acentuais 
de zaqef, segolltá ou tifḥá. Às vezes repetido para indicar divisões 
adicionais. Pode ter até três servos: dois munaḥ e um darggá. Ex.: 
Gen 1:2

~yhiêl{a/ x:Wråw> ~Ah+t. ynEåP.-l[; %v,xoßw> Whboêw" ‘Whto’ ht'îy>h' #r<a'ªh'w>
`~yIM('h; ynEïP.-l[; tp,x,Þr:m.

Zarqá: Seu nome possui vários significados: gancho, anzol; em 

132 Abraham Zwi Idelsohn, Jewish Music: Its Historical Development. 
(New York: Dover Publications, 1992), 70.

133  David Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books”, 323.
134 Guilherme Kerr, Gramática elementar da língua hebraica. 

(Campinas,SP: [S.n], , 1948), 95.
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forma de gancho, arremesso135. Esses nomes porque ele é como 
um dispersador, isto é, espalhador de notas e tem a forma de um 
gancho de anzol. Pertence à categoria dos pospositivos, precedendo 
o segolltá. Em alguns casos assume a principal divisão de unidade 
em que há o acento segolltá ou no caso de revia‘ ser o maior divisor, 
zarqá poderá aparecer entre revia‘ e segolltá.136 Assim como o 
revia‘, pode ser repetido para indicar divisões adicionais, podendo 
ter até quatro servos:  munaḥ, ’azlá, merkhá e telishá qetanná. Ex.: 
Gn. 1:7

tx;T;ämi ‘rv,a] ‘~yIM;’h; !yBeÛ lDEªb.Y:w: è[:yqir'h'-ta, é~yhil{a/ f[;Y:åw: 

`!kE)-yhiy>w:¥ [:yqI+r"l' l[;äme rv<ßa] ~yIM;êh; !ybeäW [:yqiêr'l'
 

Pashtá: Significa estendendo, esticando, alongando137. Talvez esse 
nome seja porque sua forma está se inclinando para frente, ou em 
referência a um sinal manual como se segue: 

“The tunes of the accents of the Pentateuch, the Prophets 
and the Hagiographa, whether by sings [pointing] in the 
book or by raising the voice and by sounding of the tune 
of Pashtá and Darga and Shofar Mahpakh; he [the reader] 
moves his hand according to the accent of the melody. I 
have seen it with readers who come from Erets Israel.”138 

Este também é um acento pospositivo, podendo dividir a unidade 
do zaqef. Porém, no caso de revia‘ dividir a unidade de zaqef, o 
pashtá poderá aparecer entre o acentos revia‘ e zaqef. Pode possuir 
até seis servos: mehuppakh, merkhá, ’azlá, munaḥ, telisha qetanná. 
Ex.: Gn. 1:5

br<[,î-yhiy>w:) hl'y>l"+ ar'q"å %v,xoßl;w> ~Ayë ‘rAal' Ÿ~yhiÛl{a/ ar'’q.YIw: 

p `dx'(a, ~Ayð rq,boß-yhiy>w:)

135  William Baillie, 97.
136  Edson de Faria Francisco, 195. Ver também: Guilherme Kerr, 95.
137  William Baillie, 97. 
138  Aron Dotan, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and 

Accentuation,” 97.
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Yetiv: Significa emperrar, habitar, descansar139. Porque pode ser 
seguido por uma pausa curta, ou talvez porque sua forma é de um 
chifre que se senta (posiciona) acima. Acento prepositivo, possuindo 
o valor semântico do acento pashtá, mas com valor melódico 
distinto.  Aparece em lugar de Pashtá, em palavras monossilábicas 
ou em palavras tendo a tonicidade sobre a primeira sílaba, se o 
acendo precedente não for um conjuntivo.140 Ex.: Gn. 1:11

#[eä [r:z<ë [:yrIåz>m; bf,[e… av,D<ê ‘#r<a'h' aveÛd>T;( ~yhiªl{a/ rm,aYOæw:  

`!kE)-yhiy>w:) #r<a'_h'-l[; Abß-A[r>z: rv<ïa] Anëymil. ‘yrIP. hf,[oÜ yrIúP.

Tevir: É uma palavra de origem aramaica que significa quebrado, 
fraturado.141 Do hebraico rb;v.’ Faz divisão nas unidades finalizadas 
com tifḥá. Porém, se o revia‘ é quem divide a unidade do verso, 
o tevir apresenta-se na palavra que antecede o tifḥá. Pode ter até 
quatro servos: darggá, tifḥá, ’azlá, e  telisha qetnná. Ex.: Gn. 1:8

p `ynI)ve ~Ayð rq,boß-yhiy>w:) br<[,î-yhiy>w:) ~yIm"+v' [:yqIßr"l"( ~yhi²l{a/ ar"óq.YIw: 

Grupo 4: Oficiais

A este pertencem os acentos de menor poder hierárquico, 
em alguns casos até não possuindo servos. Aparecem geralmente 
em versos absolutamente grandes que requerem estruturas 
relativamente maiores. 

Gueresh: Esta palavra significa expulsador, aspa, apóstrofo. Está 
em ordem subordinativa aos acentos revia‘, pashtá, tevir, e  zarqá, 
podendo ter um ou mesmo nenhum servo.142 Se tiver um servo será 

139  Jacques Doukhan, Hebrew for Theologians: A Textbook for the Study 
of Biblical Hebrew in Relation to Hebrew Thinking. (Lanham, Md: University 
Press of America, 1993), 184.

140  Paul Joüon and Takamitsu Muraoka. A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew 
1 Pt. 1: Orthography and Phonetics. Pt.2: Morphology. (Roma: Ed. Pontificio 
Istituto Biblico, 1991), 64-5.

141  Jacques Doukhan, 184.
142  Ibid.
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o acento tifḥá. Ex.: Gen 1:9

dx'êa, ~Aqåm'-la, ‘~yIm;’V'h; tx;T;Ûmi ~yIM;øh; Ww“Q'yI ~yhiªl{a/ rm,aYOæw:
`!kE)-yhiy>w:) hv'_B'Y:h; ha,Þr'tew>

Guershayim: Por se tratar apenas do plural de gueresh, a palavra 
guershayim significa expulsadores, aspas, apóstrofos.143 Ele é 
apenas o gueresh duplicado, possuindo o mesmo valor semântico 
deste, não obstante, seu valor melódico é distinto. Ex.: Gn. 1:11

#[eä [r:z<ë [:yrIåz>m; bf,[e… av,D<ê ‘#r<a'h' aveÛd>T;( ~yhiªl{a/ rm,aYOæw:
`!kE)-yhiy>w:) #r<a'_h'-l[; Abß-A[r>z: rv<ïa] Anëymil. ‘yrIP. hf,[oÜ yrIúP.

Legarmêh: Significa ao seu destino, sozinho, solitário144. Ele 
configura-se com a junção do munaḥ e paseq ( | ) e, normalmente, 
faz divisão de unidades terminadas em revia‘. O legarmêh é um 
disjuntivo menor possuindo subordinação ao revia‘.145 Pode ter um 
ou dois servos: merkhá e munaḥ. Ex.: Is. 39:2

ÎAt‡kon>Ð ¿ht'kon>À tyBeä-ta, ~aeär>Y:w: èWhY"qiz>xi é~h,yle[] xm;äf.YIw:
 ‘taew> bAJªh; !m,V,äh; Ÿtaeäw> ~ymiøf'B.h;-ta,w> bh'Z"h;-ta,w> •@s,K,h;-ta,

wyt'_roc.ao)B. ac'Þm.nI rv<ïa]-lK' tae²w> wyl'êKe tyBeä-lK'

Pazer qatan: Pequena chicotada, pródigo146. Ele é subordinado aos 
acentos revia‘, pashtá, tevir e zarqá.147 Pode ter até seis servos: 
todos munaḥ. Ex.: Gn. 1:21

143  Abraham Zwi Idelsohn, Jewish Music: Its Historical Development. 
(New York: Dover Publications, 1992), 70

144  David Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books”, 316. 
145  Joshua R . Jacobson, Chanting the Hebrew Bible. (Philadelphia: Jew-

ish Publication Society, 2005), 129.
146  David Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books”, 316.
147  Universidad de Granada. Miscelánea de estudios árabes y hebraicos. 

fasc. 1, Islam y Arabismo. (Granada: Universidad de Granada, 1958), 511.
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ŸhY"åx;h;¥ vp,n<å-lK' taeäw> ~yli_doG>h; ~nIßyNIT;h;-ta, ~yhiêl{a/ ar'äb.YIw:
 ‘@n"K' @A[Ü-lK' tae’w> ~h,ªnEymi(l. ~yIM;øh; Wc’r>v' •rv,a] tf,m,‡roh'(

`bAj)-yKi ~yhiÞl{a/ ar.Y:ïw: WhnEëymil

Pazer gadol ou qarnê pará (chifres de vaca):148 Possui os mesmo 
significados do nome anterior. Este acento era representado como 
um sinal manual onde dois dedos eram colocados para cima. Com 
exceção de que agora é gadol (grande) e não pazer (pequeno). Sua 
presença na Bíblia Hebraica ocorre apenas dezesseis vezes, e é 
subordinado aos seguintes acentos: revia‘, pashtá, tevir e zarqá, 
podendo ter até sete servos: munaḥ, galgal e outros. Ex.: Est. 7:9

~G:å %l,M,ªh; ynEåp.li ~ysiøyrIS'h;-!mi dx''a, hn"Abr>x;û rm,aYOæw:
 bAjå-rB,DI rv<ôa] yk;úD\r>m'l.( !m'¡h' hf'ç['-rv,a] #[eäh'-hNEhi

hM'_a; ~yViämix] H:boßG" !m'êh' tybeäB. ‘dme[o %l,M,ªh;-l[;

Ttelishá guedolá: O significado deste acento é grande destacado149. 
Porque ele nunca está ligado antes ou depois às notas como uma 
frase musical. Este acento melódico é prepositivo, que se diferencia 
do telishá qetanná,150 sendo este pospositivo. O telishá guedolá é 
subordinado aos acentos revia‘, pashtá, tevir e zarqá. Pode ter até 
cinco servos, sendo todos munaḥ. Ex.: Zac. 4:5

hM'heä-hm' T'[.d:Þy" aAlïh] yl;êae rm,aYOæw: ‘yBi rbEïDoh; %a'úl.M;h; ![;Y:w:û
`ynI)doa] al{ï rm:ßaow" hL,ae_

148  Paul Joüon and Takamitsu Muraoka, 65.
149  David Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books”, 316.
150  Paul Joüon and Takamitsu Muraoka, 65.  
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Disjuntivos (Domini) dos três livros poéticos151 e seus 
conjuntivos (Servi)

De acordo com David Weisberg, os acentos nos três livros 
poéticos parecem nada mais que um refinamento dos acentos dos 
livros prosaicos.152 A estrutura característica de um versículo na 
literatura poética, segue, geralmente, duas curtas linhas (um distich 
ou couplet). Esta é uma forma imperante na composição Salomônica 
Proverbial153. O principal divisor de sentido é o ^ (’Atnaḥ)154. Mas 
freqüentemente, como em Salmos, um verso poderá conter três 
linhas curtas (um tristich ou triplet;); ou um verso pode conter quatro 
linhas curtas (um tetrastich ou quatraim; assim, dois versos em rima 
marcando o sentido do verso); ou um verso, não necessariamente 
longo, pode ser dividido em três puramente por razão de sentido 
ou para especificar uma melhor ênfase na pronúncia. O principal 
divisor será, então, marcado pelo / < (‘oleh we-yored) enquanto o ^ 
(’Atnaḥ) será reservado para uma divisão secundária155 (i.e., entre / < , ‘oleh we-yored, e   | , siluq). Ex.: Sl. 52:2

dwI©d'÷ aB'î Al+ rm,aYOðw: lWaïv'ñl. dGEáY:w: éymidoa]h' gaeäAD ŸaAbÜB.
`%l,m,(yxia] tyBeî-la,

Silluq: Possui as mesmas funções exercidas pelo silluq nos vinte 
e um livros em prosa. Pode possuir quatro servos: munaḥ, tarḥá,  
mehuppakh e ’azlá. Ex.: Sl. 1:2

151 ���������������������������������������������������������������� Segundo Henry os acentos assumiam a propriedade de agrupar ori-
ginalmente os paralelismos das estruturas poéticas: Henry Noble Day, Rhetori-
cal Praxis, the Principles of Rhetoric. (Cincinnati: Moore, Wilstach & Baldwin, 
1868), 209.

152  David Weisberg, “The Rare Accents of the Twenty-One Books”, 316.
153  Luis Alonso Schökel, A Manual of Hebrew Poetics. Subsidia Biblica, 

11. (Roma: Editrice pontificio Istituto biblico, 1988), 37.
154  Veja-se todo o livro a conclusão é lógica. Aqui será dado apenas dois 

exemplos: 
Prov. 1:1`lae(r"f.yI %l,m,÷ª dwI+D"-!b, hmoål{v. ylev.mi

 Prov. 29:1`aPe(r>m; !yaeäw> rbeªV'yI÷ [t;P,î @r<[o+-hv,q.m; tAxk'ATâ vyaiä   
155 Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalms: A Continental Commentary. (Minne-

apolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 12.
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`hl'y>l")w" ~m'îAy hG<©h.y< Atðr""Atb.W* Acïp.x,ñ hw"©hy> tr:îAtB. ~aiî yKiÛ

‘oleh we-yored: Seu nome significa subindo e descendo. Exerce a 
mesma função do ’Atnaḥ nos vinte e um livros sendo o principal 
acento divisor do versículo.156 Pode ter apenas um servo: merkhá. 
Ex.: Sl. 15:5

hL,ae_-hfe[o) xq"ïl'ñ al{ï yqiªn"-l[; dx;voïw> é%v,n<B. !t:ån"-al{ ŸAPÜs.K;
`~l'(A[l. jAMåyI al

’atnaḥ ou ’etnaḥttá: Pode assumir a função do ‘oleh we-yored 
quando este não é o principal divisor do versículo, mas normalmente 
divide o versículo em duas metades ou divide versículos breves, 
tendo até cinco servos: munaḥ, merkhá, tarḥá e outros. Ex.: Sl. 2:1

`qyrI)-WGh.y< ~yMiªaul.W÷ ~yI+Ag Wvåg>r" hM'l'â

Revia‘ gadol: É um acento que pós-cede o ‘oleh we-yored. Pode 
assumir a função de divisor principal para versículos curtos na 
ausência da ’atnah.̣ Possui apenas um servo, podendo ser merkhá, 
mehuppakh, ou ‘illuy. Ex.: Sl. 82:1

`jPo)v.yI ~yhiäl{a/ br<q<ßB. lae_-td:[]B; bC'înI ~yhiªl{a/ @s"ïa'ñl. rAmªz>mi

Revia‘mugrash: É o último acento disjuntivo anterior ao silluq. Ex.: 
Sl. 84:10

`^x<)yvim. ynEåP. jBeªh;w>÷ ~yhi_l{a/ haeär> WnNEgIm'â

Shalshelet gadol: Diferencia-se do shalshelet qetanná pelo pazer            
( | ), que é colocado depois da palavra (ex.: | rb’¦d’). É normal vir na 
segunda metade do versículo, precedendo os dois acentos servos do 

156  David E Orton, Poetry in the Hebrew Bible: Selected Studies from VT. 
Brill’s readers in biblical studies, v. 6. (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 173. 
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silluq. Normalmente, não possui nenhum servo. Ex.: Sl. 66:7

Ÿ~yrI¦r>ASh; hn"yP,_c.Ti ~yIåAGB; wyn"y[eâ ~l'ªA[ ŸAt’r'Wbg>Bi lveÛmo«
`hl"s,( Aml"ä ÎWmWrßy"Ð ¿WmyrIy"À-la;

Tsinnor ou zarqá: Acento pospositivo, diferente do tsinnorit. É o 
divisor de unidade do ‘oleh we-yored.157 Pode ter até dois servos 
que podem ser munaḥ ou mehupakh. Ex.:  Sl. 71:13

`yti(['r' yveªq.b;m.÷ hM'_lik.W hP'r>x,â Wjå[]y:) yviîp.n:ò ynEáj.fo éWlk.yI WvboåyE

Deḥi: Acento prepositivo e distinto do tarḥá. É divisor de unidades 
que finalizam com ’atnah.̣ Pode ter até três servos:  munah,̣ 
mehuppakh  ou legarmêh. Ex.: Sl. 71:7

`z[o)-ysix]m;( hT'ªa;w>÷ ~yBi_r:l. ytiyyIåh' tpeAmK.â

Revia‘ qatan: Este acento ocorre apenas como um disjuntivo 
subordinado imediatamente antes do acento ‘oleh we-yored, 
podendo ter até três servos: merkhá, mehuppakh e outro. Ex.: Sl. 
67:5

 Ÿ~yMi¦aul.W rAv=ymi ~yMiä[; jPoåv.ti-yKi( ~yMiîauñl. Wn©N>r:ywI) Wxïm.f.yI)
`hl's,( ~xeän>T; #r<a'ÞB'

Pazer: Acento subordinado aos acentos revia‘ gadol, deḥi e tsinnor. 
Seus servos podem ser até três: merkhá, mehuppakh e ’azlá. Ex.: 
Sl. 56:14

ynEåp.li %Leh;t.hi(l.â yxiD<îmiñ yl;ªg>r: al{ïh] étw<M'mi yvi‡p.n: T'l.C;çhi yKiÛ
`~yYI)x;h;¥ rAaªB.÷ ~yhi_l{a/

157  Arthur Walker-Jones, Hebrew for Biblical Interpretation. Resources 
for biblical study, no. 48. (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003), 71.
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Mehuppakh legarmêh: Acento subordinado aos acentos revia‘ 
gadol, deḥi e tsinnor. Pode aparecer em versículos curtos, mas sem 
nenhum servo. Em versículos mais longos, pode tomar como servo 
o acento mehuppakg. Ex.: Sl. 52:10

~yhiªl{a/÷-ds,x,(b. yTix.j;îB' ~yhi_l{a/ tybeäB. !n"[]r:â tyIz:åK. ŸynIÜa]w:
`d[,(w" ~l'îA[

’azlá legarmêh: Este acento é uma forma variante do acento 
legarmêh. Usado com ’azlá ou em palavras longas sem nenhum 
acento servo. Ex.: Sl. 50:21

^ßx]ykiAa ^Am+k' hy<ïh.a,(-tAyh/( t'yMiªDI yTiv.r:ªx/h,w>) Ÿt'yfi’[' hL,aeÛ
`^yn<)y[el. hk'är>[,a,(w>

Conclusão Parcial

Demonstra-se conclusivo, portanto, que abordado quanto 
indicador estrutural de esfera sintática, o sistema acentual segue 
funções razoavelmente hierárquicas (são categorizados em 
Imperadores, reis, duques, oficiais158). Nesta proposição a abordagem 
contemporânea do sistema acentual apresenta-se incontestável. 
Contudo é também notado que uma análise acurada não admite a 
dogmtização funcional de qualquer acento em relação às estruturas 
oracionais, como intencionam alguns expoentes159. Uma análise 
responsável considerará o sugestionamento “pluralístico”, dir-se-
ía, que os acentos possibilitem em cada estrutura específica160. Ser 

158  Babel Und Bibel 3: Ancient Near Eastern, Old Testament and Semitic 
Studies. (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 356.

159  E.g., D. S. Russell, Daniel. Daily study Bible-Old Testament. (Edin-
burgh: Saint Andrew Press, 1981), 186-88; W. SibleyTowner, Daniel. Interpreta-
tion, a Bible commentary for teaching and preaching. (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 
1984), 142; André Lacocque, The Book of Daniel. (Atlanta: John Knox Press), 
1979. 187, 194; Hartman and Di Lella, 240; James A. Montgomery, A Critical 
and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel. (s.l: s.n.], 1971), 379; Nor-
man W. Porteous, Daniel: A Commentary. (Westminster John Knox Press, 1965), 
132, 141.

160 ������������������������������������������������������������������ Num referenciamento especialmente direcionado às diversas funcio-
nalidades do ’atnah ̣ver: Brempong Owusu-Antwi, “An investigation of the chro-
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indiferente a isto implica em lapsos exegéticos inevitáveis. e.g., um 
acento de categoria disjuntiva não é absolutamente disjuntivo, ele 
pode estar (1) intencionando ênfase no respectivo vocábulo161 (2) 
introduzindo indicação a discurso direto162 (3) indicando relação de 
aposição163 e (4) pode até mesmo aparecer em palavras no estado 
construto164.

Acentos dos vinte e um livros em prosa165 (~yrps aŒŒk ym[j)

Tabela 9

a. Disjuntivos ou Domini

Posição Forma Nome
Sof Pasuq qWsP' @As

’Atnaḥ; ’Etnaḥttá aTx.n:t.a, 

Segol; Sgol; Segolta lAgs. 

Shalshelet tl,v,l.v; 

Zaqef Qatan !j'q' @qez" 

nology of Daniel 9:24-27” (Ph.D. diss., Andrews University, 1993), 307,308.
161 ��������������������������������������������������������������������� Exemplo simples disto pode ser dado em Gn. 1:1, onde o ’Atnaḥ ocor-

re em ~yhi_l{a/, dizer que ’Atnaḥ é invariavelmente disjuntivo aliena os termos 
“os céus e a terra”, num quadro absolutamente sem sentido e exegeticamente 
impraticável. 

162  E ou livre indireto como o fora mencionado acima. Como o ’atnah ̣em 
Gn. 1:22; 2:16; 21:22; como Zaqef Qatan em Gn. 3:17;15:4;23:13 e até mesmo 
em casos com o Siluq Sof Pasuq, (Gn. 27:6; 34:20) que eventualmente delimi-
tam períodos. Outras ocorrências com Revia como em Gn. 43:7; 45:26, dentre 
outros.

163  Como é possível em Dn. 8:20, a relação de aposição até dispensaria a 
interpretação via o verbo ser em elíptico, “o carneiro que vistes com dois chifres 
(’atnah ̣relação apositiva) os reis da Média e Pérsia. 

164  Richard L. Goerwitz, “Tiberian Hebrew Pausal Forms”  7, 14.
165  A nomenclatura dos acentos são geralmente de origem Caldaica. É 

provável que seus nomes tenham sido dados refletindo seu poder melódico e/ou 
sua figura. Ver: Isaac Nordheimer, A Critical Grammar of the Hebrew Language 
1. (New York [u.a.]: Wiley and Putnam [u.a.],1838), 13. 
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Zaqef Gadol   lAdG' @qez"

Revia [;ybir> 

Tipchá ax'P.ji

Zarqa aq'r>z: 

Pashta    Wr’m.aYOw: aj'v.P; 

Yetiv bytiy>

Tevir           rybiT. 

Gerevsh vr,G,

Gershayim ~yIv;r>G<

Pazer (Qatan) rzeP'
Qarney Phará (Fara); 

Pazer Gadol hr'p' ynEr>q;r>z: 

Tlisha Gedolá hl'dg> av'yliT. 
             

Legarmêh Hymer>g:l.                

Tabela 10

b. Conjuntivos ou Servi
Posição Forma Nome

Munnach xN:mu

Mahpakh %P'x.m; 

           Merkha ak'r>me

          Merkha Khfula hl'Wpk. ak'r>me 
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  Darga aG'r>D; 

    ’Azlá al'z.a; 

Tlisha Qtana hN"j;q. av'yliT. 
Galgal; Yareach Ben 

Yomo lG;l.G; 

      Mëayla al'y>a;m. 

Acentos dos três livros poéticos (Salmos, Provérbios
e Jó [tŒŒma ym[j])

Tabela 11

a. Disjuntivos ou Domini
Posição Forma Nome

Sof Pasuq qWsP' @As

Ole we Yored drEAyw> hl,A[

’Atnaḥ; ’Etnaḥttá aTx.n:t.a, 

Revia Gadol     lAdG"  [;ybir> 

Revia Mugrash      Vr'g.mu [;ybir> 

Shalshelet Gedolá hl'Adg> tl,v,l.v; 

Tsinor rANci 

Revia Qatan      !j'q' [;ybir> 

Dehi yxiD>

Pazer rzeP'
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Mehuppakh 
Legarmêh Hymer>g:l. %P'Whm.

’Azlá Hymer>g:l. al'z.a; 

Tabela 12

b. Conjuntivos ou Servi
Posição Forma Nome

Munnach xN"mu

Merkha ak'r>me
Illuy (Munakh 

Superior) yWL[i

Tarḥá ax'r>j;
Galgal; Yareach Ben 

Yomo lG;l.G; 

Mahpakh %P'x.m; 

’Azlá al'z.a; 

Shalshelet Qetaná hN"j;q. tl,v,l.v; 

Tsinorit tyriAnci

Conclusão

Como fora proposto este trabalho buscou construir um 
breve panorama dos precedentes históricos dos sistemas vocálico-
acentual. As informações de fragmentos literários permitem concluir 
que houve um processo de ascendência no desenvolvimento dos 
grafemas hebraicos, ou seja, houve uma progressão dinâmica 
dos conceitos tradicionais da escrita hebraica, começando de um 
sistema inesmerado, – acentuação – para o mais esmerado – vogais.   
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Abordou-se também que a tradição vocálica mantém um sistema 
de divisão das unidades semânticas oracionais, levemente, distinto 
daquele proposto pelo sistema acentual, sendo este um padrão de 
arranjamento textual pós-cedente ao refletido pelas formas pausais 
do sistema de tradição vocálica, perceptível no TM. Proveu-
se também algumas observações de como o padrão divisor de 
sentido sugerido pelas formas pausais – determinante prosódico 
das terminações frásicas entonacionais – se afiguram similares aos 
padrões convencionais de escrita prosaicas e poéticas das línguas 
Acadiana e Ugarítica, assim evidenciando epigraficamente o caráter 
primórdio deste estilo de divisão frásica, estilo que provavelmente 
sumariza os padrões retóricos dos profetas ao transmitirem seus 
oráculos166. Concluiu-se então com uma apresentação da visão 
contemporânea, não absolutamente geral mas consideravelmente 
convencionada, da acentuação massorética, e também a dada 
maneira como o sistema acentual massorético compreende uma 
gama de conceitos, os quais fornecem vislumbres de como estes 
acadêmicos interpretavam os textos sagrados. Observou-se que as 
estruturas hierárquicas são expressivamente as mesmas, contudo a 
funcionalidade e nuances interpretativas do sistema acentual dentro 
destas são de caráter variados. Assim, tais considerações afirmam 
os acentos poder desempenhar, inclusive simultaneamente, funções 
diversas e.g.: cantilação, tonicidade e sintaxe. 

Portanto, embora o legado deixado pelos massoretas – 
sistemas vocálico-acentual – não constitua a base invariável 
de interpretação bíblica (visto que artifícios retóricos, gêneros 
literários e idiomatismos lingüísticos, perceptíveis, naturalmente 
no texto consonantal, provam-se suficientes em si mesmos quanto 
à interpretação textual), ainda assim é notório e até indiscutível o 
seu auxílio na compreensão deste. 

166  E. J. Revell, “Pausal Forms in Biblical Hebrew: Their function, origin 
and significance,” 176-178.
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