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I.1. CONSONANTS

1.1.1. °ALEF 998 ()
Glottal plosive [?]
Consonantal °alef occurs in the following contexts:

In the onset of a syllable at the beginning of a word, e.g.
aAx [?or'maiar] ‘he said’ (Gen. 3.16), o'y [?elo:'hiiim]
‘God’ (Gen. 1.1).

In the onset of a syllable in the middle of a word after a
silent shewa, e.g. wxan [vapiv'?a:af] ‘and it became foul’
(Exod. 7.21).

In the onset of a syllable in the middle of a word after a
vowel, a hatef vowel or vocalic shewa, e.g. w2 [jo:'vir?u:]
‘they bring’ (Exod. 16.5), Tuxy [?a?azzer''yo:] ‘I gird you’
(Isa. 45.5) 7&n [mo'?0:08] ‘very’ (Gen. 1.31).

In the coda of a syllable in the middle of a word, e.g. 28"
[vaje?'so:or] ‘and he tied’ (Gen. 46.29).

In the Standard Tiberian tradition consonantal °alef in the
middle of a word between vowels is marked with dagesh in four

places:
(i) 1 mw2n ‘and they brought to him’ (Gen. 43.26)

(i) 1Y 3xan ‘and they brought to us’ (Ezra 8.18)

.....

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0163.01



136 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

(iv) 7 &Y ‘they were not seen’ (Job 33.21)

These four cases are specified in Masoretic treatises and Maso-
retic notes. They are referred to, for example, in the Masoretic

treatise Hidayat al-Qari’:*

It has been said that dagesh is placed in ’alef in some
specific places in Scripture, namely in the following four
cases: nMina~NR 17 38'21 ‘and they brought him the present’
(Gen. 43.26), wiiox-12 11% 2N ‘and they brought to us by

the hand of our God’ (Ezra 8.18), | ian nJ'nawinn ‘from
you dwellings you shall bring’ (Lev. 23.17), &9 viiney 8w
17 ‘and his bones, which were not seen, are laid bare’ (Job
33.21).

Some examples of references to the four places in Masoretic

notes include the following:

IND? L7810 ONY IRVAN DNAWIAN NIRRT RIWHA PwaT Pahr 7
RY PMIALY 1BWI AR WwHa T N5 IREN 0T WK Amann nr 1o
1R

There are three occurrences of ‘alef with dagesh in a
particular lexical item (viz. derivatives of the root 812 ‘to
o'W ndun ‘You shall bring from your dwellings two loaves
of bread to be waved’ (Lev. 23.17), Wy nmina-ny 17 i'an
073 ‘they brought to him the present which they had in
their hand’ (Gen. 43.26), 117 127 ‘they brought to us’ (Ezra

8.18), and one (case of alef with dagesh) in another word,

! Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 8§11.L.1.3.2.
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(in the verse) 17 XY viingD 19w ‘and his bones which were
not seen stick out’ (Job 33.21).2

pa PwIT PabR T 10 TN

One of four °alefs with dagesh in Scripture.®

These show that the occurrence of dagesh in ’alef in these
specific places was fixed in the Tiberian tradition. In some of the
early Standard Tiberian codices, however, dagesh is marked in
’alef also elsewhere in addition to these canonical four places.
This applies even to L, where it occurs in the following two addi-

tional places:*
L:  Ruth 2.10: "2ix) ‘and I’ (A: "2ix)

L:  Ruth 2.11: 728 *Jrwvm ‘and you left your father’ (A: *3vm
T3

These two additional occurrences of dagesh in ’alef in L are
not referred to in the Masoretic notes, which indicates that they
were not canonical in the Tiberian tradition. In the manuscript C
there are numerous additional cases of “alef marked with dagesh,
none of which are referred to in the Masoretic notes (Yeivin
1980, 285), e.g.

C:  Hag. 1.1: "&'nbxw ‘Shealtiel’ (L [BHS]: H8'noRw)

% Ginsburg (1880, §5), source: Masora magna in British Library, Harley
1528 (fourteenth century, Spain).

® Ginsburg (1905, 2), source: Masora magna in the Second Rabbinic
Bible (Venice 1516-17, Bomberg) to Lev. 23.17, Job 33.21 and Ezra
8.18.

*I am grateful to Ben Kantor for drawing these to my attention.
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C:  Jer. 38.12: "kiva ‘rags’ (L [BHS]: "kiv3)

C:  Isa. 51.19: 'nk1p ‘the things that befall you’ (L [BHS]:

TORID)

Ginsburg (1905, 2) draws attention to the existence of some
Masoretic notes in European manuscripts that refer to a greater
number of instances of dagesh in °alef than the canonical four.
These must reflect the awareness of a greater extent of marking
the dagesh in some manuscripts.

In manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization,
the marking of dagesh in consonantal “alef is very frequent. In the
Codex Reuchlinianus this is the general rule with only a minority
of exceptions. In the single verse Isa. 37.33, for instance, we find:
2AR ‘he said’ (L [BHS]: 7n8), 5% ‘to’ (L [BHS]: 5&), 2wy ‘Assyria’
(L [BHS]: ") (Morag 1959, 218). There is frequent marking of
dagesh in °alef also in manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian
manuscripts written in the Middle East. In some of the Genizah
fragments described by Blapp (2017), for example, the marking
is as regular as in Codex Reuchlinianus. The following are a few
selected examples from T-S A12.1 (Blapp 2017, 83):

ing (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: in& Prov. 29.15 ‘his mother”)
imws (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: 117wR Prov. 29.18 ‘happy is
he”)

p& (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: & Prov. 29.20 ‘he who is hasty’)
%03 (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: ikp3 Prov. 29.14 ‘his throne’)

1Y (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: 7y Prov. 29.16 ‘they will see”)
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raa (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: pxa Prov. 29.18 ‘where there is

not’)

The motivation to mark the dagesh in the four canonical
places in the Standard Tiberian tradition was, it seems, to ensure
that the consonantal “alef was pronounced correctly and was not
slurred over (Yeivin 1978, 1980, 285). The forms 17 1'an (Gen.
tinguished from other instances of similar forms of this verb in
the biblical corpus by having a conjunctive accent followed by a
word with an accent on the initial syllable. This is the context in
which dehiq occurs when the final vowel of the first word is games
or segol, in which there is a fast reading and compression of the
syllable between the two accents (81.1.2.8.1.2.). They also exhibit
the sequence of two adjacent high vowels [i:—u:] separated by
’alef. 1t is likely, therefore, that the consonantal ’alef was consid-
ered to be particularly in danger of being slurred over in such a
context. Another common feature of these three cases is the oc-
currence of the sonorant consonant lamed at the beginning of the
second word. The “alef in 187 (Job 33.21) was evidently consid-
ered to be in danger of losing its pronunciation and being read as
a glide between the two high [u:] vowels.

The greater number of occurrences of dagesh in ’alef in
some of the model Tiberian codices, especially C, reflects the ex-
tension of this principle to other cases of consonantal “alef that
were considered to be at risk of being misread. Still further ex-
tension of this practice is found in some manuscripts with Non-
Standard Tiberian vocalization, in which the marking of dagesh

has become virtually regular.
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The question arises as to whether this dagesh in “alef marked
gemination or not. Some modern scholars have interpreted it as
a sign to distinguish the consonantal realization of the ’alef from
cases where it does not have consonantal realization (e.g. Morag
1959, 218-19, 1960, 208 n.6, 1963, 5-6). It would, therefore, be
equivalent to a mappiq on the letter he, which distinguishes final
consonantal he from final he that is a vowel letter, rather than a
marker of gemination. A statement in Hiddyat al-Qari’ appears to

support this interpretation:

If it were said: Surely the dagesh in some of the four letters
of this place (i.e. the letters ynnx), namely in the ’alef in
the four passages that you have just mentioned, disproves
your statement that dagesh is not put on the letters of this
place of articulation, the response would be: If one exam-
ines carefully the so-called dagesh in the °alef in these four
passages, one sees that it is not dagesh, since the speaker
strives to introduce heaviness into it, but it is not made

heavy.®

There is, however, evidence for the gemination of the ’alef
in some early Karaite sources. Yisuf ibn Niih, a Karaite scholar
active in the second half of the tenth century, in his grammatical
commentary known as the Digduqg compares the dagesh in the
forms i 1A (Gen. 43.26) and 1% 121 (Ezra 8.18) to the dagesh
that occurs in other forms due to the preceding stress:

235n0m (Job 13.9): ... The dagesh that occurs in the lamed

has arisen due to the fact that the stress lengthens (the

syllable beginning with) the tav, resulting in i3 1%nan ‘you

® Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.5.
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deceive him’. This conforms to what we have stated before,

with regard to the occurrence of dagesh in some places

when the stress lengthens what precedes, for example -5%

SRy nYih ‘to Moses saying’ (Exod. 6.10), &% 1mnxn ‘and

they said “No” (Gen. 19.2), 1% "2 (Ezra 8.18) and x'an

i (Gen. 43.26). The word w7 is like 1nam, in that the

stress and the dagesh occur within the same word.®

This passage implies that the dagesh in the °alef indicates
gemination in the same way as the dagesh in 1%nnn. Ibn Nah

makes the following statement about the form %7 (Job 33.21):
The imperative of this is 7, like N2 and naw.”

In Ibn Niih’s system of grammar, the imperative form is the
morphological base of derivations. This statement indicates that
17 has the morphological base n§7 and that this has the same
pattern as o2 and naw, which are the bases of the forms np2’ ‘it
is covered’ (Ecc. 6.4), 12w ‘and they stick out’ (Job 33.21) with
medial gemination.

In a Karaite transcription of 17 87 (Job 33.21) into Arabic
script, an Arabic shadda sign is written over the °alif that tran-
scribes the alef with the dagesh:

® P20 0 OPYYR TR IR N3 N N ORYHR D YR TOR WITHRY ... 121500
R "D DPVOR T RN TIY WIT PERINOR PYa 0 HnY* MIr K15 8N 235000
PRY AW HR 01 153 17 02N 1Y RN XD IR IRY IRAM SN0 dnan
DYUHR T IR RN WIT ORI ATAROR NnYa5R 0, Digdug (ed. Khan 2000b,
369).

7 naw 1o Snin N7 1InR, Digduq (ed. Khan 2000b, 399).
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)3 (BL Or 2552 fol. 51r, 1 | L [BHS]: 17 Job. 33.21 ‘they

were [not] seen’)

This manuscript, which is datable to the tenth or eleventh
century, elsewhere uses the shadda sign only to mark dagesh forte.
This is clear evidence, therefore, that the °alef was being read as
geminate.

The interpretation of the dagesh in alef as a marker of gem-
ination rather than a mappiq is reflected also by a statement in a

Hebrew Masoretic treatise:

Moreover, three of the four (i.e. the four letters ynnx) have
a single fixed type (of pronunciation), which is less than
all the (other) letters, (namely) nyn are deprived of taking
dagesh.®

The implication of the passage is that ’alef, unlike the other
guttural letters, does indeed take dagesh.

Returning to the passage from Hidayat al-Qari’ cited above,
a close reading of this reveals that the author is not saying that
the point in the °alef is simply a mappiq indicating consonantal

realization. Rather the reader ‘strives to introduce heaviness into

8 mwxTn N N7YR LAY NPMRG Y20 ,"P1ap 0ad TR TIT, VAR 10 TWOW T
o'wma (Baer and Strack 1879, 5).
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it, but it is not made heavy’, i.e. the reader intends to read it as a
dagesh forte, but the muscular tension normally associated with
dagesh forte is not achieved due to its articulation in the larynx.
The articulation of the ’alef could, nevertheless, have been held
for a longer duration.

In some manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, the
dagesh sign is marked on consonantal ’alef in a wide variety of
words (Yeivin 1985, 265-66). It is significant that mappiq on final
he is represented by a different sign (Yeivin 1985, 335-36), sug-
gesting that the dagesh in the °alef did not have the function
simply of mappiq but rather indicated gemination.

In some of the reading traditions that have continued down
to modern times in Jewish communities in the Middle East, the
’alef with dagesh in the four canonical places is indeed still read
as a geminate alef, e.g. Aleppo (Katz 1981, 16), Baghdad (Morag
1977, 14), Yemen (Morag 1963, 5-6). Transcriptions of the
Aleppo tradition, following Katz (1981, 16) are as follows:

Gen. 43.26: [ vajja'Bi?'?2u]
Ezra 8.18: [v¥ja'Bi:? ?u]
Lev. 23.17: [ta'Bi?'?u]
Job 33.21: ['ru?'?u]

These traditions of reading the alefs need not be inter-
preted as late interpretations of the point in the °alef, as Morag
(1977, 14) argues, but rather continuities of medieval traditions.

In sum, the weight of evidence suggests that the dagesh

point in ’alef in the four canonical places in the Standard Tiberian
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tradition indicated gemination of the “alef, and so should be tran-
scribed [vago:'viri??w:], [t"o:'vizi??u:], [Ru?'?u:]. The gemination
was an orthoepic strategy that involved pronouncing the ’alef
with additional effort to ensure that it was not slurred over.
Within the Tiberian Masoretic tradition there are a number
of pairs of identical lexical words, many of them in parallel pas-
sages, one of which has preserved the consonantal °alef whilst the

other has lost it both in the ketiv and in the gere,’ e.g.

onin (Gen. 25.24) — onivn (Gen. 38.27) ‘twins’

xxxxx

m (2 Sam. 22.40) — 1yxm (Psa. 18.40) ‘you did gird

’

me

'n1an (1 Chron. 11.39) — *Axan (2 Sam. 23.37) ‘of
Beeroth’

nivn? (2 Kg. 19.25) — nixwnH (Isa. 37.26) ‘to cause to crash

into ruins’
199 (Jer. 8.11) — ika7) (Jer. 6.14) ‘and they have healed’

In some biblical scrolls from Qumran, an “alef that is pro-
nounced consonantal in the Tiberian Masoretic tradition is omit-

ted in the orthography, indicating that it had lost its consonantal

° These are listed in the Masora, e.g. Ginsburg (1880, §16a).
9In the Non-Standard Tiberian manuscript BL Add MS 21161, fol. 250v

this word is vocalized 78733, which appears to be a hybrid form of mm

and nxio.
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pronunciation. This is particularly common in the scroll 1QIsa?,

but is found also occasionally elsewhere, e.g.
T wn (1QIsa® 3.17 | L [BHS]: 7wxn Isa. 3.12 ‘your guides’)

o'ao: (1QIsa® 11.14 | L [BHS]: osox1 Isa. 13.4 ‘gathered
[mpl]’)

“m (1QIsa® 12.23 | L [BHS]: o Isa. 14.21 ‘and [the
surface of the world] will be filled”)

mwn (1QIsa® 19.3 | L [BHS]: mwan Isa. 24.6 ‘[and its
inhabitants] pay the penalty’)

oov (1QIsa? 33.11 | L [BHS]: o'&%v Isa. 40.11 ‘lambs’)
man (1QIsa® 29.25 | L [BHS]: inixn Isa. 36.16 ‘his fig tree’)

a0 (1QIsa® 13.19 | L [BHS]: ketiv w20 gere %27 Isa. 16.3

‘give [fs advice]!")

n2 (4Q141 f1i.12 | L [BHS]: 183 Deut. 32.17 ‘they came’)
98 (4Q138 f1.13 | L [BHS]: ax*x Deut. 11.6 ‘Eliab’)

mu (4Q78 f10-12.7 | L [BHS]: nixi Joel 1.19 ‘pastures of”)
pIn (4Q79 f1-2.9 | L [BHS]: p&n Hos. 2.2 ‘the earth’)

In living reading traditions that have survived down to
modern times in Jewish communities in the Middle East a conso-
nantal “alef is general pronounced, but is sometimes elided, espe-

cially between vowels, e.g.

! Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.
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Aleppo
ha'ele (Katz 1981, 15 | L [BHS]: ny&n Gen. 48.1 ‘these”)
Baghdad
wearba'{im (Morag 1977, 13 | L [BHS]: owa&) Gen. 47.28
‘and forty’)
Yemen
b>>'hitw (Morag 1963, 3 | L [BHS]: vnxa Isa. 19.2 ‘against
his brother”)
Morocco
isra'il (Akun 2010, 65 | L [BHS]: &% Exod. 14.30 ‘Israel’)

The variants within the Masoretic tradition and the loss of
’alef in the Qumran scrolls and modern living traditions reflect
the vulnerability of consonantal “alef to weakening in reading tra-
ditions, which would have motivated orthoepic measures being
taken to ensure their correct reading.

In the model Standard Tiberian manuscripts ’alef that does
not have a consonantal realization is sometimes marked with a

rafe sign, e.g.
L: W83 ‘my head’ (Psa. 40.13)
L: 1Ry &Y ‘we do not fear’ (Hos. 10.3)

It is regularly marked in L on ’alef between two vowels that

is not read as consonantal, e.g.
L: o'Rna (Psa. 116.6) ‘the simple’

L:  o'RaYy (Psa. 104.12) ‘branches’
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L:  oR331 (1 Chron. 12.9) ‘and like gazelles’

These words are listed in the Masora as cases where “alef
is written but not read’.'?

In some manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocaliza-
tion the marking of rafe on non-consonantal ’alef is very frequent,
e.g.

Codex Reuchlinianus:

Rin (Morag 1959, 218 | L [BHS]: xivn Isa. 23.1 ‘oracle’)

837 (Morag 1959, 221 | L [BHS]: kix Isa. 37.33 ‘(does not)

come’)
Genizah manuscripts

nagn (T-S Al11.1 | L [BHS]: naxn Job 39.9 ‘will it be
willing”) (Blapp 2017, 59)

R3iw (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: x3iv Prov. 29.24 ‘he who hates’)
(Blapp 2017, 99)

&1 (T-S A12.1 | L [BHS]: &1 Prov. 29.24 ‘and not”) (Blapp
2017, 99)

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, ’alefs that are non-
consonantal in the Standard Tiberian tradition are occasionally
marked with dagesh. In some cases where the ’alef occurs word-
internally, it is possible that these reflect consonantal readings of
the ’alef, e.g.

o'&8Y (BL Add MS 21161, fol. 160v | L [BHS]: o’®a) Psa.
104.12 ‘branches’)

12 Ginsburg (1880, §13).
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Sxpne» (Codex Reuchlianus | L [BHS]: SRpnwr Jer. 40.14

‘Ishmael’)

It is sporadically, however, marked on a word-final ’alef,

which must have been read as non-consonantal, e.g.

831 (T-S NS 248.2, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: &3 Gen. 13.9

‘please’)

8w (T-S NS 248.2, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: 8" Gen. 13.10
‘and he lifted”)

x7n (T-S NS 248.2, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: 87'n Gen. 15.1
‘[do not] be afraid’)

In a few model Tiberian codices a rafe is marked on an alef

in the word %1 where it would be expected to be consonantal,
e.g.
C:  5R1bra, L [BHS]: 58112 ‘in Israel’ (1 Sam. 3.11)

Yeivin (1978, 226) suggests that this phenomenon in the
model manuscripts may indicate that in this proper name the “alef
was not pronounced as consonantal, i.e. [jisr*a:'ezel].’

The marking of rafe on consonantal “alef is attested sporad-
ically also in manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocaliza-

tion, e.g.

"338 (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 99 | L [BHS]: *2i& Prov. 30.2
‘I’)

13 A possible parallel to this elision of the alef can be identified in the
proper name 5837 [do:nige:el] ‘Daniel’ < *dani-?él. Yeivin notes that in

both names the alef is followed by the letter lamed.
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58193 (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 174 | L [BHS]: %1p3 Psa.

69.4 ‘with my crying’)

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts that otherwise use
dagesh extensively in consonantal ’alef, the *alef in the word & v
is often marked with rafe (Pilocane 2004, 28).

In Biblical manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization, both
the dagesh sign (3) and the rafe sign (3) are found marked on
consonantal ’alef, e.g.

Dagesh:

[]&Y (Bod. Heb. e 30 ff. 48-49 | L [BHS]: 3w Isa. 6.11 ‘they
lie waste’) (Kahle 1901, 278; Revell 1970a, 77)

Rafe:

[1]&31 (Bod. Heb. e 30 ff. 48-49 | L [BHS]: 131 Isa. 45.20
‘and come’) (Kahle 1901, 287; Revell 1970a, 77-78)

It is unlikely that in these cases the marking of the rafe re-
flects the loss of consonantal value of the °alef. The sign is likely
to be intended to signal that the °alef is consonantal but ungemi-
nated.

In L one encounters vocalizations such as the following:

Num. 26.7: -2R70 (BHS: -2i870) ‘the Reubenite’ (B:
112187, S: IAIRT)

Josh. 12.6: 11817 (BHS: %129%7%) ‘to the Reubenite’ (A:
IMRYY)

2 Kings 10.33: 32387 (BHS: "12:877) ‘and the Reubenite’
(A: 329R)
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Job 31.7: oikn (BHS: oixn) ‘blemish’ (A: oiRn)
Dan. 1.4: ;&n (BHS: oikn) ‘blemish’ (gere note: mn)

The way these words appear in BHS, which does not mark
rafe, would lead one to believe that the °alef in L is a consonantal
’alef between two vowels. In the manuscripts the ’alef is marked
with rafe and in manuscripts other than L there is only one vo-
calization sign, either gibbus before the alef or a shureq dot on
the vay, indicating that the ’alef did not have a consonantal real-
ization. The vocalization in L adds a gibbus sign on the letter pre-
ceding the °alef. This is, therefore, a double marking of the u
vowel that follows the consonant. The words should be read
[ho:ruive:'ni:], [mu:um],'* as shown by other model manuscripts,
and also by the gere note in Dan. 1.4. The double marking and
gere note were strategies to ensure that the u vowel was pro-

nounced immediately after the consonant.

I1.1.2. BETna(2)
Bet with dagesh (2): voiced bilabial stop [b]
Bet without dagesh (3): voiced labio-dental fricative [v]

A bet without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by
the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices.
According to Hiddyat al-Qari’, the Tiberians called this

letter by the name *a."® This form of the name is also found in

4 The second [u] is an epenthetic, which is inserted after the long vowel
in CVVC syllables (81.2.4.).

!> Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §IL.L.1.1.2.
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other Masoretic treatises, sometimes vocalized *3,'® and the later
recensions of Hiddyat al-Qari’.'” 1t is referred to in Masoretic
treatises also as 81.'® Both of these spellings represent the Arabic
name of the letter, viz. ba’, which is pronounced bé due to ’imala
in Arabic dialects (N6ldeke 1910, 131). This form of the name is
found in some versions of Sefer Yesira.'

It is stated in Hidayat al-Qari’ that the bet with dagesh is
pronounced by closing the lips firmly.?° In the Karaite
transcriptions it is represented by Arabic ba@ (Khan 1990a, 4,
2013).

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, bet with rafe is pronounced
by closing the lips lightly. Taken by itself, this could be a
description of a bilabial articulation of bet rafe. This is not
confirmed, however, by other sources. The light closure of the
lips would have accompanied a labio-dental articulation, and no
doubt it is this secondary feature that the author refers to.*
Elsewhere in the Hidayat al-Qari’ it is stated that bet rafe and

consonantal vav have the same pronunciation:

16 Allony and Yeivin eds. (1985, 96), Baer and Strack (1879, 7, §6)

7 Arabic version of Mahberet ha-Tijan (ed. Neubauer 1891, 10), Hebrew
version of Mahberet ha-Tijan (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 36).

'8 E.g. Hidayat al-Qari’ Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.L.1.1.1., §IL.L.1.1.2.; the treatise on the shewa edited by Levy (1936,
19).

9 Eg. ed. Hayman (2004, 51).

% Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §11.L.1.3.9. Eldar (1980,
fols. 10b-11a, lines 84-88).

2L Cf. Eldar’s (1980) commentary to this passage, n.75.
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‘Every [consonantal] vav at the end of a word is

pronounced, according to the Palestinians, with [the

pronunciation of] bet rafe.”*

This feature is alluded to also in a Masoretic treatise on the
shewa:

‘Know that every vav which is prefixed to the beginning of

a word and has shewa is read with (the pronunciation of)

bet. ... I mean, it is pronounced as if it were the letter bet,

as in ... 8 “and he shall say.”*

In some Karaite transcriptions into Arabic script, a fricative
bet is occasionally transcribed by Arabic waw and, vice versa, a
Hebrew consonantal vayv is sometimes transcribed by Arabic ba’.
This is a reflection of the fact that the two sounds were the same,

e.g. in the manuscript BL Or 2548:
- ole (BL Or 2548 fol. 3r, 10 | L [BHS]: 03w Isa. 5.4
‘grapes’)
(5583 (BL Or 2548 fol. 42r, 3 | L [BHS]: 2ip) Isa. 40.31 ‘those

who are hoping for’)

We know from David ben Abraham al-Fasi that in Palestine

consonantal vav in these circumstances was pI'OIlOllIlCCd as a

2 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.L.1.7.7. Eldar (1984b,

Hebrew section, 10).

B IR0 1 PR L. R2T R R ANAM S0a%5 DR 0 TR IR 52 1R oYYR
Y ... TIP3 N2 49n 500 (ed. Levy 1936, 1).
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labio-dental (see the description of vav §1.1.6. for details). It
follows, therefore, that bet rafe was a voiced labio-dental.
In a few sporadic cases bet rafe is represented by Arabic fa’

in the Karaite transcriptions, e.g.

J)ﬁ\} (Genizah MS 12, Khan 1990a, 151 | L [BHS]: 2ix
Num. 19.6 ‘and hyssop’)

The transcription with fa’ reflects the perception that this
Arabic sound was close acoustically to the voiced labio-dental
[v]. It is common in transcriptions of Hebrew in medieval Muslim

sources, €.8.

1) = (al-Biriini, Chronology of Nations, ed. Sachau 1878,
277 | n27w ‘desert’)

4\ (al-Birtini, Chronology of Nations, ed. Sachau 1878,
187-192 | 125 ‘moon’)

|,$31> (Ibn Khaldiin, Schreiner 1886, 253 | 17127 ‘Deborah’)

There are a few isolated occurrences of pe in place of
fricative bet in biblical manuscripts from Qumran, which could
be taken as evidence that the labio-dental pronunciation existed

already in the Second Temple period, e.g.**

mina (4Q6 fla.3 | L [BHS]: nijaa Gen. 34.1 ‘[to visit the]
daughters [of the land]’)

24 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.
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Way (4Q78 f10-12.7 | L [BHS]: wap Joel 1.17 ‘[seeds of

grain] have shrivelled’)

Similar interchanges of fricative bet with pe are attested in
Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, alongside interchanges with vay, e.g.
nmval ‘the Nabatean’, n»nas ‘the Nabatean’, *&nn ‘the Nabateans’
(Dalman 1894, 74).

Hidayat al-Qari’ describes the stop [b] as one of the primary

letters (Cusiil) and the [v] as an additional secondary letter (far?).?®

1.1.3. GIMEL 53 (3)
Gimel with dagesh (3): voiced velar stop [g]
Gimel without dagesh (3): voiced uvular fricative [¥]

A gimel without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked
by the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices.

In Hidayat al-Qari’> the name of this letter is spelt Hxn3,
which appears to reflect a different pronunciation from that of
the normal Hebrew form of the name 513, with stress on the final
syllable.?® In the Hebrew Mahberet ha-Tijan, a later recension of

Hidayat al-Qari’, the name has the form 0.%

% Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.2.

% The spelling 58n3 is used by ’Aba al-Faraj Hartin also in his
grammatical text al-Kitab al-Kafi (ed. Khan, Gallego and Olszowy-
Schlanger 2003, e.g. 81.25.35., §1.25.40., 81.28.2., §1.28.11., 81.28.12.)
and by the anonymous Karaite author of the grammatical text Kitab al-
‘Uqiid (ed. Vidro 2013, 27, 317).

¥ Ed. Derenbourg (1871, 36).
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Gimel with dagesh was a stop, which, according to Hidayat
al-Qari’, was articulated with the middle of the tongue.? The
Karaite transcriptions represent it by Arabic jim or, occasionally,
by kaf,* e.g.

J.f\.?;b (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3 | L [BHS]: %130 Gen.

21.8 ‘to be weaned’)

)sS (BL Or 2554 fol. 11r, 7 | L [BHS]: 7ia3 Ruth 2.1

‘mighty’)

These Arabic letters were pronounced respectively as a
voiced palatal plosive [}] and an unvoiced velar plosive [k"]. This
is the pronunciation described by the early Arabic grammarians
Sibawayhi and al-Khalil (eighth century C.E.). Ibn Sina in the
eleventh century describes jim as pronounced slightly further
forward.*® The Karaite transcriptions usually render gimel with
dagesh by Arabic jim due to the latter being a voiced consonantal
plosive close to the place of articulation of [g]. It was preferred
to kaf, which differed from jim in being not only voiceless but
also aspirated. It was a general principle of the transcriptions that
voiced sounds were transcribed by one that was voiced but of a
slightly different place of articulation rather than by an unvoiced

letter of the same place of articulation.

8 18058 VoI, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I11.1.1.3.7.;
Eldar (1980, fols. 10a-10b, lines 61-73).

% Khan (1990, 4, 2013).
%0 Roman (1983, 101-6, 218)
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Gimel without dagesh, on the other hand, was a fricative
articulated further back, on ‘the posterior third of the tongue,
which is adjacent to the pharynx, opposite the (soft) palate.”! In
the Karaite transcriptions, fricative gimel is transcribed by Arabic
ghayn, which was pronounced as a uvular fricative in the Middle
Ages according to the descriptions of the Arabic grammarians.>

Hidayat al-Qari’ describes the stop [g] as primary (°asl) and

the fricative [¥] as secondary (far9).*

1.1.4. DALETn97 (7)

Dalet with dagesh (7): voiced post-dental stop [d]
Dalet without dagesh (7): voiced post-dental fricative [3]

A dalet without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by
the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices.
According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the Tiberians called this let-

ter dal, which is the name of the corresponding Arabic letter.*

3L qamhr oxTip miphrhr 5 xnn RoYOR nbn, Long version of Hidayat al-
Qari’, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.6.; ed. Eldar (1980, fol.
10a, lines 58-59).

%2 Roman (1983, 218).

3 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.6.; Eldar (1980,
fols. 8b, 10a, 254, n.58). Watson (2007, 43-44) considers the uvular
fricative [¥] in Modern Arabic dialects to be the emphatic counterpart
of the dorsal [g], involving a primary dorsal and non-primary ‘guttural’

feature.

34 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.1.2.
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This term is found also in some versions of Sefer Yesira (57),* and
in the later recensions of Hiddyat al-Qari’, e.g. Arabic Mahberet
ha-Tijan (58758),% Hebrew Mahberet ha-Tijan (57).%

Hidayat al-Qari’ states that the letter was articulated with
‘the extremity of the tongue in combination with the flesh of the
teeth’, i.e. the gums.® Likewise, Saadya describes the place of
articulation of dalet as being adjacent to the inside of the upper
teeth.?* When the letter had dagesh, the tongue was pressed firmly
against the gums. When it was without dagesh, the tongue was
pressed lightly against the gums. Both forms of the letter were
articulated in the same place. The term ‘end of the tongue’ could
include both the tip and the blade. Most versions of Sefer Yesira
state that dalet was articulated with ‘the beginning of the
tongue’,** but this is equally vague. The Spanish grammarian Ibn

Janah (eleventh century) specifies that it was articulated with the

% E.g. ed. Gruenwald (1971, 156), ed. Hayman (2004, 54).

36 Ed. Neubauer (1891, 12).
% Ed. Derenbourg (1871, 36).

38 1x3085% OnY pn 1RDYHR 770, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.L.1.3.7.; ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 10b, ed. Eldar, 1980-81, lines 67-69).

39 RARDYR 17 77T 12 INIOROR MRIN RN ... NiY0T oY Saadya, Commentary
on Sefer Yesira (ed. Lambert 1891, 75).

40 mw5n wraa (ed. Gruenwald 1971, 147; ed. Hayman 2004, 92-98).
According to Morag (1960), however, the phonetic descriptions in Sefer
Yesira reflect the pronunciation of Hebrew in Babylonia, so it must be
used with caution when reconstructing the Tiberian pronunciation

tradition.
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blade of the tongue and not the tip.*! This corresponds to the
description in one version of Sefer Yesira, where it is stated that
the letters nibv7 were articulated with the ‘middle’ of the
tongue.*? It is easier, however, to interpret Hidayat al-Qari’ as
referring to the contact between the tongue tip and the gums. An
articulation with the blade of the tongue with the gums would
have involved contact with the teeth.

Hidayat al-Qari’ describes the stop [d] as primary (’asl) and
the fricative [8] as secondary (far9).*

The medieval scholar Isaac Israeli (ninth-tenth centuries
C.E.), who had an expert knowledge of the Tiberian reading
tradition, is said to have pronounced fricative dalet with a
secondary ‘emphatic’ articulation (i.e. pharyngealized with
retraction of the tongue root and increased muscular pressure) in
two words, viz. 13788 ‘his palace’ (Dan. 11.45) and 127771 ‘and they
have bent’ (Jer. 9.2). This was apparently due to the fact that the
pe and the resh in these words were pronounced emphatic (see
8I.1.1.17., 81.1.20.) and the emphasis spread to the dalet. The ev-
idence for this is found in a commentary to Sefer Yesira by Dunash
ibn Tamim, who was a physician in court of the Fatimids in Kair-
ouan, North Africa, in the tenth century C.E. He was the pupil of

Isaac Israeli, who also worked as a physician in Kairouan:

41 R5Hp nhorHW 11 YaIR 1 RN Ha R0YHR nYOR 11 Y 40HR 15T 8o “This
end (of the tongue) is not the tip of the tongue but what is slightly
posterior to the tip’; Kitab al-Luma‘ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 28).

2 mwnnwn nwHn '¥n Sy niSvT, Sefer Yesira (ed. Hayman 2004, 93).

*3 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.1.2., Eldar (1980,
fol. 8b, 254, n.58).
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The Arabs have sounds that the Hebrews do not have,
namely the dad of 2'¢p (qadib) and the g_ld’ of ooy ((ag_lim).
The meaning of qadib is ‘rod’ or ‘sceptre’. It is written with
sade with a dot above it. It is a distinct sound, which
resembles dalet rafe. The meaning of ‘adim is ‘huge’. It is
written with tet with a dot above it. It is a distinct sound,
which resembles dalet rafe. ... Our master Yishaq, the son
of our master Shlomo, of blessed memory, (i.e. Isaac Is-
raeli) used to say that in the language of the Hebrews
among the Tiberians there were (the sounds of) g_idJ and
dad and he used to read 12058 *9nx pon (Dan. 11.45, L: pon
ii7ar *onx ‘He will pitch the tents of his palace’*), in which
he used to pronounce da’ although dalet was written. He
used to read onwh nr 1371 (Jer. 9.2, L [BHS]: -n& 1071
b1iw’ ‘they bent their tongue’), in which he pronounced
dad, although dalet was written. The reason for all this was

that he was an expert in the reading of the Tiberians.*

Early in the history of Arabic, the distinction between the

pronunciation of dad (u=) and (_Id’ (&) broke down. In modern

* BHS erroneously reads L as ;

45 1n RO 2P 1 TRA O ,DMNAPN YRR MIRRAI DIRW D130 DYAYN0 SR W
DX PRY 392 7Na0 RN ADYADA TIP3 TTRA AN23 VAW IR VAW TP 78 .T0Y
1730 R0 nhenbn AT A anan oy 0oy o1 2873 N7 NNanh Nt RN
51 anbw K137 73 PR RITT T .. 1002 1OT DNanh AmT RO 08 ARRY 103
P I0AR YOAR PO RPN TR RO 0700 SR 0rapn pwha wr o iR
TREA TOUA T ONWH OR 1298 RUP A .0YT 2003 R wha Ron 7o
7"Mav 113 NRMPA pa W an anb a5 .n%T anaa & awha, cited by
Mann (1931, 670, n.106). Cf. Schreiner (1886, 221), Dukes (1845, 9,

93), Grossberg (1902, 24).
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vernacular dialects, the two have merged either to an emphatic
stop d (mainly in urban dialects) or to an emphatic interdental (_1
(mainly in Bedouin dialects) (Versteegh 2011). In medieval Ju-
daeo-Arabic, a sade with an upper dot (8) was used to represented
Classical Arabic dad (u=) and a tet was used to represent Classical
Arabic d@’ (). As a result of their merger in the spoken language
already in the Middle Ages, however, there was frequent confu-
sion in the orthography of Judaeo-Arabic texts, in which a his-
torical dad and a historical da’ were both represented by either ¢
or ¥ interchangeably.*® The representation of a Hebrew dalet in
the passage by both £ and % and the statement attributed to Isaac
Israeli that ‘in the language of the Hebrews among the Tiberians
there were (the sounds of) gd’ and dad’ should be interpreted in
this light. A single emphatic sound was no doubt intended, pre-
sumably the emphatic interdental d [3'], given the fact that the
author in the passage states that these two emphatic Arabic let-
ters resemble dalet rafe.

’Abii al-Faraj Hartin in his al-Kitab al-Kdfi refers to the phar-
yngealization of dalet in the words ii7a8& (Dan. 11.45) and hTva
‘topaz’ (Exod. 28.17):

‘Indeed, in Arabic there are letters that are pronounced
with sounds that are not found in Hebrew, such as jim, dad
and others. Some teachers, however, when reading 98
ii7aR ‘the tents of his palace’ (Dan. 11.45) and h7va DTR
‘sardius, topaz’ (Exod. 28.17) pronounce the dalet in them

like Arabic dad or za@ and these words sound like i1¢ax and

6 See the discussion by Wagner (2010, 28-32).
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neva. This, however, does not increase the number of let-
ters, since the dalet has the same form, although the read-

ing of it differs.*

In some modern reading traditions, dalet is pharyngealized
when in contact with an emphatic consonant. In the Moroccan
reading tradition, for example, this is documented by Akun

(2010) as occurring after emphatic [r'], e.g.

jard*u (Akun 2010, 72 | L [BHS]: 377 Exod. 15.5 ‘they

went down’)

I.1.5. HERD (M)
Glottal fricative [h]

The name of the letter is normally spelt &7 or *7, vocalized with
sere, in the Masoretic treatises.

A dot in a final he indicates that the letter was to be
pronounced as a consonant and was not merely a vowel letter
(mater lectionis) for a final vowel, e.g. n9 [lo:oh] ‘to her’, but na%n
[malk":] ‘queen’. This dot is known as mappiq (p'@n), meaning
literally ‘bringing out, pronouncing’. In medieval sources, such as
the Masoretic treatises, the term sometimes is vocalized as

mappeq (pan, an),*® which is an Aramaic haf‘el participle from

% Ed. Khan, Gallego and Olszowy-Schlanger (2003, §1.24.2): 5 3
TREHRY 075K 113 1IRIAYORD ©Y KA DANRRDD 18 KA PIVINOR §INRDR 11 13YHR
R0 HRTHR 3798 7702 DTRI ITOR OAR R RTR PRHYAOR PYa 18D 181 RO
TR 797 ©'H0 120 1LLAR PINDAD FIN PADID YATPHR 18 ROHR IR TREOR 31122
ARIPOR NAYNIR IRY ATARY RANTR HRTOR TR §IROR T 0.

“ E.g. CUL T-S D1.2.
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the root n-p-q ‘to come out’. This is the earlier form of the term,
mappiq being a later Hebraization. Some manuscripts of Maso-
retic treatises vocalize the term mappaq (p2n).* In Hidayat al-
Qari’ the consonantal pronunciation of he was referred to as ‘ap-
pearance’ (g_luhﬂr).so

The mappiq is in principle marked in consonantal he only at
the end of a word since in vocalized texts it is only in this context
that there would be ambiguity of reading, e.g. ~7> [jal'do:dh]
‘her child’ as opposed to 7> [jal'do:] ‘girl’. At the beginning or
in the middle of a word, a consonantal pronunciation in the onset
of a syllable is indicated by a vowel sign on the letter or a follow-
ing vowel letter, e.g. 7ign ‘the light’ (Gen. 1.3), 7o ‘it will go’
(Psa. 85.14), ijr”?in ‘his giving birth to’ (Gen. 5.4) or by a shewa
sign in a syllable coda, e.g. 5878 [p"adah'?e:el] ‘Pedahel’ (Num.
34.28). A word-medial he that does not have a vocalization sign
or is not followed by a vowel letter must be read as a vowel letter,
e.g. M1a [phador's'wur'] ‘Pedahzur’ (Num. 1.10; despite the
normal English spelling of the latter, the he is not pronounced
according to the Tiberian reading tradition).”® In some
manuscripts, however, consonantal he is marked with mappiq
within a word. This is found in particular in words of unusual
form in which consonantal he is pointed with shewa, e.g. L and S

hnwna [bohfam'mo:] ‘when it lies desolate’ (Lev. 26.43), S H8n1a

49 E.g. MS S27, fols. 1r-1v, Hidayat al-Qari’, short version, edition in vol.
2 of this book, §II.S.2.0.

%0 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.L.1.3.4.; Eldar (1980,
fol. 9b, line 31).

> Ofer (2013).
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[pPadah'?e:el] ‘Pedahel’ (Num. 34.28).52 In such contexts, the
consonantal he was evidently felt to be at particular risk of being
read incorrectly.

In the manuscript A the dot of the mappiq in word-final he
is often placed low in the letter, as in Prov. 5.19 shown below,
and is occasionally written under the letter:>

e

A A A

TRNA

L: SaaCuamal oL o0 BHS: Aanaped ‘with her love’

111111

Mappiq is frequently written under final consonantal he in
manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian (Non-Standard Tibe-

rian) vocalization, e.g.
Genizah manuscripts

my» (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]: ap'y» Job 39.16
‘her labour’)

n% (T-S Al11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]: A% Job 39.17 ‘to
her’)

no& (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]: ai>& Job 40.2
‘gOd,)

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts from the Genizah,

the mappiq is occasionally written in the lower half of the letter
(Blapp 2017, 112, 128).

52 Yeivin (1980, 285).
5 Yeivin (1968, 49-50).
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European manuscripts

1273 (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: A31p2 Isa. 19.14

‘within her’)

nnR (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: ApRk Isa. 19.17 ‘her

[obj.1)

733 (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: %33 Isa. 19.19 ‘its

boundary’)

n332 (BL Add 21161 | L [BHS]: m2j2> Amos 2.9 ‘like the

height’)

Mappiq in the form of a dot under a final consonantal he is
also found in some manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization,
e.g.

21 7Ma (T-S 12.197, Kahle 1927, 11, 80; Revell 1970a, 95

| L [BHS]: A2 Ama Jer. 2.7 ‘its fruits and its good things’)

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, a mappiq is occa-
sionally written on a word-internal or even a word-initial conso-
nantal he with a vocalization sign. In such cases, it is written

within the letter, e.g.
Genizah manuscripts

na3 (T-S A13.35, Blapp 2017, 191 | L [BHS]: fiqn: Psa.
74.15 ‘streams’)

nnbunm (T-S A5.12, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: nnbpnm Deut.
22.4 ‘and you ignore’)

¥ (CUL Or 1080.A4.18, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: 7’ Num.
28.19 ‘they shall be’)
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ma (T-S NS 284.85, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: n1n Exod. 3.21
‘this”)
European manuscripts

nm (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 219 | L [BHSI:
n»m 1 Kings 2.2 ‘and you will be’)

Mappiq in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts is sporadi-
cally marked even where the he has the function of a mater lec-
tionis.

Apn (T-S NS 68.22, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: niwpn Deut.

28.12 ‘work of’)

nam) (T-S AS 8.123, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: nam1 Lev. 24.21

‘and he who strikes’)

It is significant that in A and in Non-Standard Tiberian
manuscripts that mark mappiq under the he, when a dot is marked
within consonantal ’alef, it is, by contrast, always written within
the letter. Moreover, whereas the Masora refers to the dot in “alef
in the four canonical places (81.1.1.1.) as dagesh, the term dagesh
is never used to refer to the mappiq. The Masoretic notes and
treatises generally refer to cases of mappiq in statements contain-

ing the participle mappeq ‘to pronounce’ such as
T Ppan TM TR N PN

‘Unique words in which one pronounces he’ (Ginsburg
1880, §36)

This demonstrates that the mappiq does not represent gem-

ination. Moreover, he is not geminated in any other context.
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On some occasions in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts,

a final consonantal he is marked with a shewa sign, e.g.

Genizah manuscripts
mo& (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 47 | L [BHS]: ai7x Job 39.17
‘God’)
may (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 48 | L [BHS]: a2y Job 39.27
‘it mounts’)

European manuscripts

3 (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: iy Isa. 13.10 ‘[does
not] give light’)

When word-final he acts as a vowel letter, it is sometimes,
though not regularly, marked with rafe in the model Tiberian

manuscripts, e.g.

L: 193K ‘she was not able’ (Exod. 2.3)
L:  Ain ‘he saw’ (Isa. 1.1)

L: 770 ‘apostasy’ (Isa. 1.5)

Rafe is written more regularly in some Non-Standard Tibe-

rian manuscripts, e.g.

Genizah manuscripts:
Aawr (T-S All.1, Blapp 2017, 56 | L [BHS]: nawx Job
39.23 ‘quiver’)
Annon (T-S Al11.1, Blapp 2017, 59 | L [BHS]: nnnn Job
39.25 ‘battle”)
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A¥n (T-S Al1.1, Blapp 2017, 59 | L [BHS]: niwi Job 40.20
‘the field")

European manuscripts

,,,,,,,,,

23.8 ‘to war’)

A%vp (Codex Reuchlinianus | L [BHS]: nvp 1 Sam. 23.8
‘Keilah’)

71w (BL Add 21161 | L [BHS]: niw Amos 2.10 ‘year’)
Some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts mark a rafe sign

on he in contexts where it is consonantal in the Standard Tiberian

tradition, e.g.
&1 (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 174 | L [BHS]: &3 Psa. 68.36
‘he,)
IpWia (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 174 | L [BHS]: "p"win Psa.
69.2 ‘save me!’)

ni%apna (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 175 | L [BHS]: nibapna
Psa. 68.27 ‘in the congregation’)

A7 (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 175 | L [BHS]: a7 Psa.

68.28 ‘Judah’)

Here the rafe should, it seems, be interpreted as signalling
that the letter is consonantal but not geminated.

The Masora identifies a number of cases where a word-final

he that would be expected to be consonantal is not pronounced:

AN 410277 'Pan KD 1 R TN
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‘One of eighteen cases in which he is not pronounced at the
end of the word’ (Ginsburg 1880, §37)

This list includes cases where the he has the meaning of a 3fs

suffix. In some cases, a rafe is marked over the he in L, e.g.

L: mnnm ‘and she daubed it (fs)’ (Exod. 2.3)
L: 77017 ‘its being founded’ (Exod. 9.18)

L: A1 ‘its (fs) iniquity’ (Num. 15.31)

L: 17y ‘its (fs) side’ (1 Sam. 20.20)

Another Masoretic note lists pairs of words ending in he, in
one member of which it is pronounced consonantal and in the

other it is not:
AN 02 77 pan R T A /PAR TR PAT R N TN

‘One of eleven pairs, in one of which he is pronounced and
the other he is not pronounced at the end of the word’
(Ginsburg 1880, §38)

Some words in this list exhibit what are clearly variant re-
alizations of the 3fs suffix. In some cases where the he is a vowel

letter a rafe is marked over the he in L, e.g.
L:  A7w ‘and its (fs) hair’ (Lev. 13.20)
L: 77w ‘and its (fs) hair’ (Lev. 13.4)

L:  ning ‘and her hire’ (Isa. 23.18)

L:  A1n8Y ‘to her hire’ (Isa. 23.17)

Examples of such 3fs suffixes without consonantal realiza-
tion could be interpreted as the phonetic weakening of a final

consonantal he that has become fixed in the reading tradition.
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Alternatively, it may be morphological variation, reflecting dif-
ferent dialectal forms at an earlier period, which has become
fixed.

There is ample evidence from the Dead Sea scrolls of the
vulnerability of consonantal he to weakening in the Second Tem-
ple period. The cases of weakening that are discernible in the

orthography are between vowels, e.g.>*
o™ nR (4Q6 f1.10 | L [BHS]: opmnx Gen 48.6 ‘after them’)
omHx (8Q4 f1.35 | L [BHS]: o' Deut. 11.16 ‘gods”)

m5% (4Q51 9e-i.9 | L [BHS]: ni%wn’ 1 Sam 10.8 ‘to offer

[sacrifices]”)
w1 (1QIsa® 10.11 | L [BHS]: s1vmi Isa. 10.24 ‘his staff’)

ominwn (1QIsa® 22.26 | L [BHS]: vannn Isa. 28.20 ‘[is too
short] to stretch out’)

mbnn (1QIsa® 24.18 | L [BHS]: niynan Isa. 30.10 ‘illusions’)

ynwy (1QIsa® 47.26 | L [BHS]: vnwn? Isa. 58.4 ‘to make
heard’)

mmna (1QIsa® 51.9 | L [BHS]: ninina Isa. 63.13 ‘through
the depths’)

Weakening of consonantal he occurs also in modern read-
ing traditions. This includes the weakening of final he written

with mappiq in the vocalized text, e.g.

>4 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.
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Aleppo
lefad'da- (Katz 1981, 13 | L [BHS]: A727 Exod. 22.26 ‘by
itself [fs.]")
missob'Ta (Katz 1981, 13 | L [BHS]: Apaivn Ruth 2.18 ‘from
her satisfaction’)

Morocco
sara'ta (Akun 2010, 67 | L [BHS]: An¢ 1 Sam. 1.6, ‘her
rival wife”)
falu'ta (Akun 2010, 67 | L [BHS]: An%p 1 Sam. 1.7 ‘her go-
ing up)

Kerala

hafa'ba: (Forsstrom 2013, 461 | L [BHS]: mawn Gen. 50.20
‘he meant it [fs.])

In the Babylonian reading tradition, a mappiq occurs in a
3fs verbal object suffix attached to a 3fs suffix conjugation form
and after an energic nun (Yeivin 1985, 336). In both these con-
texts the suffix is regularly non-consonantal in the Tiberian tra-

dition. The Babylonian mappiq is a small superscribed he:>*
Afogwn [wiikkPal'la:ttha:h] ("naw) Ezek. 14.15 ‘and you
will make it (f) childless’)

H‘n’o’ym [wye:Sas'sa:tt"o:h] (npppay 1 Sam 1.6 ‘and she
provoked her’)

%5 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.



Consonants 171

AH [jivlo:'Samnoth] (napba Isa. 28.4 ‘he will swallow it

30

This is most easily interpreted as reflecting the fact that the
Babylonian and Tiberian traditions here have different morpho-
logical forms of the 3fs suffix. The occasional occurrence of a
non-consonantal variant of the 3fs suffix in the Tiberian tradition
in other contexts, therefore, could also be the result of morpho-

logical variation.

I.L1.6. VAvna()

Labio-dental [v] and labio-velar semi-vowel [w]

In Hidayat al-Qari’ the name of this letter is spelt &1, which
represents, it seems, the corresponding Arabic name (waw).>
According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the place of articulation was
the lips.>” This could be referring to a bilabial [w] or labio-dental
[v] pronunciation. It is, however, explicitly stated by David ben
Abraham al-Fasi (tenth century C.E.), the Palestinian Karaite
lexicographer, that in Palestine consonantal vav both with and
without dagesh was pronounced as a labio-dental. He makes this
observation in the entry in his dictionary, Kitab Jami¢ al-’Alfaz

(‘The book of the collection of words’) on the name ma:

Mo pYin (Gen. 46.13): name of a man. The accent is on the
vav and it is read rafe. The pronunciation of the vav in it is
like the way the Palestinians (pronounce the letter in
words) such as mn ‘be!” (Gen. 27.29), ni7 ‘ill’ [fs.] (Lev.

% E.g. short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.S.2.2.

% Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.9.
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20.18, etc.), mnn ‘it watered’ (Isa. 55.10). Some of the
teachers have made a mistake by reading it (like the vav
in) mn ‘spirit’ and nin'1 ‘soothing’. This is because when-
ever the accent is on the letter before a vav, its
pronunciation is light, between the lips, as in m ‘spirit’
and ninv ‘soothing’, vwin’ ‘Joshua’, v11% ‘to sway’ (Jud. 9.9,
etc.), vinY ‘to hear’, ¥7" ‘to know’, ni ‘Noah’, ni ‘brain’. Its
pronunciation (i.e. the vav of na), like every (consonantal)
vav in our (reading tradition), both light (i.e with rafe) and
with dagesh, is between the upper teeth and the lower lip.
Examples with dagesh are: pip 8y ‘their speech went out’
(Psa. 19.5), oi¥ ‘he commanded them’ (Gen. 50.12, etc.),
MY YR ‘as he commanded’ (Gen. 7.9, etc.), niy’ 7K ‘that
he commands’ (Gen. 18.19, etc.). Examples with light (vav)
are: M5y mi ‘disaster upon disaster’ (Ezek. 7.26), min
79735 by ‘(you) be for them a king’ (Neh. 6.6), :rw5 mm
‘and Saul was refreshed’ (1 Sam. 16.23), " warx? ‘those
who wait for me will not be put to shame’ (Isa. 49.23).
Now, mai p%in (Gen. 46.13) is like this.>®

Al-Fasi makes the point here that consonantal vav in all
contexts is pronounced as a labio-dental [v]. The only exception

is constituted by words that contain a vav followed by a guttural

%8 Kitab Jami‘ al-’Alfag, ed. Skoss (1936, vol. 2, 451-452): nox ma1 y7n
M0 MT M SN PRRWOR R MOR 70 3131 97 AnRIp MHKR 0 It Yin
MR "2 A5HR 1127 1M1 52 IR 79T Minta M SRR MR IR PabynbR pa voa Tm
R N3 YT PInW pad pyni nina nI HNn nawse 1A 4a3n niMd pa nbap MHr
nawhRT IRPIEOR IRIONOR A WITADRT 920058 RID M 52 imda ahnds
9920981 "IPRI MY IWR MR TWRD DIX DIP RYY HND WIATAYRI PR INDIOOR
Mo YN IROHR NN ip wa K Rwh n HnY onk nin nin Sy nin Snn.
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with a furtive patah such as m1 and nin"3, where it is pronounced
‘light, between the lips’. This must be referring to a bilabial glide
between the vowel and the following patah ['rRuwwah],
[ni:'‘ho:wah].

It is stated in the Masoretic treatises that consonantal vay
had the same pronunciation as bet rafe, e.g.

Every vav at the end of a word is pronounced according to

the Palestinians as a bet rafe. (Hidayat al-Qari’)>°

Know that every vayv that is prefixed to the beginning of a
word and has shewa is read with (the pronunciation of) bet.
... I mean it is pronounced as if it were the letter bet, as in

... 70§ ‘and he shall say.’ (Treatise on the Shewa)®®

Al-Fasi indicates that the vay in the name M2 (Gen. 46.13)
was pronounced like other cases of consonantal vav, i.e. as labio-
dental [v]. He says, however, that some teachers mistakenly read
it as a bilabial [w]. This implies that there were different tradi-
tions of pronouncing the vay in this context. Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el
(tenth-eleventh century) makes the following observation about

the pronunciation of vav in this word in his Kitab al-Khilaf:

As for the word ma1 (Gen. 46.13), there is a consensus that

it has a vav that (is pronounced) in the way it is read in

% Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.7.7.

60 maRD 3137 PR ... K22 R KW AR G055 IR ' TR IR 52 IR OOYR
TR ... T2 a2 49n Snn (ed. Levy 1936, 1).
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Iraq, not like bet rafe, as in words such as o™ ‘poor’ and

so forth (in the pronunciation) of the Palestinians.®

The consensus referred to here is between the foremost Ti-
berian Masoretic authorities Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. They
pronounced the vav in this word in the Babylonian fashion, i.e.
as a bilabial [w], not like the labio-dental pronunciation of a bet
rafe. This was presumably conditioned by the preceding [u:]
vowel: [furwo:].

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, there are sporadic
cases of fricative bet being written where Standard Tiberian or-
thography has a consonantal vav, which reflects their identical

phonetic realization, e.g.

inary (T-S AS5.7, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: imxs23 Deut.
33.26 ‘and in his majesty’)

nana (T- A21.125, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: 7%1m7 Gen.
2.11 ‘Havilah’)

2w (T-S AS 44.35, Outhwaite 2020 | L [BHS]: 8w Lam. 2.15

‘emptiness’)

In Karaite transcriptions into Arabic script, a vav is gener-
ally transcribed by Arabic waw. It is sometimes, however, tran-
scribed by the Arabic letter ba’. Arabic ba’ is used elsewhere to

transcribe both plosive bet [b] and fricative bet [v]. The occa-

61 rpqhr 125K NaWa RY PRIPIRI RIP* 8D DY N2 A3 KD RN MDT 102 RDKY
arwHH RAPH 0Y Snn 1y, Kitab al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschiitz, 1965, p.2).
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sional use of ba@’ to transcribe vay indicates that scribes were con-

fusing the labio-dental realization [v] of vav with that of bet rafe.

It is attested as a transcription of medial and final vav, e.g.
#=LL¢ (Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 45 | L [BHS]: upu

Num. 20.3 ‘we had expired’)

& j2en (Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 45 | L [BHS]: nignn

Num. 15.22 ‘the commandments’)

< 4% 9 (BL Or 2548 fol. 42r, 3 | L [BHS]: ip1Isa. 40.31 ‘those

who are hoping for’)

<3 (Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 45 | L [BHS]: »732

T T

Num. 19.19 ‘his clothes’)

Examples are attested in manuscripts of the transcription of

consonantal vay with ba’ when preceded by long [u:], e.g.

b 4. 9 [vafiqqu:'vazaj] (BL Or 2551 fol. 671, 9 | L [BHS]:
"ipwi Psa. 102.10 ‘and my drinks’)

This corresponds to al-Fasi’s description of the vav in this
context in the word ma as a labio-dental [fu:'vo:], but not the
bilabial pronunciation [fu:'wo:] that is ascribed by Misha’el ben
‘Uzzi’el to Ben Asher and Ben Naftali.

There is even one documented case of ba’ transcribing a

glide before a furtive patah:
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& Iy ['no:vaf] (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 155 | L [BHS]:

i1 Psa. 109.10 ‘and wander’)

This does not correspond to al-Fasi’s description of a bila-
bial [w] in this context.

The medieval sources, therefore, reflect a variety of differ-
ent distributions of the labio-dental [v] pronunciation of conso-

nant vav. These are summarized below:

Default | After pretonic [u:] | Glide after [u:]/[o:]
Misha’el [v] [w] ?
al-Fasi [v] [v] [w]
Transcriptions | [v] [v] [v]

It should be pointed out that the transcription in which the

form ~5 ['nowva{] is attested is a liturgical florilegium of biblical
verses and exhibits several other deviations from Standard
Tiberian reading.

We learn from the passage in the Treatise on the Shewa cited
above that an initial conjunctive vay with a shewa was pro-
nounced as a labio-dental like bet rafe, e.g. In&) [vdo?o:'ma:ar]
‘and he will say’. How was conjunctive vav pronounced when it
has the form 3, i.e. before the labial consonants 2 and 5 or before
a silent shewa? This is described in a further passage from the
Treatise on the Shewa:

When the vav is next to these three letters, namely 473, it
should not be pronounced in this way (i.e. like bet) and it

is not pointed with shewa, but rather with one point in the
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body of the vav, as in ni23 ‘and he will build’ (Josh. 6.26,
he will create’ (Isa. 4.5), n'21 ‘and the discernment of’ (Isa.
29.14), 13i ‘and clean’ (Job 11.4), 121 ‘and lest’ (Deut. 4.9,
etc.), nioy ‘and he will turn’ (Deut. 31.20, etc.), vi; ‘and
Put’ (Gen. 10.6), '3 ‘and the mouth of’ (Exod. 39.23, etc.),
9im ‘and beans’ (2 Sam. 17.28), 'n=: ‘and breathe’ (Ezek.
‘her royal office’ Esther 1.19), 5w ‘and the ruler’ (Gen.
45.8, etc.), i7pm ‘and his staff’ (Hos. 4.12), 5pm ‘and from
upon’ (1 Sam. 6.5, etc.), 51_:1;1 ‘and he acted treacherously’
(cf. 51 Josh. 22.20). Nothing of this category is found that
is pointed or read m1321, SWn), or vIo), because these three
letters are different from the other letters in this respect.
When they read them (i.e. these words), it is not
pronounced bet; I mean, the vay in them is not pronounced
bet, as the aforementioned cases that have shewa. Rather,
you read their vavs as if you are pronouncing &, as if you
are saying n3aR, X7aR, o0& 13198. You should read all of
them in this way. You need not read with a pure °alef, for
an “alef does not appear in them, but I have only compared
it (to “alef) by way of approximation. ... And if the second
letter of the words has shewa, then it is always pointed and
read with a point in the body of the vay and it is not read
as bet, I mean with shewa, rather it is read as a pure vay, as
in 199 ‘and regarding Levi’ (Deut. 33.8), ynws ‘and hear’
(Exod. 23.21, etc.), 7271 ‘and the matter of’ (Num. 23.3),

177
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877 ‘and call’ (Ruth 4.11, etc.), 1 ‘and have dominion

over’ (Gen. 1.28, etc.), and other cases.5?

According to this passage, the onset of the syllable repre-
sented by conjunction 1 was not ’alef. It would be inappropriate,
therefore, to transcribe it as [?u:]. This, moreover, would be a
heavy CVV syllable, with a consonantal onset and long vowel in
the rhyme. This would be an unexpected syllabic structure for a
particle that has shewa in other contexts, when compared to the
syllable structure of particles such as 2 and 5. These latter parti-
cles have a short vowel in an open syllable, represented by shewa
(i.e. [ba], [la], see 81.2.5.1.) or a short vowel in a closed syllable
when followed by a silent shewa, e.g. Hxw5 [lifmu:'?eel] ‘to
Samuel’. It would be more appropriate to interpret the syllable
structure of conjunctive vav 1 as [wu], with a voiced labio-velar
approximant [w] as onset. Such a voiced onset would resemble
the vowel nucleus [u] in acoustic and articulatory properties, and

therefore would be difficult to distinguish from a long [u:].

62 9872 3700 IR TR NP KD MIRD A3 ' 9InR AnYRoR 7TAH TOR NRI RIR
NIM 821 IR 732 5NN N DR M3 D ATART AVPIA 5 KW OPIN KD IR
KT 0 T30 09 Sy Hyn1 1Hpm Hwim madnt 75m mar 5191 e vIdY NIm 19 1
AINR ANYNOR 777 RS VIO R HwM KDY M1 RIP KD VP W ANAOR DLONR
POR R'D RIP* KD 1IYKR 232 HRP? 8D RMAP RTRI KT 0 99RHR PROY 1a5RIN
DIpN TIRD IRI RN TIRD RANKRING RIPA 53 RIW2 *TOR ANROR RPN 8N 22
Prn 9981 RPN 23 ©9 8P RPN HRONOR KT HY 1198 ToNR RIIR 1IN
17 MIRAOR IMOR 1RD IR ... KT 2PNHRA 1O NHNN RNDIRY 9OR KD P2 R
52 XIWw3 PR K22 R RDYIROR 91 ' H0PIa RPN VP 1528 RIWA MATOR
RN 177 R 2T YRws O TP prn ia xpr (CUL Or 1080.13.3.2,

fol. 1r-1v and Levy ed., 1936, 13). See on this passage Posegay (2019).
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The Karaite transcriptions, indeed, represent the conjunc-
tion 1 with an initial Arabic waw and not an Arabic “alif. In some
transcriptions, word-initial 1 is represented by Arabic waw vocal-

ized with a Hebrew qibbus, e.g.

(s (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 651, 3 | L [BHS]: 723 Gen.

21.23 ‘to my posterity’)

Jls5 4 (BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 124v, 9 | L [BHS]: Y2m Num.

17.25 ‘so that you may make an end’)

Elsewhere in the manuscripts long [u:] is transcribed with

a shureq point in waw, e.g.

533> (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 77r, 7 | L [BHS]: 2fin& Gen.

24.60 ‘our sister’)

P 5= (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 113v, 5 | L [BHS]: pinn-

Deut. 23.11 ‘from outside’)

o (BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 122v, 11 | L [BHS]: w3n Num.
16.26 ‘you touch’)

This applies even to cases where the orthography in the

Hebrew ketiv is defective and the Tiberian codices have a gibbus,

e.g.
)E f JS (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 2 | L [BHS]: :71p1% Gen.

21.7 ‘in his old age’)
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gl (BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 119r, 1 | L [BHS]: iyax
Num. 9.11 ‘they shall eat it’)

This suggests that the vocalization with gibbus reflects a
consonantal + short vowel [wu]. In one manuscript an Arabic

damma vowel is written on the waw rather than a gibbus, e.g.

\iy (BL Or 2554 fol. 80r, 12 | L [BHS]: - Cant. 7.7 ‘and

what”)

sl £ 5 (BL Or 2554 fol. 54r, 4 | L [BHS]: 17731 Cant. 2.15

‘and our vineyards’)

dﬂb; (BL Or 2554 fol. 94v, 7 | L [BHS]: -nnT3 Cant 8.14
‘and be like!”)

In one manuscript, an initial conjunctive 1 is transcribed by
Arabic waw vocalized with a Hebrew shewa. This most likely

represents a consonantal onset followed by a short vowel, e.g.

4éxs ¢ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 73v, 9 | L [BHS]: Riaom Gen.

24.32 ‘and fodder’)

ﬁu 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74r, 1 | L [BHS]: tri» Gen.
24.32 ‘and water’)

In one manuscript an Arabic fatha sign is marked over the

waw that transcribes conjunctive 3, e.g.
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s* (BL Or 2552 fol. 99v, 5 | L [BHS]: *m Ecc. 2.19 ‘and
who’)

This reflects a variant reading tradition in which the con-
junctive vay is read [va] even before a labial. This may be what
the vocalization with shewa in the manuscript BL Or 2539 MS A
was intended to represent. In Standard Tiberian pronunciation
[wu] reflects the shift of the short vowel to a rounded quality by
assimilation to the labial environment. One may compare tradi-
tions of reading such as [vami:] (L [BHS]: 'i?) to cases in Origen’s
Hexapla such as the following, where the Greek transcription has

ova or oue where the Standard Tiberian tradition has 153

ovadov (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: T3 Psa. 46.11

‘and know! (mp)’)

ovalowvt (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: *;1'\0"?1 Psa.
35.28 ‘and my tongue’)

ovapnu (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: op3 Psa. 28.9
‘and shepherd (ms) them!’)

ovefpof (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 2921 Psa. 49.7

‘and in the multitude of (cstr.)’)

Similar forms are occasionally found in the Babylonian tra-

dition, e.g.%

A nal (Yeivin 1985, 1152 | L [BHS]: hivna Mal. 2.6 ‘and

in uprightness’)

6 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.

¢ Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.
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The normal vocalization of vav in the Babylonian tradition

in such contexts, however, is with hireg, e.g.

nninm (Yevin 1985, 338 | L [BHS]: nnini Prov. 15.16 ‘and
trouble’)

D3'ywha (Yevin 1985, 342 | L [BHS]: oypwom Isa. 50.1

‘and for your transgressions’)

nhwaa (Yevin 1985, 352 | L [BHS]: 1ijwam Ecc. 2.21 ‘and
with skill”)

There is an exceptional case of hireq in L after conjunctive

vav in this context, where 3 is expected:
L [BHS]: 98w (Gen. 32.18 ‘and he will ask you’ | S: F5xw1)

When word-initial conjunctive 1 is followed by a consonant
with silent shewa, it sometimes takes minor ga‘ya in the Tiberian
tradition. Minor ga‘ya lengthened the duration of a short vowel
in a closed syllable slightly (represented in IPA as a half-long
vowel, cf. 81.2.8.2.2.). When this is the case, some transcriptions
represent the lengthened syllable with two Arabic waws. This
must be interpreted as representing a consonantal onset followed

by a lengthened vowel [u'] vowel, i.e. [wu’], e.g.

ﬁ j,\.oL@J 99 (BL Or 2540, fol. 8v, 4 | L [BHS]: ir%pn% Exod.

3.8 ‘and to bring him up’)

S 522l 99 (BL Or 2546, fol. 85v, 8 | L [BHS]: apws Num.

AT T

32.11 ‘and to Jacob’)
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03721 e (BL Or 2544 fol. 158r, 4 | L [BHS]: 13089 Exod.
8.4 ‘and to Aaron’)

The same transcription is found when a word-initial
conjunctive 1 is lengthened by a phonetic ga‘ya (81.1.2.5.8.4.),

which causes a following shewa to be read as vocalic, e.g.

s 99 (BL Or 2555 fol. 96r, 5 | L [BHS]: npwi Ecc. 9.7 ‘and
drink!”)

In some model Tiberian codices a vav before a following
[u:] is written with a dot. This could be interpreted as an attempt

to represent a labio-velar onset [w] rather than [v], e.g.®®
L, A: anpwn (Deut. 29.25 ‘and they worshipped’)

L, B: v (Exod. 35.26 ‘they span’)

C: 95 (Jer. 50.5 ‘let us join’)

In some manuscripts, consonantal vay, before [u:] and also

in other contexts, is marked with a rafe, e.g.%
C: 1wm (Isa. 46.5 ‘and you make equal’)
L: 71 (Psa. 90.17 ‘and let it be’)

In manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization,
these two strategies for marking consonantal vav have been ex-

tended to other contexts. The placement of a dot in consonantal

65 Yeivin (1980, 285-286).
% Yeivin (1980, 286).
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vay is found in such manuscripts in word-initial, word-medial and

word-final position, e.g.
Genizah manuscripts

PRy (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 162 | L [BHS]: pi) Psa.
69.35 ‘and earth’)

o3 (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 162 | L [BHS]: oy Psa. 69.29
‘and with”)

»fipn (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 162 | L [BHS]: *fipf Psa.
71.5 ‘my hope’).

v9p (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]: v Job 39.23

‘upon him’)
European manuscripts

7% (ASCNON B.I.1v, Pilocane 2004, 27 | L [BHS]: rox
Num. 27.11 ‘to him’)

In such contexts, the vav would have been pronounced as a
labio-dental according to the Standard Tiberian tradition. More-
over, in some cases, a vowel sign is written under it, which shows
it must be consonantal, e.g. p781. Comparison with the strategies
for marking consonantal vay in the Babylonian and Palestinian
traditions, however, suggest that the dot in the vay should be in-
terpreted as a shureq vowel sign. Its purpose in the Non-Standard
Tiberian manuscripts was to ensure that the letter was read as a
separate segment from the adjacent vowel, although it was only
an approximating representation of its pronunciation, i.e. pre-

sumably a labio-dental.
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In Babylonian vocalization, consonantal vav is sometimes
vocalized with a sign that can only be interpreted as a shureq

vowel, e.g.%”

¥ak (OB, Yeivin 1985, 267 | L [BHS]: vax Deut. 27.16 ‘his
father’)

i85 (LB, Yeivin 1985, 267 | L [BHS]: riabi Job 21.33 ‘and

before him’)

115 (OB, Yeivin 1985, 267 | L [BHS]: 139 Prov. 26.3 ‘for the
back’)

According to the Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el in the passage cited
above, the Iraqis, i.e. the Jews of Babylonia, pronounced conso-
nantal vav as a bilabial, so a shureq was more appropriate as a
representation of its pronunciation than in the Tiberian tradition.
In manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization, the vowel sign of

holem occasionally represents consonantal vay, e.g.

innwm (Bod. Heb. d 44, ff. 1-4, Dietrich 1968, 25* | L
[BHS]: i7-nnawn 2 Kings 2.15 ‘and they bowed before him’)

nyiw (T-S 20.53, Murtonen 1958, 75, Allony and Diez
Macho 1958, 259 | L [BHS]: "nyw Psa. 30.3 ‘I cried”)

The holem sign here, as with the Tiberian shureq, must be
regarded as an approximating representation of the labio-dental
pronunciation of Palestinian consonantal vav.

In Gen. 46.13 L has a dot in the second vav of m1. Some

early codices do not have the dot, e.g. S: 7193 In B a dot appears

¢7 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.
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to have been written and then erased.®® The name occurs also in
Num. 26.23 where L and other early codices have nia without the
dot. It is likely that the dot in the vocalization of L in Gen. 46.13
should be identified as shureq to mark the consonantal pronuncia-
tion of the letter rather than a dagesh and the reading [fu:'wa:] was
intended, as in other manuscripts.®® The Babylonian vocalization
of moi (L, Gen. 46.13) is 1o (Yeivin 1985, 764), with a shureq
over the vav and no vocalization on the pe. This could be com-
pared to Tiberian vocalizations such as mn, which al-Fasi claims
contained a bilabial glide: [rRu:wah]. Babylonian i is likely to
have been intended to represent [fu:'wo:].

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, rafe is marked on
consonantal vay in a wider range of contexts than in the Standard
Tiberian codices. It is found on vav in word-initial and word-me-
dial position, e.g.

031 (T-S Al12.1, Blapp 2017, 99 | L [BHS]: o Ruth 1.12 ‘and

also’)

mpn (T-S Al2.1, Blapp 2017, 99 | L [BHS]: mpn Prov.
29.20 ‘hope”)

gl

‘pride’)

68 A trace of dot is visible and the parchment has been scraped.

% In later sources the dot in the word is referred to as a dagesh. Jedidiah
Norzi (seventeenth century) in his work Minhat Shai (Mantua, 1742-44
ad loc. Gen. 46.13) refers to it as dagesh and notes that there were
differences of opinion about its presence in the name in Gen. 46.13 in

the sources available to him.
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The function of the rafe here is to mark the letter as conso-
nantal but ungeminated.
Occasionally a rafe sign is used to mark consonantal un-

geminated vay in Palestinian vocalization, e.g.
%0 (T-S 12.195, Kahle 1930, 83 | L [BHS]: % Psa. 53.2
‘iniquity’)
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, a consonantal vav is
indicated by a shewa sign, often written within the letter. The

shewa makes it clear that the letter closes a syllable and so is to

be read as a consonant, e.g.
Genizah manuscripts
v5p (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: v Psa. 89.46
‘on him’)
rn33 (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: 1532 Psa. 91.4
‘his wings’)
European manuscripts
381 (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 219 | L [BHS]:
i Isa. 6.1 ‘and his train”)
pAimm (BL Add 21161 | L [BHS]: »fimm Hos. 14.1 ‘and his
pregnant women’)
The distinction in the Middle Ages between the pronuncia-
tion of vav as a labio-dental in Palestine and its pronunciation as
bilabial in Iraq is continued in modern reading traditions. In

reading traditions of the Levant, such as Aleppo, consonantal vay

is pronounced as a labio-dental, e.g.
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haj'jav (Aleppo, Katz 1981,4 | L [BHS]: 1n Gen. 47.28 ‘his
life’)

veyam'hu jiy'dal (Aleppo, Katz 1981,9 | L [BHS]: 3103
573" Gen. 48.19 ‘and he also will be great’)

In the Samaritan reading tradition, consonantal vav has
shifted to [b] (except in the case of conjunctive vay), reflecting
its merger with fricative bet [v] and the consequent shift of fric-
ative bet [v] to plosive bet [b] (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 33-34), e.g.”

babiyyima (Samaritan, Ben-Hayyim 2000, 33-34 | L. [BHS]:
o Exod. 26.32 ‘their hooks’)

iSab (Samaritan, Ben-Hayyim 2000, 33-34 | L [BHS]: 1wp
Gen. 25.25 ‘Esau’)

The occurrence of pe in place of consonantal vav in a bibli-
cal manuscript from Qumran could be taken as evidence that the
labio-dental pronunciation already existed in the Second Temple

period:”!

PP MR nov (4Q111 3.8 | L [BHS]: apyh mym miy Lam.
1.17 ‘The Lord commanded Jacob’)

The pre-Masoretic transcriptions into Greek and Latin,
however, reflect a pronunciation of the consonantal vav as a bi-
labial [w]. In Greek this is represented by ov or v and in Latin by

u, e.g.””

70 Here and elsewhere the transcription system of Ben-Hayyim is used

for the Samaritan tradition.
71 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.

72 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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Septuagint (third century B.C.E.)
Otxdv (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: 1p» Gen. 36.27
‘Akan’)
Edav (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: mn Gen. 4.1 ‘Eve’)
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.)

ovadwp (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 71 Psa. 49.12

‘and generation’)
Bynovabw (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: imxia Psa.
46.4 ‘at its swelling’)

Jerome (346-420 C.E.)
uaiomer (Jerome, Epistula LXXIIL.55.18, ed. Hilberg | L
[BHS]: 7nxn1 Gen. 4.15 ‘and he said”)
illaue (Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos, ed.

T

husband] will join himself [to me]’)

In medieval Greek transcriptions, on the other hand, con-

sonantal vay is represented by 3, which reflects [v], e.g.
Nikolaos of Otranto (1155/60-1235)

Be¢d (Kantor forthcoming | L [BHS]: n§1 Gen. 1.1 ‘and

(direct object marker)”)
Brytouepov (Kantor forthcoming | L [BHS]: 3 n&n Ex. 32.4
‘and they said’)

In modern Iraqi reading traditions, such as Baghdad (Morag
1977, 8) and Kurdistan (Sabar 2013), vav is pronounced as a bi-

labial [w]. The same applies to the Yemenite reading tradition,
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which was closely related historically with Babylonia in the Mid-
dle Ages (Morag 1963; Ya’akov 2015), e.g.

wejid'gu (Baghdad, Morag 1977,8 | L [BHS]: 13711 Gen. 48.16

‘and let them increase’)

wéfofat’ (Yemen, Morag 1963,42 | L [BHS]: baw) Isa. 2.4
‘and He will judge”)

I.1.7. ZAYIN (3)
Voiced alveolar sibilant [z]

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the Tiberians called this letter zay
('x1), which is the name of the corresponding Arabic letter.”? A
shortened form of the name, zay, was also used in Jewish
Palestinian Aramaic (Sokoloff 1992, 175) and Syriac (Payne
Smith 1879, 1116).

Hidayat al-Qari’ states that the place of the articulation of
the letter is the teeth.” This evidently refers to the movement of
the teeth accompanying the pronunciation of the sibilants. The
author does not mention the action of the tongue, which was the
main articulator.”” The Sefer Yesira describes zayin as being

articulated between the teeth with a ‘resting tongue’, or a ‘flat

73 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.1.2.

74 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §11.1..1.3.8. Eldar (1980,
fol. 10b, line 77).

75 Cf. Eldar (1980, n.70).
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tongue’ according to some versions.”® In both these passages, the
intention may have been that the tongue tip was not engaged in
the articulation of the letter, i.e. it was articulated with the blade.

Hidayat al-Qari’ mentions that there is a variant form of
zayin which is called zdy makriikh, but the author says he knows

nothing about it.

It is said that there are some who attribute a particular
feature to zayin and call it zdy makritkh. I have not,
however, been able to identify their purpose in using the
term makriikh, so that I could have described it.””

It has been stated previously that I do not know anything
that I can report about the zdy makritkh. I have only
mentioned it so that it be known that letters have different

attributes.”®

The term makritkh was used to refer to an emphatic, i.e.

pharyngealized, form of resh (81.1.20.). It appears, therefore, that

76 1w pwhar 0w pa ‘between the teeth and with a resting tongue’, pwba
nmowt n2ow ‘with a resting and flat tongue’ (ed. Gruenwald 1971, 147,
ed. Hayman 2004, 92-98).

7 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.2.

78 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §11.L.1.9.8. Cf. also Eldar
(1984a, 32). The Yemenite orthoepic treatise known as the Hebrew
Mahberet ha-Tijan, which was based on the long version of the Hidaya,
contains a similar statement: 15K P17 1°R1 1190 RIP1 71 DAY w1 ‘They
(i.e. the Jews of Palestine) have a zayin called makritkh, but it is
unfamiliar to us (i.e. the Jews of Yemen)’ (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 81);
cf. Morag (1960, 210, n. 45 ).
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the zay makritkh was an emphatic [z'], though its distribution is
unknown.
An anonymous Masoretic treatise refers to two variant

forms of the letter sade in the Tiberian Hebrew reading tradition:

There is another letter (with two realizations), which the
people of Palestine never utter (in their vernacular
speech). This is sade and (variant) sade. It is, however,
familiar to the inhabitants of the lands (of the diaspora)
due to their living in close proximity to other peoples and
their using other languages and languages of other

nations.”

It is possible that this is referring to a voiced variant of sade,
i.e. [zf]. Ibn Khaldin (North Africa, d. 1406), indeed, refers to a
voiced allophone of sade [z'] in the pronunciation of the name
3N, i.e. [2amaz'jorhu:].®

Sibawayhi describes the existence of an emphatic [z°]
sound in Arabic, which arose through partial assimilation of the
letter sad to an adjacent voiced consonant. With regard to the

pronunciation of the sad in the word masdar ‘source’ he states:

79 Ed. Allony (1973, 102, lines 29-32 [Allony’s reading has been
corrected in places]): RnRIRI TR "% 1M AN2 DRWHR HAR M 8D 10K 0
9733 HRAYNORHRI DAY'RAP 33 MIORDAGRT TIRINGD RTYAOR (82D MabR
Dna onR 391 onnad. Allony attributed this text to ‘Ali ben Yehudah ha-
Nazir, but this attribution has been disputed by Eldar (1984a, 33, n.54,
1986, 59-61).

80 He describes the sade as al-sad al-musamma bi-lI-z@ ‘sad flavoured with
2a”; cf. Schreiner (1886, 254).
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They make it (the sad) similar to the homorganic letter that
is most like dal, i.e. zdy, since it is unaspirated and not
emphatic, but they do not change it into pure zdy, lest the

emphatic quality of the letter be removed.®

An emphatic Arabic zdy was recognized as an additional
Arabic letter in some medieval works on the correct recitation of
the Qur’an (tajwid), where a voiced variant of an Arabic sad is
intended.®? The Tiberian terminology may have been influenced
by this tradition in the Arabic tajwid literature.

The statement in Hiddyat al-Qari’ concerning the zdy
makritkh implies that it is a variant of the written letter zayin
(‘there are some who attribute a particular feature to zayin’). The
foregoing discussion, however, suggests that the term is referring

to the voiced oral reading of the sade.

1.1.8. HET n°'n (n)

Unvoiced pharyngeal fricative [h]

This letter is transcribed by Arabic h@ (unvoiced pharyngeal

fricative) in the Karaite transcriptions, e.g.

81 Leday als Adhae ye 5 5eme Y 130 (85 dmn e (e JIally o pall 40dl 4y 1 5o luad
b g laaY) sl S Aalla U, al-Kitab, ed. Derenbourg (1889, 476-77).
82 Makki ibn *Abi Talib al-Qaysi (d. 437/1045), for example, refers to
sad allati yukalitu lafzuhd lafza al-zay ‘A sad whose pronunciation is
mixed with that of zdy’, as in 23 (= i) and &I, (= Li_al), al-Ri‘aya
li-Tajwid al-Qird@’a wa-Tahqiq Lafz al-Tilawa (ed. Farhat 1996, 107).
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o> (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 100r, 8 | L [BHS]: xvn- Deut.
19.15 ‘sin’)
Ju\S” (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65t, 3 | L [BHS]: Tona Gen.

21.23 ‘like the kindness’)

cg; o2 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 67v, 1 | L [BHS]: nama- Gen.
22.9 ‘the altar’)

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the pharyngeals and the

laryngeals had the same place of articulation:

The letters pynnx have a single place of articulation. This is

the throat and the root of the tongue. The Tiberians call it

the ‘root of the tongue’ and ‘place of swallowing’.®?

It is possible that the division of this place of articulation
into the ‘root of the tongue’ and ‘place of swallowing’ was in-
tended to refer to the production of the pharyngeals and laryn-
geals respectively. Some medieval grammarians state that het and
its voiced counterpart ‘ayin were articulated less deep in the
throat than °alef and he.®*

In the Standard Tiberian tradition, het does not take dagesh.
According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the letter het could not be made

8 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.2.

8 Ibn Janah, Kitab al-Luma‘ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 26-27), Menahem
ben Saruq, Mahberet (ed. Filipowski 1854, 6).
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‘heavy’ with dagesh,® i.e. it could not be pronounced with
different degrees of muscular pressure.

In Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization, the distribution of
dagesh is different from that of the Standard Tiberian tradition.
The distribution of dagesh characteristic of the n53732 consonants
is extended to most other consonants, with the result that, like
the na3732 consonants, they take dagesh after a silent shewa or at
the beginning of a word when not preceded by a word ending in
a vowel and a conjunctive accent (Morag 1959; Blapp 2018). The
dagesh in these consonants represented gemination (Yeivin 1983;
Khan 2017). Further details of this system of marking dagesh will
be given in §1.3.3. What is significant here is that the extension
of dagesh to consonants other than ns3732 in Non-Standard Tibe-
rian manuscripts does not include the pharyngeals, which in the
vast majority of cases do not take dagesh. This reflects the diffi-
culty of geminating these consonants. A dagesh is found only very
sporadically marked on het in Non-Standard Tiberian manu-

scripts, e.g.

Genizah manuscripts
omm (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 163; 2018, 143 | L [BHSI:
o»n Psa. 69.29 ‘the living’).

European manuscripts

gonrn  (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 219 | L
[BHS]: gmnn%n 2 Sam. 11.25 ‘your fighting’)

% Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.1.3.5.



196 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

This may have been a strategy for ensuring that the letter
was read correctly and did not lose its consonantal pronuncia-
tion, rather than marking gemination. The rafe sign is occasion-
ally used with a similar function in Non-Standard Tiberian man-
uscripts. As in some other contexts in Non-Standard Tiberian
manuscripts, the rafe here marks the letter as consonantal but not

geminated, e.g.
17733 (Blapp 2017, 175 | L [BHS]: 17031 Psa. 69.6 ‘they are
[not] hidden”)
Both of these strategies for ensuring that the letter is read
and not weakened are found in Palestinian vocalization, e.g.

Dagesh

mnY (Fassberg 1987, 84 | L [BHS]: A'nh Lam. 1.2 ‘her
cheek”)

Rafe

inbR3 (T-S 12.195, Kahle 1930, 82-84 | L [BHS]: 1ﬂ5NJ Psa.
53.4 ‘they have become corrupt’)

The potential vulnerability of het to weakening is reflected
in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts by the practice of marking
a shewa sign under the letter in word-final position. The purpose
of this was to draw attention to the fact that they are consonants
closing a syllable and are not to be weakened and read as vowel

letters, e.g.
Genizah manuscripts

nawm (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 48 | L [BHS]: nawm, Job
39.14 ‘and she forgot’)
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nety (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 127 | L [BHS]: n¥)5 Psa.
89.47 ‘forever’)

European manuscripts

n13n (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHSI:
n1a1 1 Kings 11.40 ‘and he fled’)

n11 (ASCNON BL.I 2r, Pilocane 2004 | L [BHS]: m1 1 Chr.
2.4, ‘Zerah’)

Within the Standard Tiberian reading tradition a het was
prevented from potential weakening in some contexts by length-
ening the vowel before it (§1.2.10.), e.g. nnno3 [wuf Ba‘h'jo:] ‘and
Pethahiah’ (Neh. 11.24), n'nn [mi‘h'ja:] ‘reviving’ (Ezra 9.8). An-
other strategy to protect the consonantal pronunciation of het at
the end of a word-internal syllable was to place a dagesh in the
following letter (§1.3.1.11.2.). This is found in some early manu-
scripts (Yeivin 1980, 295; Ginsburg 1897, 133), e.g.

T2n%.(JTS ENA 346 | L [BHS]: nn? ‘your bread’ Ezek. 4.15)

There is clear evidence from the Dead Sea scrolls of the
weakening of het in some biblical reading traditions in the Second
Temple period, especially that of 1QIsa® This is reflected by the
occurrence of he or ’alef where the Masoretic tradition has het,

e.g.%

oownn (1QIsa* 35.27 | L [BHS]: q¥nn Isa. 42.16

‘darkness’)

% Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. Cf. also Reymond (2014, 92).
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nnx (1QIsa® 37.6 | L [BHS]: S5nx Isa. 43.28 ‘and I will

profane’)

n5Hmm (1QIsa® 44.17 | L [BHS]: *9nn Isa. 53.10 ‘he caused

him sickness”)

mneea (1QIsa® 48.6 | L [BHS]: hingnya Isa. 58.11 ‘in

scorched places’)

In the modern Samaritan reading tradition het has weak-

ened in most contexts to ’alef or zero (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 38-39),

e.g.¥

>esad (L [BHS]: 7011 Gen. 24.14 ‘grace’)

>amra’éfat (L [BHS]: namn Gen. 1.2 ‘was hovering’)
ruwwi (L [BHS]: ' Gen. 6.3 ‘my spirit’)

mar (L [BHS]: 211 Gen. 30.33 ‘tomorrow’)

wril (L [BHS]: m71 Gen. 1.2 ‘and the spirit of’)

The weakening of the pharyngeals reflected in the Dead Sea

scrolls and the Samaritan tradition had its roots in the contact of

Hebrew with non-Semitic languages, in particular Greek, in the

pre-Islamic period. The measures taken to ensure the correct

reading of the het in the medieval manuscripts described above

show that a special effort had to be made to avoid its being weak-

ened in the transmission of the Masoretic biblical reading tradi-

tions still in the Middle Ages. Indeed, in the medieval period

there is evidence for the weakening of the pharyngeals in Pales-

tinian liturgical poetry (81.0.9.).

8 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.
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I.1.9. TET n" (V)

Emphatic (i.e. pharyngealized, with retracted tongue root and

increased muscular pressure) unvoiced alveolar plosive [t']
According to Hidayat al-Qari’, it was articulated with the tongue
tip and the gums.®® In the Karaite transcriptions, it is represented
by Arabic t@’, which was a pharyngealized [t*], e.g.

s3b L (BL Or 2539 MS B, fol. 131v, 11 | L [BHS]: 11%-7n

Num. 24.5 ‘how fair are [your tents]’)

5 s (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 57r, 8 | L [BHS]: binn- Gen.

14.23 ‘from a thread’)

S s> 25" (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 3 | L [BHS]: nnvn?
Gen. 21.16 ‘like the shots of’)

In Greek transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic period, tet is
represented by Greek tau, which was an unaspirated stop [t]. In
Latin transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic period it is repre-
sented by Latin t, which likewise represented an unaspirated stop
[t]. These reflected the unaspirated realization of the tet, which

is also a feature of Arabic ta@’. Examples:®°

8 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.3.7.; ed. Eldar
(1980, fol. 10b, lines 67-69).

8 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.



200 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.)
dovt) (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: Hxv1n Ex. 6.25
‘Putiel’)
Textav (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: 1vp? Gen. 10.25
‘Joktan’)
Awt (GOttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: Di’? Gen. 11.27 ‘Lot’)
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.)

Bate (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: npa Psa. 28.7 ‘[my
heart] trusted’)

eupat (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ving Psa. 30.7 ‘I
[will not] be moved’)

deMetnvt (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: up’?g Psa. 31.2

‘rescue me! (ms)’)
Jerome (346-420 C.E.)

phut (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Glorie,
VIII.27.935 | L [BHS]: vio1 Ezek. 27.10 ‘Put’)

atemoth (Jerome, Commentary on Egzekiel, ed. Glorie,
XI1.40.517-518 | L [BHS]: ninvx Ezek. 40.16 ‘narrowing
(tp))

bete (Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos, ed.

de Lagarde et al., 54.5 | L [BHS]: nva Gen. 34.25 ‘security’)

mesphat (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, 11.42.6
| L [BHS]: bawn? Isa. 5.7 judgment’)
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phaleta (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed.
Adriaen, Joel, 11, p. 197, line 783 | L [BHS]: nt"%a Joel 3.5

‘T will pour’)

I.1.10. YoD 71 (%)

Palatal unrounded semi-vowel [j]; voiced palatal stop [j] when

geminated

Saadya states that the Tiberians pronounced yod with dagesh like
Arabic jim:
As for jim, it is in between gimel and yod. This is why the

Tiberians pronounce it [i.e. jim] when (reading) yod with

dagesh.”®

According to the early Arabic grammarians Sibawayhi and
al-Khalil (eighth century C.E.), jim was realized as a voiced
palatal stop [j], which had the same place of articulation as the
Arabic ya’ (the semi-vowel [j]), so presumably Saadya is referring
to the realization of yod with dagesh as [j], e.g. Tnwn
[vajjaf'me:ed] ‘and he destroyed’ (1 Kings 16.12), which resulted

from the strengthening of the articulation of [j] to a stop.?!

20 waTHR TIHR "8 PIRIAVOR KDY T, THRI ONUHR A RN 798 OVIOR RANY,
Commentary on Sefer Yesira (ed. Lambert 1891, 42-43).

! In some of the early Arabic dialects geminated y@ was pronounced
like jim; cf. Roman (1983, 101-6, 218). Ibn Sina in the eleventh century
describes jim as pronounced slightly further forward (Roman 1983,
243-46).
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In many Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, a word-final
consonantal yod is marked by a lower dot, which can be identi-
fied as a hireq vowel. Occasionally the yod is also marked with a
rafe sign, e.g.

Genizah manuscripts

58 (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 84 | L [BHS]: "7%& Prov. 30.9

‘my God’)

maY (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 130 | L [BHS]: 'nsi Psa.

89.35 ‘my lips’)

European manuscripts

¥¢n (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 220 | L [BHS]:

*¢n Isa. 1.24 ‘from my enemies’)

%3 (BL Add 21161 | L [BHS]: %3 Joel 1.6 ‘nation’)

In Babylonian vocalization, a hireq is marked not only on

word-final consonantal yod but also on consonantal yod that

occurs within a word, e.g.%?
b1 (OB, Yeivin 1985, 277 | L [BHS]: o3 Psa. 102.12 ‘bent’)
i (OB, Yeivin 1985, 277 | L [BHSI: *isn Jer. 18.8 ‘the
nation’)
7 (OB, Yeivin 1985, 275 | L [BHS]: > Ezek. 17.6 ‘and it
became”)

%9n (MB, Yeivin 1985, 275 | L [BHS]: Y Prov. 31.10

‘virtue’)

92 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.
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Another strategy for marking word-final consonantal yod
that is sporadically found in Non-Standard Tiberian is to write a

dot within the body of the letter, which can be identified as a
mappiq sign, e.g.
»18b (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 51 | L [BHS]: *30Y Job 41.2

‘before me’)

These strategies for marking word-final consonantal yod re-
flect the perception that the letter was a weak consonant and was
vulnerable to being slurred over.

There is some sporadic evidence in various Greek transcrip-
tions from the pre-Masoretic period of the weakening and con-
traction of yod where it is consonantal in the Masoretic tradition,

e.g.”
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.)

Final ay represented by eta possibly reflecting contraction to €
(Kantor 2017, 234):

wePyn (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: *2'k Psa. 35.19 ‘my

enemies’)

owvy (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: Riw Psa. 35.19

‘those who hate me”)
Septuagint (third century B.C.E.)

Zero representation where consonantal yod appears in the

Masoretic tradition:

% Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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AMwM (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: *989mn Num.
26.26 ‘Jahleelite’)

Aol (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: *oxyn*n Num. 26.48
‘Jahzeelite’)

"Etefdfe (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: nnava Num.
33.33 ‘Jotbathah’)

In some of the biblical Dead Sea scrolls, an alef occasion-
ally appears where there is consonantal yod in the Masoretic tra-

dition, which reflects weakening, e.g.**
»nR (1QIsa® 13.3 | L [BHS]: s Isa. 14.30 ‘it/he will kill”)
7817 (1QIsa® 16.22 | L [BHS]: nm Isa. 21.8 ‘lion’)
o8 (1QIsa® 18.8 | L [BHS]: o Isa. 23.3 ‘nations’)
oraw (1QIsa? 34.23 | L [BHS]: baw Isa. 41.18 ‘hilltops’)

ANk (4Q98g 1.6 | L [BHS]: 2vix Psa. 89.23 ‘enemy’)

I.1.11. KAF 52 (5, 7)
Kaf with dagesh (2): unvoiced aspirated velar stop [k"]
Kaf without dagesh (2): unvoiced uvular fricative [x]

A kaf without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by

the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices.

%4 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.



Consonants 205

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, kaf with dagesh was arti-
culated with ‘the middle of the tongue.”® Kaf without dagesh, on
the other hand, was articulated further back, on the posterior
‘third of the tongue, which is adjacent to the pharynx, opposite
the (soft) palate.”® In the Karaite transcriptions fricative kaf is
represented by Arabic kha’, which was pronounced as an

unvoiced uvular fricative,”” e.g.

24.33 ‘to eat’)

CLW (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68r, 3 | L [BHS]: 7292 Gen.

- -

22.13 ‘in the thicket”)

s-Uny (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 2 | L [BHS]: J"}v3a Gen.
21.12 ‘in your (ms) eyes’)

Greek transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic period
represent plosive kaf with the letter x, which represented an
aspirated voiceless velar stop [k"] until the Byzantine period,

rather than x, which represented an unaspirated [k]. This

% Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 8§I11.L.1.3.6. Ed. Eldar
(1980, fols. 10a-10b, lines 61-73).

% Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I11.L.1.3.6. Ed. Eldar
(1980, fol. 10a, lines 58-59).

%7 Roman (1983, 218).
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demonstrates that plosive kaf at the time of these transcriptions
was aspirated, e.g.%®

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.)

Xavavalol (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: "p197m Gen. 12.6

‘Canaanite’)

Xaocad (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: 73 Gen. 22.22
‘Chesed’)

XaAtB (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHSI: :fz; Num. 13.6
‘Caleb’)

Aoyxaval (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: r1awx Gen. 10.3
‘Ashkenaz’)

Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.)

xaadap (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 1op2 Psa. 18.43
‘like dust’)

xappa (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: np3 Psa. 35.17

‘how long/much ... ?’)

xeMwbap (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHSI: Dzlji'vzj Psa.
18.38 ‘wiping them out’)

depyw (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 1277 Psa. 18.31
‘his way’)
Likewise, in the Tiberian pronunciation tradition, plosive

kaf was almost certainly aspirated. In the Karaite transcriptions,

% Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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plosive kaf with dagesh is represented by Arabic kaf, which was
an aspirated stop.®’
Hidayat al-Qari’ describes the stop [k"] as primary (asl) and

the fricative [x] as secondary (far?).'®°

1.1.12. LAMED 1% (%)

Voiced alveolar lateral continuant [1]

In Hiddyat al-Qari’ the name of this letter is spelt T8n%, which
appears to reflect a different pronunciation from that of the
normal Hebrew form of the name 1%, with stress on the final
syllable.

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the articulation of this letter

involved the contact of the tongue tip with the gums.'*

1.1.13. MEM op (n, D)
Voiced bi-labial nasal [m]

In Hidayat al-Qari’ the name of this letter is spelt oxn.

% Roman (1983, 55).

19 T,0ng version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.1.3.6. Ed. Eldar
(1980, fols. 8b, 10a, 254, n.58). Watson (2007, 43-44) considers the
uvular fricative [x] in Modern Arabic dialects to be the emphatic
counterpart of the dorsal [k"], involving a primary dorsal and non-

primary ‘guttural’ feature.

191 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.1.3.7. Ed. Eldar
(1980, fol. 10b, lines 67-69). See the description of dalet (§1.1.4.) for a

discussion of the passage.
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I.1.14. NuNnm (3, 1)

Voiced alveolar nasal [n]

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, it was articulated with the end of

the tongue and the gums.!%?

1.1.15. SAMEKH 710 (D)
Unvoiced alveolar sibilant [s]

In Hidayat al-Qari’ the name of this letter is spelt 8no, which
appears to reflect a different pronunciation from that of the
normal Hebrew form of the name 7100, with stress on the final
syllable.

According to the medieval sources, it was articulated in the

same place as the letter zayin,'?

apparently with the blade of the
tongue rather than the tip (see the description of zayin §1.1.7.).

In some medieval Muslim sources, the samekh in the name
onia ‘Phinehas’ is transcribed by sad [s*]: 2> (Schreiner 1886,
254). This apparently reflects its pharyngealization after the
pharyngeal het.

192 Tong version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.1.3.7. Ed. Eldar
(1980, fol. 10b, lines 67-68). 1bn Janah (Kitab al-luma’, ed. Derenbourg,
27-28) distinguishes between the nun with a following vowel, which
was pronounced with an admixture of nasal resonance, and nun without

a vowel, which was articulated entirely in the nasal cavity.

193 Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §1I.1..1.3;
ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 10b, line 77); Sefer Yesira (ed. Gruenwald 1971,
147; ed. Hayman 2004, 92-98).
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Sporadic examples of the pharyngealization of samekh in
the environment of pharyngeals is attested in the Dead Sea
scrolls, e.g.'**

omew (4Q76 4.12 | L [BHS]: opiew Mal 3.21 ‘and you [pl]

will trample’)

I.1.16. ‘AYIN '» ()
Voiced pharyngeal fricative [T]

This letter is transcribed by Arabic ‘ayn (voiced pharyngeal

fricative) in the Karaite transcriptions, e.g.

lale (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64v, 3 | L [BHS]: mj'v- Gen.

21.19 ‘her eyes’)

u"““’\i) (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3 | L [BHS]: yn Gen.

- ==

21.8 ‘and he made’)

CLMJ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 3 | L [BHS]: ynw Gen.
21.12 ‘hear!”)

Hidayat al-Qari’ does not distinguish between the place of
articulation of the laryngeals and that of the pharyngeals. Some
medieval grammarians, however, state that het and its voiced
counterpart ‘ayin were articulated less deep in the throat than
’alef and he (see §1.1.8.).

In the Standard Tiberian tradition, ‘ayin does not take

dagesh. According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the letter ‘ayin could not be

194 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.
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made ‘heavy’ by dagesh,'® i.e. the consonant could not be
pronounced with different degrees of muscular pressure. Also in
Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, where the use of dagesh has
been extended, ‘ayin does not take dagesh.

In Palestinian vocalization dagesh is sporadically marked on
‘ayin, it seems as a measure to ensure that it was pronounced

correctly and not weakened, e.g.

'nY (T-S NS 249.6, Dietrich 1968, 74*
Chron. 2.35 ‘Attai’)

L [BHS]: 'nv 1

[n]9[a] (T-S A43.1, Kahle 1930, 94 | L [BHS]: nb1a Jer.
25.19 ‘Pharaoh’)
In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, ‘ayin is occasionally

marked with a rafe sign, marking the letter as consonantal but

not geminated, e.g.

779 (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 140 | L [BHS]: 77w Psa. 89.7
‘is comparable’)
09% (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 177 | L [BHS]: oy’ Psa. 68.36
‘to the people’)
The rafe sign is occasionally found on ‘ayin also in Palestin-
ian vocalization, e.g.
TP (T-S NS 249.3, Dietrich 1968, 128 | L [BHS]: "1v Psa.
77.5 ‘my eyes’)

195 Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§IL1.1.3.2., §ILL.1.3.3.
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In many Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts a word-final
‘ayin is marked with shewa, indicating that it was a consonant

that closed a syllable, e.g.
Genizah manuscripts

v7in (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 127 | L [BHS]: p7in Psa.
90.12 ‘teach!”)

w1 (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 156 | L [BHS]: yw Psa. 71.4

‘wicked’)
European manuscripts

pnwn (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHSI:
ynwn 2 Sam. 22.7 ‘and he heard’)

0 (ACAMO 28 2v, Pilocane 2004, 29 | L [BHS]: p1n ‘evil’
1 Kings 16.25)

The use of dagesh, rafe and shewa in the manuscripts with
Non-Standard Tiberian and Palestinian vocalization reflect the
perceived vulnerability to weakening of the ‘ayin. Similar strate-
gies of vocalization were also used for other gutturals in these
manuscripts (81.1.1, 81.1.5., 8§1.1.8.).

Within the Standard Tiberian reading tradition a ‘ayin was
prevented from potential weakening in some contexts by length-
ening the vowel before it (§1.2.10.), e.g. 3wnVW [fama‘Tjo:hu:]
‘Shemaiah (2 Chron. 11.2), 81pnw [fama-f-no:] ‘listen’ (1 Sam.
28.22). Another strategy to protect the consonantal pronuncia-
tion of ‘ayin at the end of a word-internal syllable was to place a
dagesh in the following letter (81.3.1.11.2.). This is found in some
early manuscripts (Yeivin 1980, 295; Ginsburg 1897, 133), e.g.
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2w (L [BHS]: 2Py ‘he supplants’ Jer. 9.3)

There is clear evidence from the Dead Sea scrolls of the

weakening of ‘ayin in some biblical reading traditions in the Sec-

ond T

emple period, especially that of 1QIsa®. This is reflected, for

example, by the omission of ‘ayin where it occurs in the Standard

Tiberian Masoretic Text, or its replacement by ’alef or he, e.g.'%

M2 (1QIsa® 22.19 | L [BHS]: K 12y Q hayw: Isa. 28.15 ‘[the
flood/whip] shall pass’)

ominwn (1QIsa® 22.26 | L [BHS]: »nivnn Isa. 28.20 ‘[is too
short] to stretch out’)

2y mabt (5Q6 f1v.6 | L [BHS]: 2y nmisp’r Lam. 5.10 ‘fever

from hunger’)

nv1 (4Q27 f24ii+27-30.18 | L [BHS]: pv3 Num. 24.6
‘[Yhwh] planted’)

nbon (1QIsa 13.17 | L [BHS]: yyon Isa. 16.1 ‘from Sela’)
nnR1 (1QIsa® 4.16 | L [BHS]: inw Isa. 5.5 ‘and now’)
ner (1QIsa® 19.27 | L [BHS]: nivy Isa. 25.1 ‘counsel’)

In the modern Samaritan reading tradition ‘ayin has weak-

ened in most contexts to “alef or zero (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 38-39),

e.g.1%7

’az (L [BHS]: 1p Lev. 3.12 ‘goat’)

106 Dat

107 Dat

a supplied by Aaron Hornkohl. Cf. also Reymond (2014, 92).
a supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.
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yism&u (L [BHS]: ®nw Gen. 11.7 ‘they will (not)
understand’)

miyytlam (L [BHS]: o%ivn Gen. 6.4 ‘of old”)
sar (L [BHS]: 7 Gen. 25.25 ‘hair’)
sta (L [BHS]: vw Gen. 38.2 ‘Shua’)

The measures taken to ensure the correct reading of the
‘ayin in the medieval manuscripts described above show that a
special effort had to be made to avoid its being weakened in the
transmission of the Masoretic biblical reading traditions still in
the Middle Ages.

1.1.17. PEn3a (9, 1)

Pe with dagesh (8): unvoiced aspirated bi-labial stop [p"]
Pe without dagesh (9): unvoiced labio-dental fricative [f]

A pe without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by
the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices.

In Masoretic treatises the name of this letter is sometimes
spelt *a or xn.1%8

According to Hidadyat al-Qari’, pe with dagesh was
pronounced by closing the lips firmly and pe without dagesh was
pronounced by closing the lips lightly.'® Taken by itself, this

could be a description of a bilabial articulation [$]. This appears,

198 E.g. Hidayat al-Qari’, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.S.1.7.

199 1,0ng version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.L.1.3.9.; ed. Eldar
(1980, fols. 10b-11a, lines 84-88).
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however, to be only a partial description of the sound, as is the
case with the description of bet without dagesh (see §1.1.2.). The
light closure of the lips would have accompanied a labio-dental
articulation [f] and no doubt it is this secondary feature that the
author refers to.'°

We know from Greek and Latin transcriptions that in the
pre-Masoretic period plosive pe was aspirated.!'! This is shown
by the fact that it is represented in Greek by ¢, which in the pe-
riods in question represented an aspirated stop [p"], and in Latin
by the digraph ph, the h reflecting aspiration [p"]. Greek = and

Latin p represented unaspirated [p]. Examples:'!?

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.):

®aAtimh (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: 5% Num.
34.26 ‘Paltiel’)

Apdatad (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: Twasx1 Gen.
10.22 ‘Arpachshad’)

Zé\da (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ha%r Gen. 30.12
‘Zilpah’)
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.)

daad (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 7na Psa. 36.2 ‘fear
of (cstr.)’)

110 Cf. the commentary to this passage by Eldar (1980, n.75.).
H1 Kutscher (1965, 24-35).

112 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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¢adid (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: nn™72 Psa. 31.6

‘you redeemed’)

daint (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: va Psa. 32.7

‘deliverance’)

apdabd (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: na1n Psa. 89.51
‘the reproach of (cstr.)’)

Aapesdatt (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: "vawn? Psa.
35.23 ‘to my judgment’)

Jerome (346-420 C.E.)

pharis (Jerome, Commentary on Egzekiel, ed. Glorie,
VL.18.504 | L [BHS]: y™2a Ezek. 18.10 ‘violent one”)

phacud (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Glorie,
VII.23.1001 | L [BHS]: Tipa Ezek. 23.23 ‘Pekod’)

iesphicu (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, 1.52.4
| L [BHS]: 32 Isa. 2.6 ‘[they] clap’)

mesphat (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, 11.42.6
| L [BHS]: bawn? Isa. 5.7 judgment’)

Saadya refers to the existence of a ‘hard pe’ (al-fa@’ al-sulba)
in the hapax legomenon ii7aR ‘his palace’ (Dan. 11.45), which he
describes as ‘between bet and pe with dagesh’.!*® This appears to
be referring to an unaspirated, fortis realization of [p]. One may
infer from this that the normal unvoiced stop pe was aspirated

also in the Middle Ages. Dunash ibn Tamim reports that the

113 wx15R *a5R1 1258 12 80 0, Commentary on Sefer Yesira (ed. Lambert
1891, 42).



216 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

scholar Isaac Israeli (ninth-tenth centuries), who was ‘an expert
in the reading of the Tiberians’, pronounced the dalet in this word
like an Arabic d@, i.e. as emphatic (pharyngealized).!'* This
implies that the ‘hard’ pe was also emphatic, the dalet being
pronounced emphatic by assimilation (Steiner 1993).

The word 1178 is a loanword from Old Persian. The source
word in Old Persian is reconstructed by Iranists as apadana,
apadana or appadana ‘palace, audience chamber’. The p in Old
Persian was unaspirated. The lack of aspiration was preserved
when the word was loaned into Hebrew and this was transmitted
in the Tiberian oral tradition down to the Middle Ages. There is
no consensus among Iranists about the length of the initial vowel
in the Old Persian word and whether the p was geminate or not
(Ciancaglini 2008, 113-14). According to Henning (1944, 110
n.1), the p was originally geminated but the gemination of the
Old Persian p was lost in Middle Persian (Old Persian appadan >
Middle Persian *dpadan). In the Tiberian tradition, the pe is gem-
inated, which could, therefore, be an ancient feature. The antiq-
uity of the gemination is shown, moreover, by the fact that the
Old Persian word appears as a loanword in an Akkadian text
datable to the Late Babylonian period where the p is represented

as geminated: ap-pa-da-an (appadan).'*®

'* Dunash ibn Tamim, Commentary on Sefer Yesira (ed. Mann 1931,
1:670, n.106). For this passage see §1.1.4.

15 The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of the University of
Chciago, A/2 (1968), Chicago: Oriental Institute, 178.
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There is evidence for the unaspirated pronunciation of the
pe in this word in Greek and Latin transcriptions in the pre-Mas-
oretic period, e.g.!'®

Amadavw (Theodoretus, fifth century C.E., Commentarius in

Visiones Danielis Prophetae, e.g. Migne, 81.1532)

apedno (Jerome, fourth century C.E., Commentarii in
Danielem, ed. Glorie, IV.11)

In these transcriptions the pe is represented by Greek 7 and
Latin p without following h, both of which represented
unaspirated [p]. Jerome (Commentarii in Danielem, IV, 11-12)

comments on the pe in this word as follows:

Notandum autem quod cum pe littera hebraeus sermo non
habeat, sed pro ipsa utatur phe cuius uim graecum ¢ sonat,
in isto tantum loco apud Hebraeos scribatur quidem phe

sed legatur pe.

But it should be noted that while Hebrew speech does not
have the letter pe (i.e. Latin p [p]), but instead of it uses
phe, the force of which is approximated by the sound of
Greek ¢ (i.e. [ph]), in that particular place (i.e. Dan. 11.45)
among the Hebrews phe (i.e. 5 [ph]) indeed is written but
it is read as pe (i.e., Latin p [p]).

It should be noted, however, that some Greek transcriptions
are extant that represent the pe in the word by ¢, reflecting an

aspirated pronunciation, e.g.

edadavw (Theodotion, second century C.E.)

116 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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epadavw/adadavw  (Polychronios, fifth century C.E.,

Commentarii in Danielem, ed. Moutsoulas, 11.45)

This suggests that there were variant traditions of reading
the pe, some preserving the unaspirated pe others pronouncing
the pe as aspirated.

Another feature of all the Greek and Latin transcriptions
cited above is that they represent the pe as ungeminated, whereas
it is geminated in Tiberian tradition.

The word appears in various dialects of Aramaic, including
Syriac, Jewish Babylonian Aramaic and the Aramaic of Targum
Jonathan (Sokoloff 2009, 81, 2002, 154). In Syriac, where there
is a reliable tradition of vocalization, the pe is ungeminated:
e (Papadhna). There are, however, variant vocalizations of
the word in the sources (Payne Smith 1879, 329-30). In some
manuscripts, the pe is marked with a diacritic that is used
elsewhere to represent the pe corresponding to an unaspirated ©
in Greek loanwords (J. B. Segal 1989, 489). The word appears in
Arabic as fadan ‘palace’.

The pe in ii7a8 in the Tiberian reading tradition was
pronounced not only unaspirated but also pharyngealized.
Elsewhere in the sound system of Tiberian Hebrew unaspirated
unvoiced stops were pharyngealized, i.e. tet and qof. The feature
of lack of aspiration did not exist in unvoiced stops without
pharyngealization. Pharyngealization was, therefore, perceived
to be the closest equivalent in the sound system of Tiberian
Hebrew to the feature of lack of aspiration of the pe. This also
applied to the sound system of the spoken language of the

tradents of the reading tradition. At the time of Saadya and Isaac
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Israeli, who report this feature, the spoken language was Arabic,
in which unvoiced unaspirated stops were pharyngealized (i.e.
the ta@’ and the gaf). It is not clear whether the pharyngealization
of the pe in ii7ax existed in the reading tradition in the pre-
Islamic period. Greek unaspirated t and x, likewise, were
perceived to correspond most closely to Hebrew emphatic tet and
qof, as shown by Greek transcriptions of Hebrew, e.g. Awt
(Septuagint, vi% Gen. 11.27 ‘Lot’), Evax (Septuagint, piv Deut. 9.2
‘Anak’) and by Greek loanwords in Hebrew, e.g. nbvona
‘colonnade’ < mepioTudov (Copper Scroll 3Q15), oinpp (ketiv
o1np) ‘zither’ < xibapos (Dan. 3.5, 7, 10, 15) (Heijmans 2013a).

A Masoretic note to Dan. 3.21 in L reads as follows
ARIPY IV LTAR PO PINIDD PRINTDI PRARA A Pan i

The meaning of this is not fully clear. One possible inter-

pretation is as follows:

There are three cases where pe is pronounced differently
by the reader, namely nioa ‘stringed instrument’ (Dan.
3.5, 3.7, 3.10, 3.15), jinwva ‘their tunics’ (ketiv nmwroa
Dan. 3.21), 1788 ‘his palace’ (Dan. 11.45).

This suggests that the pe also of the words pmpa and
1ifwva, which occur in the Aramaic section of the Bible, were
pronounced unaspirated. The word moa is a loan from Greek
Yaitprov, so the pe would correspond to the unaspirated segment
in the affricate ¢ [ps]. The word jif"wva is of uncertain
etymology, but it has been suggested by Nyberg (1931, 187) that
the source is Old Persian *patu$ ‘garment’, in which case the pe
would correspond to an Old Persian unaspirated p. The tet in the

word would, moreover, reflect the Old Persian unaspirated t.
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It should be noted that there are a number of other Old
Persian loanwords in Biblical Hebrew in which a Hebrew pe
corresponds to an unaspirated p in the Old Persian source word
but which were pronounced aspirated in the Tiberian Hebrew
reading tradition, e.g. 01877WNK ‘satrap’ (< Old Persian xSafra-
pawan) (Esther 3.12, 8.9, 9.3; Ezra 8.36), nina ‘message’ (< Old
Persian *patiy-gama) (Ecc. 8.11; Esther 1.20), 13wna ‘a copy’ (<
Old Persian *patiy-cayniya or *patiy-cayna) (Esther 3.14, 4.8,
8.13) (Gindin 2013). It would appear that in such cases the
original unaspirated p was adapted to the sound system of
Hebrew. Greek transcriptions such as edadavw (Theodotion,
second century C.E.) and edadavw/adadavw (Polychronios, fifth
century C.E.), cited above, would reflect a similar adaption of the

pe also in the word ii7ax in some reading traditions.

1.1.18. SADE "1¢ (8, P)
Unvoiced emphatic (pharyngealized) alveolar sibilant [s']

The name of the letter is vocalized 7% in a Masoretic treatise (ed.
Allony and Yeivin 1985, 102), with shewa in the initial syllable,
reflecting a pronunciation with stress on the final syllable.
According to the medieval sources, it was articulated in the
same place as the letters zayin and samekh,''” apparently with the
blade of the tongue rather than the tip (see the description of

zayin 81.1.7). In the Karaite transcriptions, it is represented by

7 Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.1.1.3.8.; ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 10b, line 77), Sefer Yesira (ed.
Gruenwald 1971, 147; ed. Hayman 2004, 92-98).
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Arabic sad, which was an unvoiced pharyngealized alveolar

sibilant [s], e.g.

3llus (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64v, 9 | L [BHS]: ikaz- Gen.

21.22 ‘his host”)

(..3\],4,« (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 92r, 6 | L [BHS]: omyn- Deut.

7.18 ‘Egypt’)

In 81.1.7. references are given to what appears to have been
a voiced emphatic variant of sade [z'].

A Karaite transcription is extant in which Arabic sin is
written where the Masoretic Text has sade, reflecting the

weakening of the emphatic pronunciation:

299 (BL Or 2555 fol. 111v, 3 | L [BHS]: v Ecc. 10.8

‘and he who breaks”)

I.1.19. QOF 7ip (p)

Unvoiced advanced uvular unaspirated plosive [q]

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, qof was articulated with the
‘middle of the tongue’, and so further forward than fricative gimel
and kaf, which were pronounced with the ‘back third of the
tongue’.!*® This suggests an advanced uvular point of articulation.

In the Karaite transcriptions, this letter is represented by Arabic

qaf, e.g.

18 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 8II.L.1.3.6.; ed. Eldar
(1980, fols. 10a-10b, lines 61-72).
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SY> (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 85v, 4 | L [BHS]: pYn Deut.

T T

4.19 ‘he divided’)

36Uy (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74r, 5 | L [BHS]: 1pa1 Gen.

24.35 ‘and cattle’)

U35} (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 2 | L [BHS]: :13p17 Gen.
21.7 ‘in his old age’)

According to the medieval Arabic grammarians, gaf was
unaspirated and articulated between the velar stop kaf and the
uvular fricatives kha@’ and ghayn (Roman 1983, 110), i.e. in ad-
vanced uvular position. It is the emphatic counterpart of the dor-
sal velar stop kaf (Jakobson 1978; Watson 2007, 43-44).

The lack of aspiration of qof is reflected by Greek and Latin
transcriptions from the first half of the first millennium C.E. In
these the letter is transcribed by Greek » and Latin ¢ or g, which

represented unaspirated stops, e.g.''?

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.)

Kedapab (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: ninTp Deut. 2.26
‘Kedemoth’)

"Evax (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: paw Deut. 9.2 ‘Anak’)
Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.)

xoun (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: o1p Psa. 18.39 ‘to

rise’)

119 Data suppied by Ben Kantor.
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ovaxice. (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ny'pm Psa.
35.23 ‘awake! (ms)’)

Jerome (346-420 C.E.)

cira (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, Amos,
ed. Adriaen, 1.1, 217 | L [BHS]: 77" Amos 1.5 ‘Kir")

boger (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, Amos,
ed. Adriaen, IIL.7, 324 | L [BHS]: 9pia Amos 7.14

‘herdsman’)

I.1.20. RESHw™ (1)

(i) Voiced advanced uvular trill [R] or advanced uvular
frictionless continuant [1;] and (ii) pharyngealized apico-alveolar
trill [rf]

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the Tiberians pronounced resh in
two different ways, as was the case with the letters nas>Tsa.

Its basic articulation was with ‘the middle third of the
tongue’, as was the case with gof and plosive kaf, suggesting an
advanced uvular position. It is not made clear whether it was a
trill [R] or frictionless continuant [¥]. In what follows, it will be
transcribed as an advanced uvular grill [r]."20

The secondary pronunciation of resh is said in the medieval
sources to occur in the environment of the alveolar consonants
1oovnerT and can be inferred to be an apical alveolar trill. It is

described by Hidayat al-Qari’ as being intermediate in status

120 Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.1.3.6.; Eldar (1984a).



224 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

(mangzila bayna manzilatayn ‘grade between two grades’), i.e.
intermediate between the simple primary resh, which is described
as ‘light’ (khafif), and geminated resh marked with the dagesh sign
in the Tiberian vocalization, which is termed ‘major resh’ (al-resh
al-kabir).'* When contrasting it with the primary resh, Hidayat al-
Qari’ describes the secondary resh as having the feature of
‘heaviness’ (thigal) whereas the simple resh has the feature of
‘lightness’ (khiffa).'** The intermediate status of the secondary
resh, therefore, can be identified as being an intermediate degree
of muscular tension, between the light advanced uvular resh and
the maximal degree of muscular tension brought about by the
gemination of the resh. The instances of geminated resh marked
with dagesh in the Standard Tiberian reading tradition appear to
have lengthened forms of the primary resh, i.e. advanced uvular
trills. They do not occur in the contexts that are said to condition
the secondary alveolar resh. So geminated resh = may be
transcribed [RR], e.g. Apvan [harrifii'mo:oh] ‘to irritate her’ (1
Sam. 1.6).

21 Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.L.1.9.6.; Eldar (1984a).

122 Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8II.L.1.9.5., 8II.L.1.9.7. The Hebrew Mahberet ha-Tijan (ed. J.
Derenbourg 1871, 81) states that the Tiberians pronounced this resh
strongly (2'prnn). An anonymous Masoretic treatise preserved in the
Genizah fragment CUL T-S NS 311.113 states that the Tiberians
pronounced the resh with dagesh (xmws7*), but ‘in our country we do
not know (this pronunciation)’. This is presumably referring to the

Tiberain secondary resh.
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We know from various sources that the Hebrew letter resh
had two different types of pronunciation in the Middle Ages. The

earliest text referring to this is Sefer Yesira:

There are seven double letters, nao3 7733. These are
pronounced in two ways, which are two opposites—soft

and hard, a strong structure as opposed to a weak one.'?

In his commentary on Sefer Yesira, Saadya discusses the
double pronunciation of the Hebrew resh. He states that the
letters n783732 are called double (muda‘afa) ‘because each of the
letters is pronounced with two pronunciations, a hard pronunci-
ation and a soft pronunciation’.!** He refers to a difference

between the Tiberian and Babylonian pronunciations of resh:

As for the double nature of the resh, the Tiberians have it
in their reading of the Bible, whereas the Iraqis have it in
their speech but not in their reading of the Bible. They call
one type resh makritkh and the other ghayr makriikh (‘not
makriikh’). As for the customs of the Iraqis in this matter,
we have examined them but have found no principle
uniting them. As for the customs of the Tiberians, we shall
mention them in the commentary on the fourth part of this

book.'?

123 Sy, v :minndw an mnwh MIananmt ... 07983 7732 a0 pav
WHIT THD M3 MIan AwpY T T30 0 TN LW W ,00 19,82 92,57 5T ,5nn
(ed. Gruenwald 1971, 156; ed. Hayman 2004, 54). For variant versions
see Hayman (2004, 51, 127).

124 0b miey qwd me pra 3130 K0 990 92 185 (ed. Lambert 1891, 29).

125 55 85 oanRHa "0 PPRIWHH ,RIPADR T8 PrART205Y MIRD WK UREN AN
TR T W TR W RTA IO LRIPADR. THT A UPRIPOR D10 RNARD
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Elsewhere in his commentary on Sefer Yesira Saadya refers
to the ‘hard’ resh as resh dagesh and the ‘soft’ resh as resh rafe.'®

The word makriikh, which is used by Saadya in the passage
cited above, has been interpreted by scholars in various ways.'?’
The most satisfactory interpretation is that it is an Arabicized
form of the Hebrew word 7172 ‘wrapped up, closed up’, analogous
to the forms madgiish ‘with dagesh’ and marfi ‘with rafe’, which
are widely attested Arabicizations of the Hebrew terms w17 and
197. The term 7112 is found in Masoretic sources in reference to
closed syllables, as in the following passage from Digduge ha-
Te‘amim:

113 N33 877 09WH NN DYOR 1 AMWA N7 0Y 1373 WY DR

N272R1 102 1P PWHI IRI MNDY MPY 473 Y DRI ... 12 13720M

0 RIT2TI RIRD MIRIIVIR DIDT RART .RAYNS RIRR R T4 0D RARIDANHRD
aARN2YR 8T 10 YaRIHR paabR oan (ed. Lambert 1891, 46). In part four
Saadya describes how the hard resh occurs in certain phonetic environ-

ments (see below).

126 Ed. Lambert (1891, 79). In some medieval sources describing the two
different types of Tiberian resh the terms dagesh and rafe are confused.
This is the case, for example, in Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Baer and Strack
1879, §87) and the Hebrew Mahberet al-Tijan (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871,
138). According to Revell (1981, 133) this confusion arose from the fact
that in the few cases where the dagesh sign is marked in the resh in the
Tiberian text, the resh is not preceded by the letters jovn¥rT nor is it
followed by 5. A resh that did occur in the environment of these letters
was, therefore, considered to be rafe. Such sources, or the versions that
have come down to us, must have been written by scribes who had no

direct knowledge of the Tiberian pronunciation tradition.

127 Morag (1960, 217-19).
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MRIA NNDY KD NPV 773 HY 13 TAPA KIPHNA TARA PIN ... 72720

na7a ARSY, 2 Y yTIn

If a form of the root 7713 has a bet with a vowel and the

accent falls on it (i.e. the bet), it is always pronounced

‘closed up’ as in i1 1272nM ‘and may they bless themselves

by him’ (Psa. 72.17) ... But if the accent falls on the resh,

it is opened up in speech and pronounced with a vowel as

in 7°272n 21281 ‘and I will bless those who bless you’ (Gen.

12.3) ... Except for one word, which is unique in the Bible,

for its accent falls on the kaf but it is not opened up in

speech: n372 hrbwH 230 Hp 'w7Im ‘and my reason returned

to me and I blessed the Most High’ (Dan. 4.31).'%®

In this passage, the term 7112 is used to describe forms in
which a shewa is silent, i.e. the shewa coincides with the closure
of the syllable. The opposite of 7112 is when oXia nna, which
literally means ‘it is opened up in speech’. This refers to the fact
that the shewa is vocalic.

In the phrase resh makriikh, the term is a calque of the
Arabic phonetic term mutbaq (literally ‘closed, covered’), which
was used in the medieval Arabic grammatical tradition to refer
to emphatic consonants, i.e. pharyngealized consonants.'* A
non-emphatic letter was referred to in the Arabic grammatical
tradition by the term munfatih ‘open’. The description of the
Arabic emphatic letters by the grammarian Sibawayhi (eighth

century C.E.) is as follows:

128 Ed. Baer and Strack (1879, §53). For variant texts of this passage see
ed. Dotan (1967, 140, 263).

129 Bor details see Khan (1995).
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When you position your tongue in the places of articulation
of these four (emphatic) letters, your tongue forms a
cover/closure extending from their place of articulation
until the palate. You raise the back of the tongue towards
the palate and when you have positioned your tongue thus,
the sound is compressed between the tongue and the palate

up to the place of articulation of the letters.**°

The terminological opposition between 13112 and oxia nna
in the passage from Digduge ha-Te‘amim above would, therefore,
be directly parallel to the contrasting pair of terms mutbaq vs.
munfatih, which designated emphatic vs. non-emphatic con-
sonants.

This variant of resh, therefore, was pronounced
pharyngealized. Evidence for such an interpretation is found in
the report by Dunash ibn Tamim that his teacher Isaac Israeli
(tenth century), ‘an expert in the Tiberian reading tradition’,
pronounced the dalet in the word 12771 ‘and they bent’ (Jer. 9.2)
like the pharyngealized Arabic letter dad (onwh nx 197@m), by
which he meant a pharyngealized voiced interdental [&‘]. This
must have arisen by the spreading the pharyngealization of the
contiguous resh.'!

In a fragment of a Masoretic treatise datable to the tenth
century, it is stated that this variant of resh ‘is pronounced with

a turning of the tongue’ (yuqal bi-taqallub al-lisan).'** This seems

130 szbhé\w\}awnﬂawéﬂnﬂw\}a@@wQM}\J\&u)‘}“u;ﬁ\a&j
el s L 8 semna & galld Gl Caniay 136 Gliall ) 4 5 Ll (e oY) elial)
oy all pin s I dlisll g gl-Kitab, ed. Derenbourg (1889, 455).

131 For this passage see §1.1.4.

132 Allony (1973, 102, text line 28).
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to be referring to the retroflection of the tongue tip (Khan 1995,
79). Retroflection of the tongue tip is a feature often associated
with pharyngealized alveolar r in modern spoken Semitic
languages.'*

The references to the ‘heavy’ or ‘hard’ pronunciation of the
secondary resh and its association with the term dagesh (e.g.
Saadya resh dagesh), can be correlated with the fact that
pharyngealized r was pronounced with greater muscular tension.

According to Hidayat al-Qari’ and other medieval sources,
this apico-alveolar pharyngealized resh occurred when it is
preceded by the consonants j50vnerT or followed by 15 and when
either resh or one of these consonants has shewa.'* This can be
reformulated as the rule that alveolar resh occurs when one of the

following conditions holds:

(i) Reshisin immediate contact with a preceding alveolar, e.g.
mna [bamiz'r'e:] ‘with a pitchfork’ (Jer. 15.7), a7wn

[mas®'rfe:ef] ‘crucible’ (Prov. 17.3).

(ii) Resh is in the same syllable, or at least the same foot, as a
preceding alveolar, e.g. 1277 [dar®'k"o:] ‘his way’ (Gen.
24.21), 'g7v [t'ar®'p"e:] ‘the leaves’ (Ezek. 17.9). The con-
dition applies also to a resh in word-final position that is in

the same syllable or at least the same foot as an alveolar,

133 E.g. in Neo-Aramaic dialects (Khan 2008, 32).

134 Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8IL.L.1.9.4., 8ILL.1.9.7.; Saadya, Commentary on Sefer Yesira (ed.
Lambert 1891, 79); Masoretic treatise attributed to Yehudah ha-Nazir
(ed. Allony, 104, text lines 51-56).
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although the resh is not marked with a shewa in such cases,
e.g. W [sar’] ‘commander of (1 Sam. 18.13), -vn“
[lim't‘a:ar®] ‘by the rain’ (Deut. 11.11).1%> A consonant with
vocalic shewa is treated as belonging to the same foot as the
following resh in the metrical structure of the phonetic re-
alization of the word (81.2.5.2.), e.g. namw [(s*a.r'u:.)('f:)]
‘refined’ (2 Sam. 22.31), where feet are enclosed in round
brackets and syllable boundaries are marked by dots. Like-
wise, as can be seen from the transcription -vn%
[lim't‘a:ar'], a closed syllable containing a long vowel has
an epenthetic vowel of the same quality following the long
vowel. It will be argued, however, that it is nevertheless in
the same prosodic foot, viz. [(lim.)('t'a:.ar®)] (§1.2.4.). On
the phonetic level, therefore, the resh is strictly not in the
same syllable as the alveolar in forms such as namy
[s‘a.rfu:.'fo:] and ~pnY [lim.'t‘a;.ar]. The conditioning fac-
tor for the emphatic allophone of the resh is that it occurs

in the same foot as a preceding alveolar.

(iii) Resh is in immediate contact with or in the same syllable,

or at least in the same foot, as a following % or 1, e.g. =77
2% [Sarle:-lezev] ‘uncircumcised in heart’ (Jer. 9.25), 173
[gor'ni:] ‘my threshing-floor’ (Isa. 21.10), 137 [rfanna'nu:]
‘rejoice!’ (Psa. 33.1), a7 [r'and:'na:] ‘joyful cry’ (Job 3.7).

Elsewhere resh had an advanced uvular realization, e.g. 107

['Re:xev] ‘chariotry’ (Exod. 14.9), nxn [mar'?e:] ‘appearance’

13 These last two examples are cited by Saadya, Commentary on Sefer
Yesira (ed. Lambert 1891, 79).
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(Gen. 12.11), v [for'ma:ar] ‘he kept’ (Gen. 37.11), HiTR
[?er'do:of] (Psa. 18.38).

As can be seen in (ii) above, Saadya cites the example &
[sar®] with sin. The letter sin (), therefore, also conditioned the
occurrence of the pharyngealized resh in the appropriate con-
texts, although it is not explicitly mentioned in the list of condi-
tioning consonants in the medieval sources, which includes only
1oovnerT. The letters sin and samekh had the same realization [s].
The written letter sin was considered to have samekh as its gere
(81.0.8.).

Pharyngealized resh is not unknown in modern reading tra-
ditions, e.g. in the tradition of Morocco (with the exception of
Tetouan) resh may be realized as an emphatic alveolar trill [r'],

generally in the environment of a or u or an emphatic consonant
?ar* (Akun 2010, 49 | L [BHS]: ix /9ix Gen. 1.3 ‘light’)

This pharyngealization, moreover, may spread to adjacent

consonants, e.g.
is'r'a'il (Akun 2010, 72 | L [BHS]: &2 Exod. 15.1 ‘Israel’)

jar'd'u (Akun 2010, 72 | L [BHS]: 377" Exod. 15.5 ‘they

went down’)

In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic sources from the pre-Maso-
retic period, an a or i vowel sometimes shifts to a rounded vowel
represented by vay in the orthography. This occurs in particular
in a syllable closed by a labial consonant or resh, e.g. 8721 (<
*gavrd), ‘man’, RwnM (< *ramsa) ‘evening’, KyNnN (< *tara)

‘door’, 8371 (< *yardena) ‘Jordan’ (Dalman 1894, 65). A similar
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vowel shift is attested in Christian Palestinian Aramaic, Samari-
tan Aramaic and also Palestinian Rabbinic Hebrew (Ben-Hayyim
1946, 194-96; Kutscher 1979, 496-97; Mishor 1998). Rounding
of a vowel in the environment of labials is a natural development.
The motivation for the rounding and backing in the environment
of resh is not so clear, but could reflect a pharyngealized pronun-
ciation of resh. Pharyngealized consonants involve the retraction
of the tongue and consequent lip-rounding.'** In Palestinian Ara-
maic and Rabbinic Hebrew, the vay before resh is not restricted
to the environments that induced the pharyngealized resh in Ti-
berian Hebrew, but it may be interpreted as evidence that a phar-
yngealized resh existed in the spoken language of the Jews of Pal-
estine in the pre-Islamic period.

In the passage from his commentary on the Sefer Yesira that
is cited above, Saadya states that the Tiberians have a double resh
in their reading of the Bible, whereas the Iraqis (i.e. Babylonians)

have it in their speech but not in their reading of the Bible.

Saadya does not specify which type of Tiberian resh
resembles the resh in the Babylonian biblical reading tradition.
Sefer Yesira classifies resh among the consonants pronounced at
the front of the mouth ‘between the teeth and with a resting
tongue™® According to Morag (1960, 233), this reflects the

1% For labialization associated with pharyngealized consonants in
modern spoken Arabic dialects see Bellem (2007) and for this feature
in Neo-Aramaic see Khan (2016, vol. 1, 50).

137 1w w1 0w 173 ‘between the teeth and with a resting tongue’, pwha
nmowt N21aw ‘with a resting and flat tongue’ (ed. Gruenwald 1971, 147;
ed. Hayman 2004, 92-98).
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pronunciation of the Babylonian Jews. This was no doubt similar
to the pronunciation of resh in the modern reading tradition of
the Jews of Baghdad, in which it is realized as an alveolar trill
(Morag 1977, 6). It is significant to note that in the modern
Arabic dialect of the Jews of Baghdad there are two reflexes of
Classical Arabic ra@’, viz. (i) a back velar or uvular fricative ([y],
[¥]) or (ii) an alveolar trill [r] (Blanc 1964, 20-25; Mansour
1974, vol. 1, 25-31, 34-35). This two-fold pronunciation in the
Arabic vernacular may be the double resh of the speech of the
Iraqis described by Saadya. So, the comparison by Saadya of the
Tiberian resh with the Iraqi vernacular resh can be taken as
evidence supporting the proposal to identify the two types of

Tiberian resh as apical and advanced uvular.
Saadya does not refer to the speech of the Tiberians, but

other sources indicate that the distinction between different types
of resh in the Tiberian reading is also found in the local vernacu-
lar speech. The author of one extant Masoretic Treatise datable
to the tenth century states that he undertook fieldwork in the
streets of Tiberias to verify his analysis of the resh of the Tiberian
reading, on the grounds that resh had the same pronunciation in

the local speech of the (Jewish) inhabitants of Tiberias:

‘I spent a long time sitting in the squares of Tiberias and
its streets listening to the speech of the common people,
investigating the language and its principles, seeing
whether anything that I had established was overturned or
any of my opinions proved to be false, in what was uttered

with regard to Hebrew and Aramaic, etc., that is the



234 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

language of the Targum, for it resembles Hebrew ... and it

turned out to be correct and accurate.’'®

The interpretation of this is not completely clear. The
Aramaic mentioned by the author could have been vernacular
Aramaic that was still spoken in Tiberias at the period. The
Hebrew must have been the recitation of Hebrew liturgy or the
occurrence of a ‘Hebrew component’ (Hebrew words and
phrases) within vernacular speech. The reference to the two types
of resh is found also in a Hebrew treatise in the corpus published
by Baer and Strack,'*® in which, likewise, it is stated that this
pronunciation existed in the conversational speech of the

common people.

1.1.21. SIN Py ()

Unvoiced alveolar sibilant [s]

This had the same pronunciation as samekh in the Tiberian
tradition. It is not distinguished from samekh in Hidayat al-Qari’.
When it is stated in this work that ‘The fourth place of
articulation is the teeth, from which are heard four letters,
namely wror (zayin, samekh, sade and shin),”**° the letter o is

intended to refer to both samekh and sin. As discussed in the

138 9pRYHRI APIOHR DRD2 YR[ND]R RAYIRIWI 20 NRMO '8 D12i5Y H*OR NIN
5 90 RN W TOAY IR NYRR RAN W 7022 H1 0IR [RA]5RR 7355V 1 Anar
MIRD 7 DLANOR 73D PR APRURY IRMOORT IRIPHR [0 1]2 vP1 KN oY
99nn AR 3790 ... arnaphh oibrin (Allony 1973, 98-100).

139 Baer and Strack (1879, §7).

1 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.1.3.8.
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Introduction (81.0.8.), the written letter sin was considered to
have samekh as its gere.

In the Karaite transcriptions, the diacritical dot of Hebrew
sin is sometimes written over the left side of Arabic sin when it

transcribes samekh, e.g.

|4 (BL Or 2551 fol. 10r, 8 | L [BHS]: 7"7on Psa.

52.11 ‘your saints’)

etums (BL Or 2551 fol. 13v, 7 | L [BHS]: 7nnon Psa. 54.2
‘he who hides’)
Jul-\S” (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3 | L [BHS]: Ton2 Gen.

21.23 ‘like the kindness’)

As remarked in the Introduction (81.0.8.), samekh and sin
sometimes interchange in the same word or root in the fixed or-

thography of the Masoretic Text, e.g.
Ezra 4.5: 0™201 ‘and they hire’ vs. 2 Chron. 24.12 o™

In the biblical manuscripts from Qumran, there are many
cases of sin occurring in place of Masoretic samekh and vice versa,
which is additional evidence that the equivalence in
pronunciation existed already in the Second Temple Period,

e.g.14

nwa (4Q136 f1.8 | L [BHS]: noa Exod. 12.48 ‘Passover’)

1 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.
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omw (XHev/Se5 f1.14 | L [BHS]: ofo) Deut. 11.16 ‘and

you [mpl] will turn away’)

owhon ayw (1QIsa* 47.4 | L [BHS]: owyon "awo Isa. 57.5
‘the clefts of the rocks’)

.....

established the earth’)
1170 (4Q134 £1.26 | L [BHS]: m'rw Deut. 5.21 ‘his field”)

mon (1QIsa® 24.23 | L [BHS]: awny Isa. 30.14 ‘and to

scoop’)
R0 (1QIsa* 41.16 | L [BHS]: *&i Isa. 49.18 ‘lift up [fs]!)

Ibn Janah (Spain, eleventh century) states that the dagesh

in the sin of niaw ‘herbage’ (Prov. 27.25) has the purpose of

ensuring that it is not interchanged with zayin.'** This suggests

that sin in contact with voiced consonants was susceptible of

being read as voiced.

In some medieval Muslim sources, sin is represented by sad

[s*] in the name Wy: s=+ (Schreiner 1886, 254). This apparently

reflects its pharyngealization after the pharyngeal ‘ayin.

The pharyngealization of sin in the environment of em-

phatic consonants is attested in some modern reading traditions,

e.g.

Yemen

[wajjis‘t’a:m]) (Morag 1963, 37-38 | L [BHS]: obim Gen.
27.41 ‘and [Esau] hated’)

142 Kitab al-Luma‘ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 240), Schreiner (1886, 241).
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1.1.22. SHIN W (W)

Unvoiced palato-alveolar fricative [{]

According to the medieval sources, its place of articulation was
the same as that of the sibilants zayin and samekh, namely the
teeth.'® As was pointed out above in the section on zayin
(81.1.7.), this did not necessarily imply that the teeth were one of
the primary articulators. It is described by Ibn Janah as a ‘spread-
ing letter’,'* which no doubt referred to its palatalized
articulation. In the Karaite transcriptions, it is represented by
Arabic shin, which, according to the Arabic grammarians, was a
palatal fricative [¢], a pre-palatal fricative [¢*] or an alveolo-
palatal [¢].'* Tiberian shin was not primarily palatal, since it was
not included by Hidadyat al-Qari’ among the letters that are

pronounced with the middle of the tongue.

1.1.23. TAvin (n)
Tav with dagesh (r): unvoiced aspirated alveolar stop [t"]
Tav without dagesh (n): unvoiced alveolar fricative [0]

A tav without dagesh is frequently, but not regularly, marked by

the rafe sign in the model Standard Tiberian codices.

43 Hiddyat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.1.1.3.8.; ed. Eldar (1980, fol. 10b, line 77). Sefer Yesira (ed.
Gruenwald 1971, 147; ed. Hayman 2004, 92-98).

144 swanhr 9an (Kitab al-Luma‘, ed. Derenbourg, 27).

145 Roman (1983, 202, 218, 248).
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In some manuscripts of Hidayat al-Qari’, the name of this
letter is spelt »n or xn.'*¢

According to Hidadyat al-Qari’, tav was articulated with ‘the
end of the tongue and the flesh of the teeth’, i.e. the gums or
alveolar ridge.'” Likewise, Saadya describes the place of
articulation of tav as being adjacent to the inside of the upper
teeth.'*® When the letter had dagesh, the tongue was pressed
firmly against the gums. When it was without dagesh, the tongue
was pressed lightly against the gums. Both forms of the letter
were articulated in the same place according to the medieval
sources. It appears to have been pronounced with the tip of the
tongue rather than the blade (see the description of dalet §1.1.4.).

Hidayat al-Qari’ describes the stop [t"] as primary (’asl) and
the fricative [0] as secondary (far9).'*

We know from Greek transcriptions that in the first half of
the first millennium C.E. plosive tav was pronounced with
aspiration.' In Greek transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic pe-
riod, plosive tav is represented by Greek theta, which was an as-

pirated stop [t"]. In Latin transcriptions from the pre-Masoretic

146 E.¢. short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.5.3.0., §5.1.

147 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §11.1.1.3.7.; ed. Eldar
(1980, fol. 10b, lines 67-69).

148 Commentary on Sefer Yesira (ed. Lambert 1891, 75).
149 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.2.

150 Kutscher (1965, 24-35).
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period, it is represented by the Latin digraph th, which likewise

represented an aspirated stop [t"]. Examples:'>!

Septuagint (third century B.C.E.)
Odpa (GoOttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: mn Gen. 11.24
‘Terah’)
Nedbali (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: *’2139; Gen. 30.8
‘Naphtali’)

Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.)
fawiw (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: oir Psa. 18.26

‘blameless’)
auapbt (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: *mn& Psa. 30.7
‘I said”)

Jerome (346-420 C.E.)

tharsis (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Gorie,
I11.10.763 | L [BHS]: wwnn Ezek. 10.9 ‘Tarshish’)

machthab (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson,
X1.14.6 | L [BHS]: apon Isa. 38.9 ‘writing”)

This aspirated realization of plosive tav continued in the
Tiberian reading tradition. In the Karaite transcriptions, plosive
tav with dagesh is represented by Arabic t@’, which was aspirated

according to the medieval Arabic grammarians.'*?

151 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
152 Roman (1983, 55).
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1.1.24. CONSONANT PHONEMES

The inventory of consonant phonemes in the Tiberian reading

tradition can be reconstructed as follows:!%3

Phoneme | Allophones | Orthography Comments

/2/ [?] R

/b/ [b] a

/v/ [v] a See §1.1.25. below

/8/ [g] 3

/B/ [¥] 3 See §1.1.25. below

/d/ [d] T

/0/ [8] 3 See §1.1.25. below

/h/ [h] n

/v/ [v], [w] 1 There are variations in
the realization of the al-
lophones across differ-
ent sub-traditions of
reading (81.1.6.).

/z/ [z] 1

/h/ [h] n

/t/ [t'] v

/i/ [31, [3] ’ The stop allophone [3]
occurs only when the
consonant is gemi-
nated.

153 The inventory of consonant phonemes presented here corresponds to

that proposed by Schramm (1964, 63) on the basis of the graphemes of

Tiberian Hebrew, although he did not have access to the original

phonetic realizations.
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/Kb (k"] 3, 7

/xX/ [x] 3,7 See §1.1.25. below

/1/ (1] 5

/m/ [m] n, 0

/n/ [n] 3,1

/s/ [s] o, v These were equivalent
in the oral reading tra-
dition. The distinction
in orthography is an ar-
chaism (81.0.8.).

/$/ (€]

/p"/ [p"]

/p'/ [p] o) This is attested only in
ii7aR ‘his palace’ (Dan.
11.45), where its occur-
rence is not conditioned
by the phonetic envi-
ronment, so it should be
identified as a phoneme
(81.1.17.).

/t/ [f] 5 See §1.1.25. below

/st/ [s*1, [z'] ¥ For the voiced variant
see §I.1.7.

/9/ [q] P

/t/ [r], [r'] 9 The two variant realiza-

tions are conditioned
by the phonetic envi-
ronment and so should
be identified as allo-
phones (81.1.20.).
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/§/ [f1
/th/ [t"]
/0/ [6] n See §1.1.25. below

I.1.25. DISTRIBUTION OF THE VARIANTS OF N82T732

In general, the fricative variants of the nas7sa letters (i.e. the
forms written without a dagesh sign: [v], [¥], [0], [x], [f] and [6],
respectively) occur after a vowel when the letter is not
geminated, e.g. 11 ['Ra:av] ‘much’ (Gen. 24.25), 13w [jifk"a'vu:]
‘they will lie’ (Isa. 43.17). In principle, therefore, the stop and
fricative variants appear to be allophones conditioned by the
environment. In many cases, however, the preceding vowel had
been elided in some previous stage of the language, but the

consonant nevertheless remained a fricative, e.g.

“1’:13;; [bay26'vo:] ‘when he had written’ (Jer. 45.1) <
*bakutubo

50 [mal“ye:] ‘kings of (Gen. 17.16) < *malake

In a few such cases, a plosive and a fricative are in free

variation, e.g.
0w [Rif'fer] (Psa. 76.4), *8vw1 [rif'pPe:] (Cant. 8.6) ‘flames’

The distribution of the plosive and fricative allophones,
therefore, is not completely predictable from the phonetic
context in Tiberian Hebrew. Consequently, the plosive and
fricative variants of the letters should be distinguished in a

synchronic phonological representation, e.g.
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"1 /malyé/ [mal“ye:] ‘kings of’ (Gen. 17.16)
5913 /binfol/ [bin'fo:ol] ‘at the falling of (Isa. 30.25)

In the corpus of the Hebrew Bible, however, there is no
certain minimal pair arising from the phonemicization of the
variants of the na3732 consonants, though such oppositions could
hypothetically occur in Tiberian Hebrew. Such minimal pairs are
found in Aramaic, where the ns83733 consonants were likewise
phonemicized (Khan 2005, 84-87).





