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PREFACE

The term ‘Biblical Hebrew’ is generally used to refer to the form
of the language that appears in the printed editions of the Hebrew
Bible and it is this form that it is presented to students in
grammatical textbooks and reference grammars. The form of Bib-
lical Hebrew that is presented in printed editions, with vocaliza-
tion and accent signs, has its origin in medieval manuscripts of
the Bible. The vocalization and accent signs are notation systems
that were created in Tiberias in the early Islamic period by schol-
ars known as the Tiberian Masoretes. The text of the Bible that
appears in the medieval Tiberian manuscripts and has been re-
produced in modern printed editions is known as the Tiberian
Masoretic Text or simply the Masoretic Text.

The opening sections of modern textbooks and grammars
describe the pronunciation of the consonants and the vocal-
ization signs in a matter-of-fact way. The grammatical textbooks
and reference grammars in use today are heirs to centuries of
tradition of grammatical works on Biblical Hebrew in Europe,
which can be traced back to the Middle Ages. The paradox is that
this European tradition of Biblical Hebrew grammar, even in its
earliest stages in eleventh-century Spain, did not have direct
access to the way the Tiberian Masoretes were pronouncing
Biblical Hebrew. The descriptions of the pronunciation that we
find in textbooks and grammars, therefore, do not correspond to
the pronunciation of the Tiberian Masoretes, neither their

pronunciation of the consonants nor their pronunciation of the
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vowels, which the vocalization sign system originally
represented. Rather, they are descriptions of other traditions of
pronouncing Hebrew, which originate in traditions existing in
Jewish communities, academic traditions of Christian Hebraists,
or a combination of the two.

In the last few decades, research of a variety of manuscript
sources from the medieval Middle East, some of them only re-
cently discovered, has made it possible to reconstruct with con-
siderable accuracy the pronunciation of the Tiberian Masoretes,
which has come to be known as the ‘Tiberian pronunciation tra-
dition’ or the ‘Tiberian reading tradition’. It has emerged from
this research that the pronunciation of the Tiberian Masoretes
differed in numerous ways from the pronunciation of Biblical He-
brew that is described in modern textbooks and reference gram-
mars.

In this book, my intention is to present the current state of
knowledge of the Tiberian pronunciation tradition of Biblical He-
brew based on the extant medieval sources. It is hoped that this
will help to break the mould of current grammatical descriptions
of Biblical Hebrew and form a bridge between modern traditions
of grammar and the school of the Masoretes of Tiberias. The main
focus of the book is on the synchronic state of the Tiberian pro-
nunciation when it was a living tradition in the early Islamic pe-
riod. Some comparisons with other traditions of Hebrew from
different periods are, nevertheless, made where this is thought to
be appropriate.

The book is divided into two volumes. The introductory
section of the first volume discusses the background of the
Tiberian pronunciation tradition, with particular attention to its
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historical depth, its prestigious status and its relationship with
other medieval reading traditions. It also describes the various
extant medieval sources that are used in the book to reconstruct
the pronunciation. Chapter 1 describes the pronunciation of the
consonants. Chapter 2 presents a description of the pronunciation
of the vowels and shewa, as well as an analysis of the syllabifica-
tion and metrical structure of words. Chapter 3 describes the
function of the diacritical signs known as dagesh and rafe. Chapter
4 examines various hybrid types of pronunciation, which arose
due to imperfect learning of the Tiberian pronunciation tradition
in the Middle Ages. Chapter 5 presents a summary of the recon-
structed pronunciation and sample transcriptions of some Bibli-
cal passages. It is recommended that readers who would like a
quick overview of the Tiberian pronunciation should look at
chapter 5 first. It contains links to oral performances of the sam-
ple transcriptions by Alex Foreman.

The second volume presents a critical edition and English
translation of the sections on consonants and vowels in the Ju-
daeo-Arabic Masoretic treatise Hidayat al-Qari’ (‘Guide for the
Reader’) by the Karaite grammarian *Abii al-Faraj Hariin (elev-
enth century C.E.). Hidayat al-Qari’ is one of the key medieval
sources for our knowledge of the Tiberian pronunciation tradi-
tion and constant reference is made to it in the various chapters
of this book. Since no complete edition and English translation of
the sections on the consonants and vowels so far exists, it was
decided to prepare such an edition and translation as a comple-
ment to the descriptive and analytical chapters of volume one.

This book is a spinoff from a larger project on Biblical He-
brew to revise Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar. I am working on this
project in collaboration with various other scholars, including
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Aaron Hornkohl, Shai Heijmans and Ben Kantor, who are co-au-
thors. I cite some of their contributions to the Gesenius grammar
project in this book with due acknowledgement. I am grateful to
Aaron, Shai and Ben for their help with the preparation of the
book in various ways. Shai created the attractive Arabic font with
Hebrew vowels and accents, which I use for the Karaite transcrip-
tions of Hebrew. Ben skilfully laid out my edition of Hidayat al-
Qari’ in the Classical Text Editor programme, which aligned text
and translation, and carefully proofread the text and translation.
Many thanks also to my graduate student Estara Arrant, who
drew my attention to a variety of examples of Non-Standard Ti-
berian vocalization in Genizah manuscripts from the database
she has created for her Ph.D. research project. I am very grateful
to my graduate student Joseph Habib for his help with the proof-
reading of the book. I also greatly appreciate the comments and
corrections sent to me by Aaron Rubin and Ben Outhwaite, who
read an earlier version of the book. Finally, I am very grateful to
Alex Foreman, who made an impressive oral performance of the
sample transcriptions.

Some aspects of the work that forms the basis of this book
were funded by research grants. A British Academy small re-
search grant supported my investigation of manuscripts of
Hidayat al-Qari’. A grant from the Leverhulme Trust (2013-2016)
supported the posts of Aaron Hornkohl and Shai Heijmans when
they were gathering material for the revision of Gesenius’ Hebrew
Grammar. I acknowledge here with gratitude the support of these

institutions.



1.0. INTRODUCTION

I.0.1. PRONUNCIATION TRADITIONS OF BIBLICAL
HEBREW

Hebrew is generally thought to have ceased to be a spoken ver-
nacular around the beginning of the third century C.E., after the
destruction of the final remaining Hebrew-speaking settlements
in Judaea by the Romans following the Bar-Kochba revolt. This
coincides with the end of the Tannaitic period in Rabbinic tradi-
tion.! The surviving Hebrew texts that are datable to before this
date would, therefore, have been written when Hebrew was still
spoken. This includes the books of the Hebrew Bible, Qumran
literature, Tannaitic Rabbinic literature, documents and epigra-
phy. There are references to the use of Hebrew as a vernacular in
the second century C.E., for example the anecdote of the maid-
servant of Rabbi Yehudah ha-Nasi, who is said to have known the
meanings of some Hebrew words with which the scholars of the
time were not familiar (Babylonian Talmud, Megilla 18a, Pales-
tinian Talmud, Megilla 2.2, 73a). The Bar Kochba documents in
the first half of the second century C.E. contain a number of fea-
tures that appear to reflect the spoken language (Mor 2013a;
2015).

Although Hebrew is thought to have ceased to be a vernac-

ular language by the third century C.E., it remained alive in later

! Kutscher (1982, 115-16), Saenz-Badillos (1996, 171-72), Schnie-
dewind (2013, 191), Y. Breuer (2013).

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0163.14
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periods in oral as well as written form. The oral recitation of the
Hebrew Bible continued in a variety of traditions down to mod-
ern times. The Hebrew Rabbinic material of not only the Tanna-
itic period but also of the Amoraic period (220-500 C.E.) was
composed orally. Furthermore, after Rabbinic literature was
committed to writing, the oral dimension continued in reading
traditions that have survived down to the present. There is a
reference also to the use of Hebrew for ‘spoken discourse’ (1127715)
in a saying attributed to Rabbi Yonatan of Bet-Guvrin (Palestine,
third century C.E.):

Rabbi Yonatan from Bet-Guvrin said there are four
languages that are pleasant for use: Greek for singing, Latin
for combat, Syriac for lamentation, and Hebrew for spoken

discourse.?

Even as late as the tenth century one finds in a Masoretic
treatise attributed to ‘Eli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir (ed. Allony 1973)
a description of how the author undertook fieldwork in the
streets of Tiberias to verify his analysis of the resh in the Tiberian
biblical reading, on the grounds that the Hebrew resh could still
be heard in the local speech of the (Jewish) inhabitants of
Tiberias. These references are unlikely to refer to vernacular
speech. Hebrew continued to be used as a form of learned
discourse among scholars in the Rabbinic period after it had
ceased to be a vernacular (Smelik 2013, 109-16). It was,

moreover, promoted as a language of everyday speech by the

2 Palestinian Talmud, Megilla 1.11(8), 71b: nya R 213-0"37 (N3 " 'DR
May R7HRS 010 39PY 0 D b 1 R 09PN 1N wanww ORI mnwd
Rint)
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Karaite scholar Benjamin al-Nahawendi (mid-ninth century C.E.)
on ideological grounds (al-Qirgisani 1939, VI 25.3; Khan 1992b,
157). Hebrew words and phrases, as well as Biblical Hebrew
quotations, continued in the so-called ‘Hebrew component’ of the
vernacular languages spoken by the Jews down to modern times,
which, it seems, is what ‘Eli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir was listening
to on the streets of medieval Tiberias. A particularly large
Hebrew component existed in Jewish secret languages, used
mainly by merchants.?

When Hebrew was a spoken vernacular language before the
third century C.E., it existed in a diversity of dialects, which
differed on various linguistic levels (Rendsburg 2013a). This
dialectal diversity existed synchronically at particular periods
and there was also diachronic change in the various spoken forms
of the language. Both of the synchronic and the diachronic
differences in the spoken language were disguised to a large
extent by the written form of the language, which was
considerably standardized in its orthography and linguistic form
(Rendsburg 1990; 2013Db). Several differences are, nevertheless,
identifiable from the surviving written evidence, some of which
relate to pronunciation. We know from epigraphic evidence from
the biblical period that diphthongs tended to be contracted in the
northern (Israelian) dialects whereas they tended to be preserved
uncontracted in the southern (Judahite) form of Hebrew, which
is the basis of the standardized Biblical Hebrew language. In the

Samaria ostraca, for example, one finds the orthography 1 ‘wine’,

® See the entries on the Hebrew component of secret languages in the
Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics (vol. 3, 511-520).
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reflecting the pronunciation yen, whereas the Arad ostraca from
the south have the orthography » corresponding to Masoretic
Hebrew form 1 (Bruck 2013). The shibboleth incident described
in Jud. 12.1-6 is clear evidence of differences in pronunciation
between the dialects of Transjordan and Cisjordan (Rendsburg
2013c). In the Second Temple Period, there were differences in
dialects of Hebrew regarding the pronunciation of the guttural
consonants (laryngeals and pharyngeals). In many of the Dead
Sea Scrolls from Qumran datable to this period, including those
containing biblical texts, and Judaean inscriptions there is evi-
dence of the weakening of the gutturals. This is shown by the fact
that they are often either omitted or interchanged in the orthog-
raphy. Such weakening was presumably due to Greek influence,
which was spoken in Palestine during this period, especially in
the educated or urban classes, since Greek did not contain phar-
yngeals in its sound inventory. The Bar Kochba documents, on
the other hand, exhibit remarkably little weakening of the gut-
turals, despite the fact that they otherwise deviate quite radically
from the standard language and orthography and appear to be
close reflections of the spoken language. These documents are
likely, therefore, to reflect a spoken dialect that had preserved
the gutturals to a large extent.* The biblical scrolls from Qumran
which exhibit weakening of the gutturals, such as the Isaiah
Scroll 1QIsa?, therefore, reflect a particular dialectal variety of

pronunciation, which was not general throughout Palestine.

4 See Mor (2013b; 2013a), Fassberg (2013), Morgenstern (2013, 505-
6).
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Some of the biblical scrolls from Qumran have an
orthography close to that of the Tiberian Masoretic Text without
omission or interchange of gutturals. This may be due to
conservatism of orthography, but it is necessary to assume that
some traditions of Biblical Hebrew at this period did preserve the
gutturals and were the source of later traditions that preserved
them. In the Second Temple Period there is further evidence of
variation in the pronunciation of the gutturals in the Greek
transcriptions of Hebrew words in the Septuagint (late first
millennium B.C.E.), which reflect the preservation of the Proto-
Semitic velar fricatives *k and *g, e.g. Ayal{ ‘Ahaz’ (cf. Arabic
>akhadha ‘he took’ = my), I'ala ‘Gaza’ (cf. Arabic Ghazza, = nw).
The Hebrew orthography represents the merger of the original
velar fricatives with the pharyngeal fricatives n and p. This
orthography, which was derived from Phoenician, may have
concealed a distinction that was preserved in some Hebrew
dialects, but it is clear that there must have been a merger in
some dialects by the Second Temple Period. This is due to the
fact that some sources from Qumran that are roughly
contemporary with the Septuagint exhibit weakening of the
pharyngeals irrespective of their historical origin.’

There were a number of differences in morphology across
the various dialects of Hebrew when it was a spoken language.
Of particular significance for the later reading traditions of
Biblical Hebrew are the differences in pronouns and pronominal

suffixes. In the Second Temple Period there is evidence from the

® For a discussion of the chronology of merger of velar fricatives with

pharyngeals see Steiner (2005a).
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Dead Sea Scrolls for variation between vocalic and consonantal

endings of pronominal forms, e.g. in the second person forms:
2ms suffixes: 7-/n23-, n-/nn-
2mpl forms: onR/nNNR, on-/nNnN-, 03/0N2-

Another case of variation is found in the 3ms pronominal
suffix on plural nouns, which has the forms -, 1- or *m- (Qimron
1986, 58-59; 2018, 269-78; Reymond 2014, 153-64).

1.0.2. THE BIBLE IN THE SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD

The text of the Hebrew Bible that is reflected by the Qumran
manuscripts and other sources from the Second Temple Period
was pluriform and dynamically growing (Ulrich 2015, 18). There
were variant literary editions of many of the biblical books, these
being particularly numerous in the Pentateuch (Tov 2016). A
sizeable proportion of the Qumran biblical manuscripts, how-
ever, exhibit a text that is close to that of the medieval Masoretic
Text. These have been termed by Emanuel Tov ‘proto-Masoretic’
or, in his more recent work (Tov 2012, 107-9) as ‘Masoretic-like’
texts. These show us that great efforts were made in some circles,
apparently the Temple authorities, to preserve a stable text. In
Talmudic literature, there are reports of three scrolls of the
Pentateuch that were found in the Temple court. These differed
from one another in small details. They were carefully collated
and differences were corrected towards the majority reading.®

These activities were motivated, it seems, by a desire to preserve

¢ The sources are discussed in detail by Talmon (1962). See also Ofer
(2019, 88).
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and level variants in one particular type of text, but not neces-
sarily to standardize and eliminate rival texts (Tov 2014; van der
Kooij 2014). This is clearly shown by the fact that such Masoretic-
like texts exist alongside other types of biblical texts in the Qum-
ran corpus that exhibit a variety of substantial differences from
the Masoretic Text. Furthermore, the Masoretic-like texts from
Qumran themselves exhibit some degree of diversity, since minor
textual differences are found from one manuscript to another.
Some hold the view that the Masoretic-like texts did not repre-
sent a central authoritative type of a text but rather one of several
forms of text that were of equal status. Doubts are cast on the
existence of sufficient cohesion in Judaism in the late Second
Temple Period or of a sufficiently acknowledged leadership to
make it conceivable that a majority of Jews recognized a single
authoritative text (Ulrich 2015, 19). Lim (2013, 126) draws at-
tention to the fact that different types of text are sometimes cited
side-by-side, which he presents as evidence that there was no
preference for one particular type of text. A further issue is the
selection of the text of the Masoretic-like manuscripts. It is now
generally agreed that this text was selected largely by chance ra-
ther than due to the archaic nature of the text or its perceived
accuracy.

Despite the pluriformity of the biblical text that is reflected
by the Qumran manuscripts, after the destruction of the Temple
in 70 C.E. the Masoretic type of text was the only text tradition
that continued to be transmitted in Jewish communities.
Fragments of biblical scrolls discovered in sites outside Qumran

datable to the first two centuries C.E. contain a consonantal text
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that is identical with that of the medieval Masoretic manuscripts,
even in the smallest details of orthography and cancellation dots
above letters. These include fragments found in Masada (first
century C.E.) and the somewhat later sites of Wadi Sdeir (Nahal
David), Nahal Hever, Wadi Murabba‘at and Nahal Se’elim (early
second century C.E.). The same applies to the recently published
charred fragments of a scroll of Leviticus from En Gedi, which
have been dated to roughly the same period (M. Segal et al.
2016). According to Tov (2008, 150), these texts from com-
munities outside Qumran constitute an ‘inner circle’ of proto-
Masoretic texts that derive directly from Temple circles and were
copied from the master copy in the Temple court. The proto-
Masoretic texts of Qumran, on the other hand, formed a second
transmission circle copied from the inner circle, and so exhibits
small differences.

The exclusive transmission of the proto-Masoretic tradition
in Judaism is nowadays generally thought to be the consequence
of historical events. Power and influence were gradually trans-
ferred from the priestly Sadducees to the Pharisees (Schiffman
1991, 112). The Pharisees, who as part of this process espoused
the proto-Masoretic text from the priestly authorities, constituted
the only organized Jewish group that survived the destruction of
the Temple (Albrektson 1978; Tov 2012).

Several scholars have drawn attention to the interaction
and interdependence of oral and written tradition in the
formation and transmission of the Hebrew Bible through the first
millennium B.C.E. down to the destruction of the Second Temple,
for example Nyberg (1934), Niditch (1996), Person (1998; 2010)
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and Carr (2005). Carr, in particular, stresses the fact that even
after the textualization of Scripture in written form in the first
millennium B.C.E., the written text remained combined with a
tradition of oral reading. The oral tradition of reading was mem-
orized and the texts were learnt as part of an educational process,
which has parallels in other ancient Near Eastern cultures. Such
a tradition of transmission relied not only on written texts but
also on teachers to pass on the oral traditions to pupils. Such was
the importance and self-sufficiency of the oral tradition of the
text, claims Carr, that at times of crisis, such as the Babylonian
exile, it may have been used to regenerate lost written forms of
the text. Raymond Person argues that the oral mind-set of ancient
Hebrew scribes influenced the way they copied texts, in that they
did not feel obliged to replicate the texts word by word, but pre-
served the texts’ meaning as a dynamic tradition like performers
of oral epics, with numerous small adaptations. This resulted in
a pluriformity of texts, which were nevertheless understood as

faithful representations of the tradition.

1.0.3. THE BIBLE IN THE MIDDLE AGES

After the destruction of the Second Temple, the Hebrew Bible
continued to be transmitted in a process similar to that attributed
by Carr to the earlier period, i.e. there was an intertwining of
written text and oral reading tradition. The written text was
copied by scribes and the memory of the oral reading tradition
was passed on from generation to generation by teachers. The
fact that the Hebrew Bible lost its pluriformity in its surviving

written consonantal text after the Second Temple Period does not
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mean it lost pluriformity also in its oral transmission. The
aforementioned fragments of biblical scrolls from the period after
the destruction of the Temple must have been recited with an
oral reading tradition. Just as the consonantal text (ketiv) of the
medieval Masoretic manuscripts corresponded to the written
consonantal text of these early scrolls, it is likely that the
medieval oral reading of the Middle Ages, which is represented
by the Masoretic vocalization signs, also had a close
correspondence to what was being recited orally at the beginning
of the first millennium C.E. There is, indeed, evidence that the
medieval reading tradition had its roots in the Second Temple
Period (81.0.8.).

The reading traditions of Biblical Hebrew that were
transmitted after Hebrew ceased to be a spoken vernacular
language exhibit diversity in phonology and morphology, some
of which is likely to have had its roots in the dialectal diversity
of spoken Hebrew at earlier periods.

We can distinguish broadly three stages of attestation of the
later reading traditions:

(i) The pre-Masoretic Greek and Latin transcriptions dat-
able to the first half of the first millennium C.E. The most
important sources from this period are the Greek transcriptions
found in the second column of the Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254
C.E.) and the Latin transcriptions in the Vulgate and writings of
Jerome (346-420 C.E.). In addition to these, transcriptions are
sporadically found in late Greek translations, such as Aquila,
Symmachus and Theodotion, and in the writings of the Church
fathers.
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(ii) The medieval traditions reflected by vocalized manu-
scripts and other sources. In addition to the Tiberian vocalization
system, medieval manuscripts are extant that contain other
vocalization sign systems, which reflect different reading
traditions.

(iii) The reading traditions that have survived in Jewish
communities in modern times.

The reading traditions of the Bible in Palestine reflected by
the Greek transcriptions of Origen and the Latin works of Jerome
exhibit a number of features that can be correlated with some of
the dialectal features mention in 81.0.1. They appear to have
preserved the gutturals, although they are not directly
represented by the Greek and Latin script, and so have their roots
in dialectal pronunciations in which these consonants were not
weakened. The 2ms pronominal suffixes are generally trans-
cribed without a following vowel and so correspond to the
variants ending in consonants reflected by the orthographies -
and n- in Qumran sources, e.g., ceoxay (Tiberian: 7pT¥) ‘your
righteousness’ (Origen, Psa. 35.28), ¢apacf (Tiberian: n¥1a) ‘you
have breached’ (Origen, Psa. 89.41); phalach vs. §7v3, ‘your work’
(Jerome, Hab. 3.2), calloth (Tiberian: ni%p) ‘you are vile’ (Jerome,
Nah. 1.14).7

The reading traditions of the Hebrew Bible that are
reflected by the medieval systems of vocalization signs were
transmitted orally for many generations during the first

millennium C.E. Their commitment to written form by means of

7 See Sperber (1937), Brgnno (1943; 1970), Sutcliffe (1948), Janssens
(1982), Yuditsky (2013; 2017), Kantor (2017).
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vocalization sign systems was a textualization of oral traditions.
This was no doubt stimulated by the general increasing shift from
oral to written transmission of knowledge in the early Islamic
period.® This is a phenomenon that affected the whole of society
in the Middle East at this period. It is likely to have been brought
about, in part at least, by the archival documentary culture of the
Abbasid bureaucracy, which developed in the eighth century
C.E., and the spread in the production of paper at that period.’
The systems of vocalization signs that were developed in
the Middle Ages reflect three major traditions of pronunciation,
which are normally referred to as the Tiberian, Babylonian and
Palestinian traditions. The Palestinian pronunciation is reflected
also by some manuscripts vocalized with Tiberian vowel signs.
This latter type of vocalization will be referred to as Non-
Standard Tiberian vocalization (81.0.13.6.). Although the sign
systems were a creation of the Middle Ages, the pronunciation
traditions that they reflect had their roots in an earlier period and

had been transmitted orally for many generations. There is some

8 For a detailed discussion see Schoeler (2006) and Bloom (2010).

° For the documentary culture of the Abbasid administration see Sijpes-
teijn (2007), van Berkel (2014), Khan (2007, 13-65) and for the spread
of paper at this period see Bloom (2001). An analogy can be identified
in the increase of written culture in the kingdom of the Judean king
Hezekiah in the eighth century B.C.E. According to Schniedewind
(2004; 2013) this was stimulated by the increase in administrative bu-
reaucracy and urbanization. The role of bureaucracy and documentary
culture appears to have been a catalyst to written culture also in

medieval Europe; cf. Clanchy (2013).
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evidence that they originated in the Second Temple Period
(81.0.8.). They share more features among themselves than they
do with the Samaritan pronunciation tradition, which was
transmitted orally by the Samaritan community through the
Middle Ages down to modern times. This suggests that they were
more closely related, due to a common origin and/or due to
convergence through communal contact. They nevertheless
diverged from one another in a number of ways in phonology
and morphology. The distinctness of the Samaritan tradition of
reading reflects the fact that it split from the Jewish traditions
with the separation of the Samaritan community from Judaism
at an early period.

The various Jewish reading traditions had distinctive vowel
systems. The Tiberian pronunciation tradition distinguished the
vowel qualities [a] (patah), [o] (games), [e] (sere) and [e] (segol).
The Babylonian vocalization system lacked a sign for segol and
generally used a patah sign where Tiberian had segol, suggesting
that Babylonian pronunciation did not distinguish between the
qualities [a] and [e], but only had the quality [a].!° The Pales-
tinian pronunciation tradition did not distinguish between patah

and games, on the one hand, and between sere and segol, on the

10 The Babylonian tradition has been exhaustively described by Yeivin
(1985), which is the most authoritative scholarly source. Important
earlier studies of manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization were made
by Kahle (1902; 1913; 1928). For an overview of the distinctive features
of Babylonian vocalization and the reading traditions it reflects see
Khan (2013f) and Heijmans (2016).
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other, but rather had only one ‘a’ vowel and one ‘e’ vowel."
There was, however, internal diversity within these traditions of
pronunciation. This applied in particular to the Babylonian and
the Palestinian traditions, which exhibit a considerable amount
of variation both in the sign systems and the pronunciation these
systems reflect in the medieval manuscripts. The Tiberian
vocalization system and the pronunciation it reflects are more
uniform and standardized than the other traditions, but,

nevertheless, there is some internal diversity (§1.0.10).

1.0.4. THE TIBERIAN MASORETIC TRADITION

The textualization of the orally transmitted Tiberian reading
tradition was carried out by a circle of scholars in Tiberias known
as Masoretes. The Masoretes (known in Hebrew as n7on "2;3;)
were scholars who devoted themselves to preserving the
traditions of writing and reading the Bible. Their name derives
from the Hebrew term masora or masoret, the meaning of which

is generally thought to be ‘transmission of traditions’.!? The

! The most important scholarly studies of the Palestinian vocalization
include Kahle (1930), Dietrich (1968), Revell (1970a; 1970b; 1977),
Chiesa (1978) and Yahalom (1997). For overviews of the system see
Heijmans (2013b) and Yahalom (2016).

12 There is no complete consensus concerning the original meaning or
etymology of the term. It seems to be connected with the Rabbinic
Hebrew verb 201 ‘to hand over’, though this may be a denominal form.
The noun n7bn occurs in Ezek. 20.37, which is generally understood
today as ‘bond’ (< 7oR). One of its ancient interpretations, however,

was ‘number’ (cf. Septuagint &pibu@). As we shall see, counting letters
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Tiberian Masoretes were active over a period of several centuries
in the second half of the first millennium C.E. The medieval
sources refer to several generations of Masoretes, some of them
belonging to the same family. The most famous of these families
is that of Aharon ben Asher (tenth century), whose forebears
were engaged in Masoretic activities over five generations.'® The
Masoretes continued the work of the soferim (‘scribes’) of the
Talmudic and Second Temple periods, who were also occupied

with the correct transmission of the biblical text.

and words to ensure the correct preservation of the text was one of the
activities of the Masoretes. The word occurs also in Mishnah Avot 3.14
in a statement attributed to Rabbi Aqgiva (c. 50-135 C.E.) 7mn% »o non
‘The masoret is a fence for the Torah’, where it may have been originally
used with the same sense (i.e. ‘counting’ of letters/words). Ben-Hayyim
(1957b) has suggested that the verb 7on in Hebrew actually had the
meaning of ‘to count’, as did its cognate in Samaritan Aramaic. The form
m1on is a variant feminine pattern of the noun. The form nqon or nqbn,
which is reflected in the English spelling ‘Massorah’, has no textual basis
but is a modern reconstruction on the analogy of the pattern found in
nouns such as n)83 ‘mercy seat’ and nka ‘dearth’.

13 Asher ‘the elder’, the great-great-grandfather of Aharon, probably
lived in the second half of the eighth century C.E.; cf. Kahle (1959, 75-
82; 1927, vol. 1, 39).

4 According to the Babylonian Talmud (Qiddushin 30a) the soferim
acquired their name from the fact that they counted (Hebrew -ap) all
the letters of the Pentateuch. As we have seen above the term nqbn was
probably originally understood in the sense of ‘counting’. This
connection with the Talmudic interpretation of the term soferim may be

more than coincidental, in that nqbn may have been intended originally
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The Tiberian Masoretes developed what can be termed the
Tiberian Masoretic tradition. This was a body of tradition that
gradually took shape over two or three centuries and continued
to grow until it was finally fixed, and the activities of the
Masoretes ceased, at the beginning of the second millennium.
During the same period, circles of Masoretes are known to have
existed also in Iraq. It is the tradition of the Tiberian Masoretes,
however, that had become virtually the exclusive Masoretic
tradition in Judaism by the late Middle Ages and has been
followed by all printed editions of the Hebrew Bible.

The Tiberian Masoretic tradition is recorded in numerous
medieval manuscripts. The majority of these were written after
1100 C.E. and are copies of older manuscripts that were made in
various Jewish communities. The early printed editions are based
on these late medieval manuscripts. The most authoritative of
these early editions was the so-called second Rabbinic Bible (i.e.
the Bible text combined with commentaries and translations,
known as Miqgra’ot Gedolot) edited by Jacob ben Hayyim ben
Adoniyahu and printed at the press of Daniel Bomberg in Venice
between 1524 and 1525. These early Rabbinic Bibles appear to
have been based on more than one manuscript (Penkower 1983).
This came to be regarded as a textus receptus and was used as

the basis for many subsequent editions of the Hebrew Bible.

to refer to the activity of the soferim. In the Middle Ages the term sofer
acquired the narrower sense of ‘copyist’. According to a medieval list of
Masoretes published by Mann (1935, 2:44) the chain of Masoretes

began with Ezra the scribe.
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A small number of surviving manuscripts are first-hand
records of the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. These were written
in the Middle East before 1100 C.E., when the Masoretes were
still active in the tenth century or in the period immediately after
the cessation of their activities in the eleventh century. They are,
therefore, the most reliable witnesses of the Tiberian Masoretic
tradition. They all come from the end, or near the end, of the
Masoretic period, when the Masoretic tradition had become fixed
in most of its details. After 1100 C.E. the fixed tradition was
transmitted by generations of scribes. Some of the modern
editions of the Bible are based on these early manuscripts, e.g.
the Biblia Hebraica from the third edition (1929-1937) onwards
(the latest edition of which is the Biblia Hebraica Quinta, 2004-),
The Hebrew University Bible (1975-), the editions by Aron Dotan
(1973; revised 2001) and Mordechai Breuer (1977-1982) and the
modern edition of the Rabbinic Bible by Menachem Cohen
(known as Ha-Keter, Ramat-Gan, 1992-).

The Tiberian Masoretic tradition can be divided into the

following components:
1.  The consonantal text of the Hebrew Bible.

2. The layout of the text and codicological form of the

manuscripts.

3. The indications of divisions of paragraphs (known in

Hebrew as pisqa’ot or parashiyyot).

4.  The accent signs, which indicated the musical cantillation

of the text and also the position of the main stress in a word.
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5.  The vocalization, which indicated the pronunciation of the
vowels and some details of the pronunciation of the
consonants in the reading of the text.

6.  Notes on the text, written in the margins of the manuscript.

7.  Masoretic treatises. Some manuscripts have appendices at
the end of the biblical text containing various treatises on

aspects of the teachings of the Masoretes.
8.  Orally transmitted reading tradition.

The first seven of these components are written, whereas
the eighth existed only orally. The orally transmitted Tiberian
reading tradition was passed on from one generation to the next.
The reading tradition is only partially represented in graphic
form by the vocalization and accent signs. These written compo-
nents were created during the Masoretic period in the last third
of the first millennium C.E. The most famous Masorete, Aharon
ben Asher, who lived in the tenth century, represented the last
generation. At the close of the Masoretic period at the beginning
of the second millennium, the written components of the Tiberian
Masoretic tradition had become fixed and were transmitted in
this fixed form by later scribes. By contrast, the oral component,
i.e. the Tiberian reading tradition, was soon forgotten and
appears not to have been transmitted much beyond the twelfth
century. As a result, the Tiberian vocalization signs came to be
read according to the various local traditions of Hebrew
pronunciation, most of them influenced by the vernacular
languages of the communities concerned. The vocalization and

accents were no longer direct representations of the way in which
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the biblical text was recited and they became fossilized written
components of the text. Since the Tiberian oral tradition of read-
ing did not survive down to modern times, the letters, vocaliza-
tion and accent signs are symbols that require interpretation. This
interpretation is little more than speculation unless we examine
extant sources that were written by medieval scholars and scribes
who had direct access to the Tiberian pronunciation when it was
still a living oral tradition. The description of the Tiberian pro-
nunciation that is presented in this book is based on such medie-
val sources. Our main concern will be with the pronunciation of
the vowels and consonants.

The Tiberian Masoretic manuscripts are codices, i.e. books
consisting of collections of double-leaves that were stitched
together. A Bible codex was referred to in medieval Hebrew
sources as a mnn mahzor, as opposed to a scroll, which was re-
ferred to as a 1av sefer. The term mahzor later came to designate
specifically a codex containing a prayer-book for festivals. An-
other term that was used for a Bible codex in the Middle Ages
was anen mishaf, which is an Arabic loanword (< Arabic
mushaf).'® The Hebrew Bible began to be produced in codex form
during the Islamic period. The earliest surviving codices with
explicitly dated colophons were written in the tenth century C.E.
All of these originate from the Jewish communities in the Middle

East. There is indirect evidence from some Rabbinic sources that

!5 The Arabic word mugshaf is itself a loanword from Ethiopic mashaf,
which means ‘book’, or specifically ‘Scripture’, see Leslau (1987, s.v.
sahafa).
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the codex had been adopted for Hebrew Bibles already in the
eighth century C.E.'®

Previously, the Hebrew Bible was always written in a scroll.
After the introduction of the codex, scrolls continued to be used
for writing the Hebrew Bible. Each type of manuscript, however,
had a different function. The scrolls were used for public
liturgical reading in the synagogues, whereas the codices were
used for study purposes and non-liturgical reading. The scroll was
the ancient form of manuscript that was hallowed by liturgical
tradition and it was regarded as unacceptable by the Masoretes
to change the custom of writing the scroll by adding the various
written components of the Masoretic tradition that they dev-
eloped, such as vocalization, accents and marginal notes. The
codex had no such tradition behind it in Judaism and so the
Masoretes felt free to introduce into this type of manuscripts the
newly developed written Masoretic components.'” The desire to
commit to writing in the Middle Ages many components of the
Masoretic tradition that had been previously transmitted orally
was, no doubt, one of the main motivations for the adoption of
the codex at this period. It had been available as a format of book
production since the Roman period. It started to be used for the
writing of Christian Bibles as early as the second century C.E. The
earliest extant datable codices of the Qur’an pre-date the dated

codices of the Hebrew Bible by about two centuries. The fact that

16 See Beit-Arié et al. (1997), Glatzer (1989, 260-63), Outhwaite (2018,
323).

7 For the association of the scribal innovations with changes in the

physical form of manuscripts see Khan (1990b).
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one of the medieval Hebrew terms for Bible codex, mishaf, is a
loanword from Arabic (mushaf) suggests, indeed, that the Jews
borrowed the format from the Muslims. We may say that the
liturgical scroll remained the core of the biblical tradition,
whereas the Masoretic codex was conceived as auxiliary to this.
This distinction of function between liturgical scrolls with no
vocalization, accents or Masoretic notes, on the one hand, and
Masoretic codices, on the other, has continued in Jewish
communities down to the present day. Occasionally in the Middle
Ages, Masoretic additions were made to scrolls if they had, for
some reason, become unfit for liturgical use. The fact that the
leaves of a codex were written on both sides, unlike biblical
scrolls, and its overall practical format meant that the entire
twenty-four books of the Bible could be bound together in a
single volume. The less practical scroll format meant that the
books of the Bible had to be divided up into a series of separate
scrolls. In many cases, however, codices consisted of only
sections of the Bible, such as the major divisions of Pentateuch
(Torah), Prophets (Nevi’im) and Writings (Ketuvim), or smaller
units.

The scrolls generally differed from Masoretic codices not
only in the lack of vocalization, accents and Masoretic notes, but
also in the addition of ornamental strokes called tagin (‘crowns’)
to the Hebrew letters shin, ‘ayin, tet, nun, zayin, gimel and sade.

In the Masoretic period, the task of writing codices was
generally divided between two specialist scribes. The copying of
the consonantal text was entrusted to a scribe known as a sofer,

who also wrote scrolls. The vocalization, accents and Masoretic
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notes, on the other hand, were generally added by a scribe known
as a naqdan (‘pointer’, i.e. vocalizer) or by a Masorete. This
reflects the fact that the tradition of transmitting the consonantal
text and the tradition of transmitting the Masoretic components
were not completely integrated. According to the colophon of the
Aleppo Codex, for example, the text was copied by the scribe
Shlomo ben Buya‘a and its vocalization and Masora were sup-
plied by Aharon ben Asher.'® For the scribe who wrote the con-
sonantal text the base of authority was constituted by an existing
authoritative exemplar manuscript.’® For the nagdan the base of
authority was a master teacher of the oral reading tradition. In
the case of the Aleppo Codex, the nagdan and the master teacher
were one and the same person. By contrast, the Codex Lenin-
gradensis, which was produced in the early eleventh century af-
ter the close of Masoretic period and the death of the last author-
ities of the Tiberian oral tradition, was written and vocalized by

the same scribe, Samuel ben Jacob.?°

8 The original inscriptions are now lost and survive only in copies
(Kahle 1930, 7-12; Ofer 1989). The scribe Shlomo ben Buya‘a also
wrote the manuscript I Firkovitch I1.17 (L' according to the abbrev-
iation of Yeivin 1980, 22-23), but the nagdan was different from that of

A and so the vocalization and accentuation.

19 In one extant Judaeo-Arabic document from the Genizah the Persian
loanword namiidhaj ‘model, exemplar’ is used to refer to such a model
manuscript (Outhwaite 2018, 331).

20 There is evidence from colophons that other Masoretic codices, also
apparently from the post-Masoretic period, were produced entirely by
a single scribe (Outhwaite 2018, 329).
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So far we have made a distinction between manuscripts of
the Hebrew Bible written in scrolls and those written in Masoretic
codices and also between the early Tiberian codices datable to
before 1100 and later ones. In the early period, coinciding with
or close to the time when the Masoretes were active, we can
distinguish between various types of Hebrew Bible codices. The
type of codex that has been referred to in the preceding dis-
cussion is what can be termed a ‘model’ codex, which was
carefully written and accurately preserved the written
components of the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. Such manu-
scripts were generally in the possession of a community, as is
shown by their colophons, and were kept in a public place of
study and worship for consultation and copying (to produce both
codices and scrolls). References to various model codices and
their readings are found in the Masoretic notes, e.g. Codex
Muggah, Codex Hilleli, Codex Zambuqgi and Codex Yerushalmi
(Ginsburg 1897, 429-33). Sometimes accurately written manu-
scripts also contain the text of an Aramaic Targum.

In addition to these model Masoretic codices, there existed
numerous so-called ‘popular’ Bible codices, which were generally
in the possession of private individuals. These were not written
with such precision as the model codices and usually did not
include all the written components of the Tiberian Masoretic
tradition. Often they contain no accents or Masoretic notes but
only vocalization, and this may deviate from the standard

Tiberian system of vocalization in a number of details. Some
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popular Bible manuscripts were accompanied by an Aramaic
Targum or an Arabic translation and commentary.?!

All popular manuscripts were not necessarily written
carelessly. The crucial feature of their production was that the
scribes felt less bound by tradition than in the copying of the
model manuscripts. Many of them are distinguished from the
model manuscripts also in their smaller dimensions and their dif-
ferent page-layout (Arrant 2020).

There were, therefore, three classes of Hebrew Bible
manuscript in the early Middle Ages: (i) scrolls used for public
reading in the liturgy; (ii) model Masoretic codices, the purpose
of which was to preserve the full biblical tradition, both the
written tradition and the reading tradition; (iii) popular
manuscripts that aided individuals in the reading of the text.

We describe here briefly some of the surviving model
Tiberian Masoretic codices that have come to be regarded as
among the most important and are referred to in various places
in this book. All of these manuscripts originate from the Middle
East, as do the vast majority of the early codices. The early
eastern manuscripts began to come to the attention of scholars in
the nineteenth century, mainly due to the collection of eastern
manuscripts assembled by Abraham Firkovitch (1787-1874), the

majority of which were donated to what is now the National

! For this type of medieval manuscript see Goshen-Gottstein (1962, 36—
44), Diez Macho (1971, 22), Sirat (2002, 42-50), Stern (2017, 88-90),
Arrant (2020) and Outhwaite (2020). These scholars use different terms
to refer to such Bible manuscripts. Sirat, for example, refers to them as

‘common Bibles’, a term that is adopted by Outhwaite (2020).
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Library of Russia in St. Petersburg. An important breakthrough
was also the discovery of the Cairo Genizah in the late nineteenth
century, which contained many fragments of early eastern Bible
manuscripts, the majority of which are now in the possession of
Cambridge University Library. The earliest surviving codices that
were written in Europe are datable to the twelfth century (Beit-
Arié et al. 1997). The early medieval model codices with stand-
ard Tiberian vocalization all reflect a basically uniform Masoretic
tradition, though no two manuscripts are completely identical.
The differences are sometimes the result of scribal errors and
other times due to a slightly different reading tradition or system
of marking vocalization and accents that is followed by the

naqdan.

1. The Aleppo Codex (referred to henceforth as A)

In the colophon of this manuscript, it is stated that it was written
by Shlomo ben Buya‘a and the Masorete Aharon ben Asher (tenth
century C.E.) added the vocalization, accents and Masoretic
notes. This is confirmed by comparison with the statements
concerning the traditions of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali in the
Masoretic treatise known as ‘The Book of Differences’ (Kitab al-
Khilaf) of Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el (81.0.13.1.). The Aleppo Codex
agrees with Ben Asher against Ben Naftali in 94% of the cases of
differences between the two Masoretes recorded in this work. It
is indeed thought to be the manuscript that Maimonides
examined when he pronounced that Ben Asher’s tradition was
superior to that of other Masoretes. It should be regarded,

therefore, as the authorized edition in Jewish tradition after the
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time of Maimonides (Penkower 1981). When Maimonides saw
the manuscript, it was kept in Egypt, possibly in the Ben-Ezra
synagogue in Fustat, which later became famous for its ‘Genizah’.
From the later Middle Ages, however, it was kept in Aleppo. In
1948 the synagogue in which it was kept in Aleppo was set on
fire and only about three-quarters of the original manuscript
were preserved. The surviving portions are now kept in
Jerusalem in the library of the Ben-Zvi Institute (Shamosh 1987;
Friedman 2012; Goshen-Gottstein 1960; Yeivin 1968). It has
been published in a facsimile edition by Moshe Goshen-Gottstein
(1976) and images are available online.?* This manuscript forms
the basis of a number of Israeli editions of the Hebrew Bible,
including the Hebrew University Bible (Goshen-Gottstein 1975),
the edition of Mordechai Breuer (Jerusalem 1977-1982, re-
edited in 1996-1998 with inclusion of new information on the
parasha divisions) and the modern Rabbinic Bible (ha-Keter)
edited by Menachem Cohen (1992-).

2. Codex Leningradensis, St. Petersburg (Leningrad), National Li-
brary of Russia, I Firkovitch Evr. I B 19a (referred to henceforth
as L).

This codex is still widely known as Codex Leningradensis. One of
the colophons of the manuscript states that it was written in
Fustat, Egypt, and subsequently checked and corrected
‘according to the most exact texts of Ben Asher’.?? Its date is given

in the colophon according to five different systems of reckoning,

22 http://www.aleppocodex.org.
B quR 12 Hw o'pMTRn oaon ah.
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which do not completely coincide, but a date in the region of
1008-1009 C.E. seems to be intended. It was, therefore, written
after the close of the Masoretic period and was not the original
work of a Masoretic authority, unlike the Aleppo Codex, which
was vocalized by the Masorete Aharon ben Asher. It is, neverthe-
less, very similar to A and agrees with Ben Asher against Ben
Naftali in 90% of the cases of differences between them that are
recorded in the ‘The Book of Differences’. The commissioner and
first owner of the manuscript was a wealthy Karaite merchant
known as Joseph ibn Yazdad.?* The Codex Leningradensis differs
slightly from the Aleppo Codex in a few minor details. There is a
lesser degree of marking of hatef signs on non-guttural conso-
nants than in A (81.2.5.3.) and a slightly greater degree of mark-
ing of ga‘ya on open syllables. Some of the original vocalization
and accentuation has clearly been changed during the correction
process referred to in the colophon and the corrections, in gen-
eral, correspond to what is found in A. These consist of erasures,
mainly of ga‘ya signs, and additions, mainly of hatef signs under
non-guttural consonants. The manuscript has been preserved in
its entirety and it contains the complete text of the Bible. Paul
Kahle made this the basis of the third edition of Biblia Hebraica
(Stuttgart 1929-1937) and it has been used for all subsequent
editions. For practical reasons, unless otherwise indicated, man-
uscript L is cited according to the edition in the fourth edition of

Biblia Hebraica (Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, abbreviated as

4 For the background of the manuscript and the interpretation of its
colophon see Outhwaite (2018).
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BHS). In places where there are problems with the reading re-
flected by BHS (see, e.g. 81.3.1.14.) the manuscript is cited di-
rectly. Manuscript L is also the basis of the edition of the Hebrew
Bible by Aron Dotan (Tel-Aviv 1973, revised 2001).%

3. British Library, London, Or. 4445 (referred to henceforth as B)

This manuscript contains leaves from different periods. The ones
of greatest interest for the study of the Tiberian Masoretic tradi-
tion are the oldest leaves, which constitute most of the Penta-
teuch. These are generally thought to have been written at the
same period as A in the first half of the tenth century, or possibly
slightly earlier. This older section agrees with Ben Asher against
Ben Naftali in 80% of the recorded cases of differences. It marks
hatef signs on non-guttural consonants slightly more frequently
than in the corresponding portions of L, in accordance the prin-
ciples found in A. The marking of ga‘ya in open syllables is, how-
ever, less frequent than in A. The rafe sign, furthermore, is used
on non-ns>73a1 consonants less often than in A (81.3.2.). It ap-
pears, therefore, to represent a slightly less developed tradition
than A.%¢

% A facsimile edition of the manuscript was published by Loewinger
(1970).

% Yeivin (1968, 359-60), Ginsburg (1897, 469-74), Lyons (1983), Do-
tan (1993).
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4. The Cairo Codex of the Prophets (referred to henceforth as C)

This manuscript, which contains all of the books of the Prophets,
was preserved down to modern times in the Karaite synagogue
in Cairo. It has a colophon attributing it to the Masorete Moshe
ben Asher, the father of Aharon ben Asher, with the date 895 C.E.
There is now a consensus that the manuscript was written later,
most likely in the eleventh century, and this is a later copy of an
earlier colophon.?’” The manuscript reflects a tradition that is
closer to that of Ben Naftali than to that of Ben Asher. In places
where a difference is recorded between Ben Asher and Ben
Naftali, it agrees with Ben Asher in 33% of cases and with Ben
Naftali in 64% of cases. C also reflects some features of vocaliza-
tion that are attributed to Ben Naftali in the Masoretic sources.
These include forms such as 5%, instead of Hx7"Y, the latter
being the tradition of Ben Asher, which is found in A and L
(81.2.5.1.). Another case is the marking of dagesh in the qof of the
verb apy» ‘he supplants’ (Jer. 9.3) (§1.3.1.11.2.). It does not, how-
ever, correspond to the tradition attributed to Ben Naftali in all
features. In general, it exhibits a more developed tradition than
A and L. It marks, for example, ga‘ya in open syllables (81.2.8.2.1)
and dagesh in consonantal °alef (§1.1.1.) more frequently than is
the case in A and L.?® A facsimile of C was published by Loew-
inger (1971). A Spanish team directed by Pérez Castro (1979-

? For the arguments regarding its dating, see Menachem Cohen
(1982b), Glatzer (1989, 250-59), Lipschiitz (1964, 6-7).

8 Yeivin (1968, 360-61).
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1992) produced an edition of the manuscript together with its

Masora.

5. Jerusalem National and University Library, Heb. 24, 5702 (for-
merly MS Sassoon 507) (henceforth referred to as S)

This is likely to have been written in the tenth century. The sur-
viving sections contain most of the Pentateuch. It does not exhibit
a predominant correspondence to either Ben Asher or Ben
Naftali, in that it agrees with Ben Asher against Ben Naftali in
52% of the recorded cases of differences. The vocalization exhib-
its some features that are attributed to Ben Naftali, e.g. Hx1i"a
(81.2.5.1.). In some features it is more developed than A and L,
such as the greater marking of rafe and the greater marking of
ga‘ya in open syllables. Unlike A and L, however, it does not mark

hatef signs on non-guttural consonants.?

Towards the end of the Masoretic period in the second half of the
tenth century and the eleventh century, many Karaite scholars
became involved with the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. Some
studies have shown that the Masoretic notes in some Tiberian
Bible codices, including the Aleppo Codex, contain some
elements that appear to reflect Karaite rather than Rabbanite
theology.® Does this mean that the whole circle of Tiberian
Masoretes were Karaites? There are several problems with such

a simple assessment. The medieval sources refer to several

» Yeivin (1968, 361-362), Shashar (1983).

%0 For example, the gradual revelation of misvot to generations before
Moses; cf. Zer (2003).
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generations of Masoretes, some of them belonging to the same
family. They indicate that the family of the famous Masorete
Aharon Ben Asher had been involved in Masoretic activities over
five generations. Aharon Ben Asher lived in the tenth century,
and so Asher ‘the elder’, who is stated to be the great-great-
grandfather of Aharon, is likely to have lived in the second half
of the eighth century C.E., before the emergence of Karaism on
the historical scene. There is no evidence of a Karaite community
in Tiberias during the Masoretic period. The immigration of
Karaites to Palestine evidently began in the second half of the
ninth century and was directed towards Jerusalem (Gil 1992,
182). Some of the Masoretes, furthermore, were closely
associated with the Rabbanite Jewish authorities, e.g. Pinhas
Rosh ha-Yeshiva (‘head of the Academy’), who lived in the ninth
century. The ‘Academy’ (Yeshiva) was the central body of
Rabbanite Jewish communal authority in Palestine. Some close
parallels to the format and phraseology of the Masoretic notes
can, in fact, be found in Midrashic literature composed before the
Islamic period (Martin Contreras 1999; 2002; 2003). It is likely
that these Midrashim were redacted by Jewish sages in Tiberias,
which was a thriving centre of Rabbinic scholarship in the
Byzantine period (Rozenfeld 2010, 120-26). All this suggests that
Karaite scholars joined forces with an existing stream of tradition
of ‘Bible scholarship’ in Rabbanite Judaism, enhancing it and
developing it.

The Karaites contributed to the Tiberian Masoretic
tradition in various ways. They sponsored the safekeeping of the

model Masoretic codices produced by the Masoretes. This is
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shown by the fact that colophons of many of the surviving
codices indicate that they had come into the possession of Karaite
public institutions, such as study houses and synagogues. The
Karaites also become involved in the production of accurate
copies of Masoretic biblical codices, particularly in the eleventh
century, after the cessation of the activities of the Tiberian
Masoretes. In the late tenth and early eleventh century, they
produced several Masoretic treatises (§1.0.13.1.) and developed
the para-Masoretic philological activity of grammar (81.0.13.4.).

Several of the colophons of the model Tiberian also indicate
that the codices were used for liturgical reading by the Karaite
communities on Sabbaths and festivals, e.g.

The Aleppo Codex (A):

‘in order that they bring it [the codex] out to the settle-
ments and communities in the holy city on the three pil-
grimage festivals, the festival of Passover, the festival of

Weeks and the festival Tabernacles to read in it’.%!

The Cairo Codex of the Prophets (C):

‘This is the codex, the Eight Prophets, which Ya‘bes ben
Shlomo consecrated in Jerusalem ... for the Karaites who
celebrate the feasts at seeing the moon, for them all to read

on Sabbath days, at new moons and at the feasts’.*

81 Kahle (1930, 3): nwbwa wTipn waw mHnpm mawinn DR 1mRerw 1
12 MAPY MaIoA AM NRawn an menn i ohan.

32 Kahle (1959, 93): nnbw 12 pay’ MR WIpnw ORI AINW 09T M
DWINA MNAwa 092 12 1R 1770 MR 5 omnn owwn pRIpY ... obwra
orTYInaL.
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II Firkovitch Evr. II B 34:

‘This Bible should be taken to one of the settlements in
which there are Karaite communities on Sabbaths and fes-
tivals in the city of Cairo so that the congregation can read
it each Sabbath and blessed festival’.?®

The use of Masoretic codices for liturgical reading distin-
guished the Karaites from the Rabbanites, who continued to use

scrolls for this purpose (Allony 1979).

I1.0.5. QERE AND KETIV

The medieval Tiberian Bible codices record the reading tradition
not only in the vocalization sign system but also in marginal
notes. These are known as gere notes. The term gere is the Ara-
maic passive participle mp ‘read’. The notes were marked when
there was a conflict between the orthography of the text, known
as the ketiv (from the Aramaic passive participle 2'n3 ‘written’),
and the oral reading. The usual practice in the manuscripts was
to write the vocalization of the gere on the orthography of the
ketiv and then write in the margin the appropriate orthography
of the gere without vocalization. The gere note in the margin is
generally flagged by the word ™ (gere) under it or the abbrevi-

ation p, e.g.
2 Kings 20.4

L: i Margin: q¥n i.e.read the ketiv 7y as agn

P

3 Kahle (1930, 74-77): mbnp na mmw mawinn DNk 98 RIpnn a1 qoKe
T2 T Naw 522313 5apn nRAph 0Mrn NTTRa DTN MNawa URIpN.
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In some places in the manuscripts, the gere note is accom-
panied by a sign that resembles a final nun j. This was evidently
a device to draw the attention of the reader (Ofer 2019, 89-91).

Qere notes are unevenly distributed across the Hebrew Bi-
ble. They are less frequent in the Pentateuch than in the Prophets
and Writings.>*

When there is a regular conflict between the orthography
of the reading in frequently occurring words and forms, as is the
case, for example, with the Tetragrammaton (ketiv mi, gere 378
or 0"9R), the place name ‘Jerusalem’ (ketiv ohwr, gere 0™ow™?)
and some morphological suffixes (see below), the vocalization of
the word reflects the gere but there are no gere notes in the mar-
gins with the appropriate orthography.

It is important to distinguish between the gere notes and
the gere. The term gere should properly refer to the entire reading
tradition, reflected by the vocalization, whereas the gere notes
concern selected cases where the reading tradition differs suffi-
ciently from the orthography to lead to errors in reading. Errors
in reading included not only errors in pronunciation but also er-
rors in the understanding and parsing of a word.

As remarked, the transmission of the Hebrew Bible in-
volved the intertwining of written text and oral reading tradition.
The written text was copied by scribes and the memory of the
oral reading tradition was passed on from generation to
generation by teachers. The scribes and the teachers constituted
two distinct groups and their activities were distinct. This is one

of the reasons why discrepancies arose between the two channels

34 Barr (1981), Tov (2015, 157).
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of transmission. To understand further the phenomenon of a
reading tradition (gere) of the Hebrew Bible that does not always
correspond to the orthography of the written text (ketiv), it is
helpful to compare the gere to the oral reading traditions of the
Qur’an, known as qird’at.

According to early Islamic sources, immediately after the
death of the prophet Muhammad, Qur’anic verses were preserved
in both written and oral form. They were recorded in writing on
small fragmentary objects, such as palm stalks and thin stones,
and were transmitted in human memory ‘in the hearts of men’
(sudar al-rijal).> The implication is that oral traditions accompa-
nied written traditions from the very beginning of the process of
transmission. After the written text of the Qur’an had been offi-
cially stabilized and had undergone a process of standardization
in the form of the edition of the caliph ‘Uthman (seventh century
C.E.), considerable diversity still remained in the various tradi-
tions of orally reciting the text, despite the fact that ‘Uthman had
commanded the written texts that did not conform to the new
‘Uthmanic recension to be destroyed. These oral reading tradi-
tions exhibited different linguistic features, reflecting differences
between the spoken Arabic dialects of the period, and also textual
differences. Some of the differences were also due to grammatical
errors by reciters. For approximately two centuries after the in-
troduction of the ‘Uthmanic standard written text, some textual

differences in the reading traditions still deviated from the or-

% See hadith 4986 in the collection of al-Bukhari (Sahih al-Bukhari) ed.
Muhammad M. Khan (1997).
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thography of this standard text. The textual differences, there-
fore, were not only different interpretations of the written or-
thography but also, it seems, different readings that arose in oral
transmission. By the third century A.H./ninth century C.E., how-
ever, the permitted forms of reading were strictly brought into
line with the orthography of the text and with standardized rules
of Arabic grammar. This was largely due to the activities of Ibn
Mujahid (d. 324 A.H./936 C.E.), who had the official backing of
the government authorities. Ibn Mujahid also reduced the num-
ber of authorized reading traditions to seven canonical ones,
which were transmitted from a recognized authority and had a
large number of tradents. The principle of conformity with the
orthography of the ‘Uthmanic text did not necessarily require
correspondence to the reading originally intended by the orthog-
raphy, but rather it was required that the reading could be ac-
commodated by the orthography. The potential for variation was
increased by the fact that what was fixed was the orthography
without diacritical dots on the Arabic letters (known as the rasm).
This is likely to have been intentional in order to accommodate
a diversity of reading traditions. The text, therefore, could not
serve as a stand-alone document but rather functioned as an aide-
mémoire for the oral reading (Graham and Kermani 2007, 116;
Roxburgh 2008, 8). Various different dialectal forms of Arabic
were permitted in the reading traditions, so long as they could be
supported by the rasm. The orthography originally represented
the western Arabian dialect of the Hijaz in which a glottal stop
was elided. The word for ‘well, spring’, for example, was

pronounced as bir in the dialect of Hijaz (i.e. »») and this is what
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was originally intended by the orthography . This was how it
was pronounced also in some of the canonical reading traditions.
Other canonical reading traditions, however, read the rasm with
a glottal stop, viz. bi’r, in accordance with the phonology of the
eastern Arabian dialect (i.e. _v). Some of the most widely
followed canonical readings in later centuries, in fact, followed
the eastern type of pronunciation, which deviated from what the
orthography was originally intended to represent.*

The gere of the Hebrew Bible was most likely analogous to
the Qur’anic reading traditions, especially those of the early
Islamic period, which sometimes differed textually from the
orthography.*” As with the Qur’anic reading traditions, the gere
reflects an orally transmitted reading tradition of the written text,
i.e. a memorized tradition of oral recitation. It need not be as-
sumed that it is derived from a variant written tradition that had
its origin in written manuscripts.* Indeed allusions to Jewish ed-

ucation in the Second Temple Period refer to learning the Torah

% For a good overview of Qur’anic reading traditions see Leemhuis
(2017). See also Nasser (2013) and Graham and Kermani (2007).

37 Cf. Crowther (2018), who draws analogies between the diversity of
Qur’anic oral reading traditions with the pluriformity of biblical texts

from Qumran.

3 We take the view here of scholars who have stressed the oral dimen-
sion of the text reflected by the vocalization; cf. especially Barr (1968,
194-222; 1981), Morag (1974), M. Breuer (1997) and Ofer (2019, 87—
89). A discrepancy between a reading tradition and the written text

similar to the one found in the transmission of the Hebrew Bible is found
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by hearing the recitation of texts, which would be memorized
and repeated orally. This acquired knowledge of the text would
stand independently of the written text. Josephus (d. 100 C.E.)

describes such a process of education as follows:

Let the high priest stand upon a high desk, whence he may
be heard, and let him read the laws to all the people; and
let neither the women nor the children be hindered from

hearing.*

Such memorized oral traditions could potentially survive
punctuations such as the physical destruction of written texts, as
is likely to have happened after the destruction of the First
Temple in the sixth century B.C.E.** and as is reported to have
happened during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, who,
according to 1 Macc. 1.56-57, ordered the destruction of books
in the Temple in 168-167 B.C.E. In a similar manner oral
traditions of the Qur’an maintained textual traditions that were
eliminated by the physical destruction of written non-‘Uthmanic
versions (Zbrzezny 2019).

The gere notes in the medieval Masoretic codices are
unlikely to have originated as written marginal corrections of
specific words in the written text, as advocated, for example, by
scholars such as Ginsburg (1897, 183-87) and Gordis (1971).

also in the tradition of reciting the Talmud in the Yemenite Jewish

community; Morag (1988).
39 Antiquities (4.214). The passage is discussed by Schniedewind (2013,

196). Josephus refers elsewhere also to the memorization of Psalms by
the Levites (Antiquities 20.218).

0 Cf. Carr (2005, 161-73).
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Rather they constitute a system that was developed before the
vocalization signs were created to alert the reader to places
where the oral reading deviates from what is represented by the
written orthography.

In the early Islamic tradition, the Qur’an was typically
recited only from memory during congregational prayers. In an
attempt to bring the oral traditions more into line with the
of Iraq, ordered the recitation to be made from a book rather
from memory alone (Hamdan 2006, 172). Such an attempt to
bring the recitation of oral tradition more closely together with
the text is likely to have occurred also in Judaism in the process
of fixing the text after the destruction of the Temple. The oral
and written traditions of both the Hebrew Bible and the Qur’an,
nevertheless, continued to be separate levels of transmission. The
oral reading was the oral performance of the written text,
whereby the two levels were intertwined.

As is the case with Qur’anic reading traditions, the gere
reflected linguistic differences from the ketiv, textual differences
and sporadic errors in reading.

The linguistic differences often appear to reflect dialectal
divergences. The gere of the pronominal suffixes 7- [-y2:], p-
[-t">:] and 7- [-2:0v], for instance, reflect different morphological
forms from those reflected by the ketiv. The ketiv of the second
person suffixes -, n- reflect forms without a final vowel and the
3ms suffix »- appears to reflect a suffix containing a front vowel,
such as -éw or the like. The forms of the gere are reflected in

Qumran manuscripts and Hebrew epigraphic texts from the first
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millennium B.C.E. by spellings such as 13-, nn- and 1- (Cross and
Freedman 1952, 53, 66-67; Qimron 1986, 58-60). The spelling
of these suffixes with the normal Masoretic type of orthography
is also found in Qumran and epigraphic texts.*! The gere of the
suffixes 7-, p- and v;, moreover, is reflected by the orthography
of the consonantal text in a few sporadic cases, e.g. 137 ‘your
hand’ (Exod. 13.16), nm13 ‘you have sojourned’ (Gen. 21.23), 1¢ri
‘his arrows’ (Psa. 58.8). It is not necessarily the case, therefore,
that the linguistic differences between the gere and the ketiv al-
ways reflect later stages of development of the Hebrew language,
but rather in many cases these may have been contemporary di-
alectal differences. Exceptional pronominal forms that appear in
the ketiv but not in the gere and have been considered archaic are
often attested in the orthography of Qumran manuscripts. This

applies, for example, to 2fs pronominal forms with final yod:
ketiv 'nx, gere n& 1 Kings 14.2 ‘you (fs)’
ketiv *nabn, gere mahn Jer. 31.21 ‘you (fs) went’
ketiv 135, gere 79 2 Kings 4.2 ‘to you’

The yod occurs on these pronominal forms in Qumran man-
uscripts where they do not occur in the ketiv of the Masoretic
Text, suggesting that it was still a living linguistic feature in the
late Second Temple period. Examples are particularly numerous

in the scroll 1QIsa? e.g.*

‘1 For a detailed discusssion of the attested forms of the suffix see
Hornkohl (2020).

42 Material incorporated from the Gesenius grammar project contrib-
uted by Aaron Hornkohl.
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nx nx (1QIsa® 42.24 | BHS xn-nx Isa. 51.9 ‘[are] you
[not] she”)

225 (1QIsa® 39.26 | BHS 729 Isa. 47.7 ‘your [fs] heart’)

oy (1QIsa® 17.4 | BHS mbw Isa. 22.1 ‘you [fs] have gone

up’)

In fact, the forms with yod occasionally occur in the gere of
the Masoretic text, e.g. *21710 ‘your (fs) life’ (Psa. 103.4).

There are other less frequently occurring instances where
there appear to be differences in morphology between the form
represented by the orthography of the ketiv and the gere without

it being felt necessary to write a gere note, e.g.
Cant. 3.4. pnxanw-Tv ‘until I had brought him’
Gen. 24.47. oy ‘and I placed’
Lev. 20.26. 57281 ‘and I have separated’

Here the ketiv orthography is likely to reflect the forms
nia7, oy and 77281 respectively. Evidently, the orthography
of the ketiv was considered to be acceptable as a representation
of the gere due to analogy with orthography in other contexts,
e.g. 821 ‘bring!” (1 Sam. 20.40), and defective spellings such as
oW ‘officers’ (Exod. 14.7).4

With regard to textual differences between the gere and the
ketiv, sometimes there is a difference in the whole word, e.g. 2

Kings 20.4, written i ‘the town’, read -¢n ‘the court’ or the

3 The linguistic differences between the gere and the ketiv are particu-
larly prominent in Biblical Aramaic, where in many cases each of these

layers clearly reflects different dialects of Aramaic.
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division of words, e.g. Ezek. 42.9, written no&n mawh annnm,
read N80 Niowhn nnnn ‘below these chambers’. In some isolated
cases the discrepancy amounts to omissions or additions of words
or phrases, e.g. Jer. 31.38, written o'n' min, read o831 oR "IN
‘behold the days are coming’.

In a few cases, a textual difference in the gere does not
differ in its phonetic form from the reading offered by the ketiv.
This applies, for example, to several instances where the ketiv is

1% ‘to him’ and the gere is 85 ‘not’ and vice versa, e.g.
ink mipY nIPRY? NAN Ny WK HIWR Man opt
gere: NN WK
‘The house that is in a city with a wall (ketiv: a city that is

not a wall) shall be made sure in perpetuity to him who
bought it’ (Lev. 25.30).

150 nnw 3 1 1 0K
gere: K9 | WpR

‘He would say “No, you must give it now”’ (ketiv: ‘He would

say to him “You must give it now” (1 Sam. 2.16).

In such cases, the conflict between the oral gere and the
orthography of the ketiv is only a difference in its interpretation,
which shows that the oral reading was transmitted together with
an associated semantic content. So the note in the margins of
medieval Masoretic manuscripts stating that the gere is 1> where
the ketiv has 85 indicates that in the reading tradition this word
[6 has the meaning ‘to it’ and offers an orthography that is more

appropriate for this than the orthography of the ketiv (85), which
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reflects a different meaning of 16, namely the meaning of the
negative particle. In late antiquity, this semantic content was
expressed by the Targums (Ongelos and Jonathan), which
frequently reflect an interpretation of the gere and not the ketiv
(e.g. Ongelos to Lev. 25.30: 8w 57 8n7paT 82 ‘a house that
is in town that has a wall’). In a number of cases, however, the
Targums reflect the semantic content reflected by the
orthography of the ketiv. This applies, for example, to the Targum
to 1 Sam. 2.16, which reflects the ketiv 1 ‘to him’: 7% 908 ‘and
he said to him’. This reflects a diversity of interpretative
traditions.

Another case where the ketiv and gere have the same
phonetic form is 2 Sam 5.2: ketiv n& *anm, gere note NX K'an: ‘the
one bringing in + object marker’ (-n& 8'ann1). The ketiv seems to
have arisen by haplography of an ’alef. The gere note need not be
taken as evidence that it has its origin in a written manuscript
with the correct orthography, but rather indicates that in the
reading tradition the ketiv *ann is interpreted as meaning 8ann.
The purpose of the note was to ensure that readers parsed the
anomalous orthography *ann correctly. Similar cases of gere notes
that do not reflect a different pronunciation but rather offer help
in parsing words with an unusual orthography include Jer. 18.3
ketiv 1n3m, gere note &0 nam ‘and behold he’ (x373-731) and Exod.
4.2 ketiv mn, gere note M nn ‘what is that?’ (717nn). In these last
two cases, the orthography of the ketiv has the purpose of
reflecting the prosodic bonding of the words. Although this

prosodic bonding indeed exists also in the gere, the gere note was
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considered necessary since such combinations of words are
normally not represented in this way in the orthography.
Another case of the gere note apparently differing only in

orthography from the ketiv is

1 Chron. 11.17. L: w&nn ‘and he desired’, gere note: r&nm,

i.e. the gere is PRn".

Here the spelling of the gere note with final v (imitating the
orthography of the 3ms pronominal suffix on plural nouns »:;-)
is likely to be a device to ensure that the ending of the word is
read as a final diphthong. Similar gere notes for this verb are
found in Prov. 23.6 and Prov. 24.1. An analogous type of note is
found in Jer. 17.11: ketiv 7, gere v ‘his days’ ('a7). The orthog-
raphies 1w&nn and ' would, in principle, be possible for the rep-
resentation of a final diphthong consisting of games and conso-
nantal vav [2:0v]. The point is that the vav in orthographic se-
quences such as &- and - at the ends of words would normally
be read in the biblical corpus as a vowel. The gere note warns
against following the normal practice, which would result in an
error of reading.

In a few cases, the gere has a qames hatuf or hatef games

where the ketiv has a vowel letter vav, e.g.
Neh. 4.9. L: 21w ‘and we returned’, gere note: 2w, i.e. the
gere is 2V

The purpose of the gere note is to supply a more appropriate
orthography for the short vowel of the reading tradition since the

orthography of the ketiv with vav could cause an error in reading.
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In some cases falling into the category of those just
discussed, in which the gere note presents a more frequent
variation of orthography rather than the orthography of a
completely different word, there is a Masoretic note relating to
orthography rather than a gere note, which serves the same

purpose, e.g.

Neh. 13.23. L: nimny ninIwR ‘Ashdodite, Ammonite
women’, note 1 9’1" (‘the vav is redundant’), i.e. the gere is

ninpy NFTTYR.

In these types of cases the manuscripts occasionally differ,
some having a gere note and others a Masoretic note relating to
orthography (Ofer 2019, 92), e.g.

2 Sam. 16.8. 1nnn:
L:  prnnn ‘the gere is *rnp’

A:  ©on T ‘one of four cases in which the orthography (of this
suffix) lacks (yod)’

Notes such as those just described, in which the gere is
pronounced the same or similarly to the ketiv, suggest that the
gere notes were originally compiled before the creation of the
vocalization signs, since the vocalization would have ensured
that such an error of reading was not made. References to
differences between gere and ketiv are, in fact, already mentioned
in Rabbinic literature (Yeivin 1980, §105; Ofer 2008; 2009).

In a large proportion of cases where the gere differs from
the ketiv, the gere represents an easier reading than the ketiv. The

reading may be textually easier. The gere, for example,
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sometimes has a vav where the ketiv has a yod that is textually

difficult and has evidently arisen through scribal error, as in:

Jer. 13.20. L: bo'pp *&iy ‘lift up your (pl) eyes’ (where the
ketiv reflects *®v ‘lift up (fs)’), gere note Rw, i.e. the gere is
W

In some places, the gere inverts the letters of a ketiv of an

obscure form to produce a familiar form, e.g.

2 Sam. 20:14. L: 3%pn ‘and they assembled’, gere note

1P, i.e. the gere is H9npn.

In such cases in the Aleppo Codex the vocalization signs are
not marked in the order required by the gere but rather are
marked on the letters of the ketiv in a different order from the
form of the gere that they are intended to represent, i.e. i9pM
(Yeivin 1962). Here each individual letter has the vocalization
required by the gere but the sequence of vowels is still according
to the order of the letters in the ketiv. This may reflect the notion
that the gere here is correcting a mistaken orthography, which is
scrambled in the ketiv.

The gere may be socially easier, in that it supplies a euphe-

mism in place of a less socially polite ketiv, e.g.
Deut. 28.30. L: 139w ‘he will ravish her’, gere note n1ov,
i.e. the gere is 1322w ‘he will lie with her’.

It may be theologically easier by, for example, supplying a
substitution for the sacred Tetragrammaton or avoiding an an-

thropomorphism, as in
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Deut. 16.16. L: m | 39708 7331792 ARk niwa | onpe wiby

75K ‘Three times a year all your males shall appear before

the Lord, your God’.

Here the verb n&7 is read as a nif‘al, but the ketiv n&~ ap-
pears to have originally represented a transitive gal verb ‘he will
see (the face of the Lord)’. The reading tradition was less anthro-
pomorphic and so theologically more acceptable.

In a few cases, however, the gere contains textual
differences that appear to be more difficult than that of the ketiv

and have arisen by an error, e.g.

2 Sam. 16.12. L: "1p3, gere note "1p31, i.e. the gere is 12

‘upon my eye’.

The ketiv reflects the word 13y ‘my punishment’, and this
would seem from the context to be the original reading here (C.
McCarthy 1981, 81-83) and the reading ‘my eye’ has arisen by
an erroneous reading of the word: (*rpa ™p) "2 MM IR AR
:n1 0¥ N7 nop naiv 5 Moy 2wy ‘It may be that the Lord will
look upon my punishment (gere my eye) and that the Lord will
repay me with good for this cursing of me today.’ The Septuagint
translates év tjj Tamewvwaoet pov ‘in my humiliation’, which is clearly
a rendering of the ketiv. The interpretation of Targum Jonathan,
however, reflects the reading of the gere: nynT » 07p 893 DR 8N
1y ‘what if the tear of my eye is revealed before the Lord?’.

Another example is

Gen. 8.17. L: 8¥1n ‘bring out’, gere note 8x’f, i.e. the gere is
R
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The gere here is the morphologically difficult form xy',
whereas the ketiv reflects the expected form &yin. Here again, the
gere seems to have arisen by an erroneous reading of a yod
instead of a vav. The letters vav and yod were often difficult to
distinguish in the Hebrew square script used in the Second
Temple Period (Tov 2012, 228-32).

Difficult gere readings such as "3 and Ky'n, which appar-
ently arose from a confusion of written letters, do not necessarily
originate in scribal errors in written texts but rather could have
been due to misreadings of a written text in the oral recitation.
This would imply that the oral reading tradition, although mem-
orized and potentially independent of the written text, in practice
had some degree of dependence on it. As remarked, it is best
characterized as an oral performance of the visible written text.
The tradition of this oral performance was evidently less fixed in
antiquity and could adjust to the visible written text, even when
this was misread. At a later period, the Tiberian reading tradition
was fixed in its textual form, but it nevertheless continued to
have the status of an oral performance of the written text and so
have some degree of dependence on it. This is reflected, in par-
ticular, in the phenomenon of orthoepy in the Tiberian reading
tradition, i.e. the effort to ensure that the distinct elements of the
written text are given their optimal realization (81.0.11.).

The intertwined nature of the oral reading tradition and the
written text is reflected also in the interpretation exhibited by the
early versions and by the interpretation traditions that existed
during the first millennium C.E. when the Tiberian reading was

still a living oral tradition. In the ancient versions, such as the
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Septuagint, the Peshitta and the Vulgate, the renderings of pas-
sages with gere and ketiv differences in the Masoretic tradition in
some cases reflect the Tiberian gere and in other cases reflect the
ketiv.** Even Greek transcriptions of Hebrew proper names in the
Septuagint in some cases reflect the ketiv rather than the gere.*
It is possible that in the source text and source reading tradition
of the Septuagint in the Second Temple Period the gere and ketiv
variations were distributed differently from what came to be
fixed in the Masoretic tradition. This is less likely, however, in
later versions such as the Peshitta and Vulgate, and it appears
that the translators were basing themselves on either the gere or
the ketiv. In the Talmudic period, indeed, the Rabbis based their
interpretations of Scripture on both the gere and the ketiv, and

traces of this practice continued into the Middle Ages.*°

I1.0.6. THE ACCENTS

The gere became canonical and fixed. After the canonization of
the gere, another level of oral reading was superimposed on the
gere in the form of the divisions of the gere text expressed by
cantillation. These divisions, which came to be represented

graphically by the medieval accent signs, expressed a particular

a4 According to Gordis (1971, 66) the Peshitta and Vulgate versions
reflect approximately 70% gere readings and the Septuagint approxi-
mately 60%.

4 Myers (2019, 285-86).

%6 Goldberg (1990), Naeh (1992; 1993).
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interpretation of the text.*” Occasionally the accent divisions do
not correspond to the tradition of the written text. This applies
to some cases where there is a conflict between the accents and
the paragraph divisions, known as parashiyyot, in the Tiberian
Masoretic text. These paragraph divisions in the layout of the
written text are found in the manuscripts from Qumran, both
biblical and non-biblical. There is a large degree of agreement
between the paragraphing of the Qumran biblical scrolls and that
of the medieval manuscripts, which indicates that the tradition
can be traced back to the Second Temple period. In a number of
places, however, the paragraph divisions in the medieval manu-
scripts do not coincide with the end of a verse according to the
accents. This is known as p1oa yxnIRa npos ‘a paragraph division
within a verse’, e.g. Gen. 35.22, 1 Sam. 16.2. The reason for this
appears to be that the paragraph division of the written text and
the division expressed by the cantillation are two different layers
of exegetical tradition, which occasionally do not correspond
with one another. In a number of cases, the cantillation divisions
conflicted with the gere, as is seen by the fact that in a number
of verses a division in the gere represented by a pausal form in

the vocalization has a conjunctive accent in the cantillation.*®

47 There is evidence that the written accent signs were introduced before
the vocalization signs in the various traditions of notation of reading
traditions (Dotan 1981).

8 For this phenomenon see Revell (1980; 2015), I. Ben-David (1995)
and Khan (2013a, 59-60). According to Dresher (1994) and DeCaen
and Dresher (2020) this phenomenon is motivated by the system of pro-
sodic division, which obliges conjunctives to be used in long verses in
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The cantillation is a layer of reading that has roots in late
antiquity. There are references to the teaching of biblical
cantillation in Talmudic literature. One passage (Babylonian
Talmud, Berakhot 62a) mentions the use of the right hand by the
teacher or leader of the congregation to indicate the accents of
the reading. The term o'nyv *pos ‘stops of the accents’, which is
found in Talmudic literature, reflects the function of the accents
to mark syntactic division. The association of the chant with the
interpretation of the meaning of the text was recognized, as is
shown by the Talmudic interpretation of Neh. 8.8 ‘[And they read
from the book, from the law of God, clearly;] they gave the sense
and (the people) understood the reading’ (x1pn3 1721 Y3 DiwY),
which is said to refer to the reading with accents.

Evidence for the division of the biblical text by accents in
the Second Temple period is found in a Septuagint manuscript
from the second century B.C.E. that has spaces corresponding to
the major pausal accents of the Tiberian tradition (Revell 1971).
In addition to the Tiberian accent signs, there was also a tradition
of marking cantillation divisions by accents in manuscripts with
Babylonian vocalization. Divisions of the Babylonian cantillation
in most cases coincide with those of the Tiberian tradition
(Shoshany 2003; 2013). This can be interpreted as reflecting that
they had a common origin in antiquity.

There is evidence that in the Second Temple period the

exegesis of the syntax of the biblical text did not always

some places where they are not expected. This would imply that the
prosodic accent system was imposed on an earlier inherited reading tra-

dition.
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correspond to that of the Tiberian accents. This is seen in the
Septuagint translation, which often reflects a different syntactic
division of the verse. From the Pesher commentaries found in
Qumran, moreover, it appears that the delimitation of biblical
verses did not always correspond to the placement of the final
pausal accent (sillug) in the Tiberian tradition. It should be taken
into account, however, that, just as there was a large range of
consonantal textual traditions at this period, it is likely that there
were a variety of exegetical traditions regarding the syntax of the
text.

This is seen in the case of Isa. 40.3. In the New Testament,
‘the voice of one crying in the wilderness’ of Matt. 3.3 reflects an
interpretation that is different from the one reflected by the
Tiberian accents. In the Manual of Discipline from Qumran (1QS
8.13-14), however, the introit ‘a voice calls’ is omitted and the
teacher uses the verse to exhort the sectarians ‘to prepare a way
in the wilderness’, i.e. establish a community there. This shows
that the Masoretic interpretation of the syntax was also current
at that period. The version found in Matt. 3.3 is apparently an
exegetical reworking to support the call of John from the wilder-
ness (Fishbane 1988, 367-68). Another case is Deut. 26.5. The
interpretation in conformity with the accents ‘An Aramaean was
seeking to destroy my father’ can be traced to the Second Temple
period. Midrashic literature, however, indicates that there was
also an ancient tradition of interpreting it ‘My father is an
Aramaean about to perish’ (Goldschmidt 1960, 34ff.).* It is likely

% The Septuagint translation (cupiav améPadev 6 matjp wou ‘my father

abandoned Syria’) seems to reflect a slightly different consonantal text.
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that the exegetical tradition of the Masoretic accents has its
origin in the teachings of mainstream Pharisaic Judaism. Within
the accent system itself one can sometimes identify different
layers of tradition. One example of this is the decalogue in Exod.
20.13-16. The accentuation of this passage is unusual in that most
words have two different accents. The explanation of this double
accentuation is apparently that it reflects two layers of tradition.
According to one layer of tradition, the four commandments are
presented in four separate verses, whereas in another they form
together one accentual unit.*°

The Targums frequently reflect an interpretation of the text
that corresponds to the divisions of the cantillation. In Deut. 26.5,
for instance, the disjunctive accent on the first word of the clause
ag 72k IR indicates that it is syntactically separated from the
following word and so the two should be interpreted as subject
and predicate rather than a noun and attributive adjective. The
sense reflected by the accents, therefore, is ‘An Aramaean (i.e.
Laban) was seeking to destroy my father’. This is a Midrashic
interpretation, which is reflected by Targum Ongelos ( n&m& 125
RIR I RTRD ®Y2).

We may say, therefore, that three layers of textual tradition
became fixed and canonized, one written, i.e. the ketiv, and two
oral, i.e. the gere and the cantillation tradition. It is not known
whether there was a difference in the historical depth of the two
oral layers of tradition. The accents, however, clearly relate more

closely to the gere than the ketiv. When, for example, the gere

% For the existence of different layers of accent systems see Menahem
Cohen (1987).
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contains words that are not written in the ketiv, these words have
accents and, vice versa, words that are written but not read have
no accents. When a word that occurs in the gere is omitted in the
ketiv, some manuscripts write the accents, e.g. in Jer. 31.38,
where the ketiv is 0 7130 and the gere is o'&a o' M1 ‘behold the
days are coming’, L writes the accents of the gere o°'X3 on a filler

sign:

L : R
S

This phenomenon of two oral traditions may be compared
to the toleration of pluriformity in the oral reading traditions
(gir@’at) of the Qur’an. As we have seen above, attempts were
made to restrain this pluriformity, but it was not eliminated
altogether and a limited diversity of reading traditions were
legitimated. The most direct analogy to the different Qur’anic
qir@’at is the existence of reading traditions that were distinct
from the Tiberian one, namely the Babylonian, Palestinian and
various non-standard Tiberian traditions. One could, however,
also regard the existence of distinct oral layers within the
Tiberian tradition as a manifestation of the legitimation of a

pluriformity of reading traditions.



Introduction 55

1.0.7. THE REPRESENTATION OF THE QERE IN WRITTEN
FORM

As is well known, the Targums sometimes go beyond the oral
reading reflected by the medieval Masoretic tradition and make
further adjustments for purposes of exegesis or the resolution of
perceived textual difficulties. One may regard them, therefore, as
a further layer of tradition, refining the oral cantillated gere. It is
of interest that some features of the oral gere and the adjustments
of the Targums actually appear in the written text of some
Qumran Hebrew Bible manuscripts.>! This may be compared to
the situation in the early years of the transmission of the Qur’an.
There are references to the existence of early codices of the
Qur’an that deviated from the ‘Uthmanic text. Some of the
readings attributed to these codices that differed from the
‘Uthmanic text survived as oral reading traditions after the
‘Uthmanic recension had become the standard written form of
the text.>? Even in some medieval manuscripts of the Hebrew
Bible, the reading of the gere was written in the text in place of
the reading of the ketiv. These were predominantly manuscripts
written for private use. Such manuscripts, which are mainly
preserved in the Genizah in fragmentary form, often deviate from

the traditional Masoretic tradition in other respects. Many, for

> For the reflection of the gere in the ketiv of 1QIsa® from Qumran see
Kutscher (1979, 519-21). The correspondences between the adjust-
ments of the Targum and the ketiv of Qumran manuscripts have been
discussed by Gottlieb (2016).

52 See Leemhuis (2017).
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example, exhibit features of Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization
or lack accents. An extreme case of such private medieval
manuscripts is a corpus of Hebrew Bible manuscripts written by
Karaite scribes in Arabic transcription (81.0.13.3.). These regu-
larly represent the gere in the transcription rather than the ketiv.
By contrast, monumental manuscripts, which were typically
deposited in public institutions, preserved the traditional dis-
tinction between the ketiv and the gere.

Biblical manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization, which
in general should be considered to be private texts, frequently
have the gere form written in place of the ketiv (Revell 1977, 164-
65). Manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, most of which
can be assumed to have been written in Iraq, correspond to the
Tiberian consonantal text very closely and differ only in a few
details. These differences are generally related to orthography
and include, in some cases, the harmonization of the ketiv with
the gere. Such small divergences between the ‘Easterners’ (Madin-
ha’e) and the ‘Westerners’ (Ma‘arba’e) are mentioned in the
Tiberian Masoretic notes and also in lists appended to Tiberian

manuscripts.

1.0.8. THE HISTORICAL DEPTH OF THE TIBERIAN READING
TRADITION

There are a number of indications that the Tiberian reading tra-
dition, i.e. the gere of the Tiberian Masoretic Text, which came
to be represented by the Tiberian vocalization sign system, had

its roots in the Second Temple Period.
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As has been remarked, the textual differences between the
reading and the written text are referred to in Rabbinic literature.
Furthermore, some of the Qumran scrolls from the Second
Temple period have in a number of places the text of the Tiberian
gere.>®* One may trace back the text of gere forms even further,
into the period of literary growth of the biblical books. There is
internal evidence for this in the distribution of gere and ketiv
within the Masoretic text. This is found, for example, in the fact
that the ketiv of the text of Chronicles often corresponds to the
gere of its earlier biblical source. An example of this is the word
mwun ‘surrounding pasture-lands’, which is used in association
with the lists of Levitical cities in Josh. 21 and 1 Chron. 6. The
Chronicler is clearly using the text of Josh. 21 as his literary
source. In the original text in Joshua, the word is always written
as a singular form but it is read in the reading tradition as a
plural: nwan. This reflects a later interpretation of an originally
singular form as a plural (Barr 1984). This ‘later’ interpretation,
however, is no later than the consonantal text of Chronicles,
where it is written as a plural. Even if we do not attribute this
interpretation to the author of the Chronicles passage, there are
good grounds for arguing that the text of the reading tradition of

Josh. 21 is as old as the consonantal text of 1 Chron. 6.5

>3 This is found particularly in ‘popular’ texts such as 1QIsa? cf. Kutscher
(1979, 519-21).

>* For the antiquity of the reading tradition see the discussion in Barr
(1968, 207-22) and Grabbe (1977, 179-97). Maimon Cohen (2007)

argues that the gere variants listed in the Masoretic notes are linguistic
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In Late Biblical Hebrew, certain verbs with a reflexive or
non-agentive meaning appear as nif‘al in the past suffix
conjugation form (perfect) whereas they appear as gal in Classical
Biblical Hebrew. The intransitive form of the verb ‘to stumble’
(5wa), for example, appears in the nif‘al YW1 in the book of Daniel
(5wan ‘and he will stumble’ Dan. 11.19) but in the gal form w3
elsewhere. In the prefix conjugation (imperfect), however, the
verb is vocalized as a nif‘al throughout the Bible. This is because
the ketiv of the prefix conjugation (5w2) is ambiguous as to the
verbal conjugation and could, in principle, be read as qgal or nif‘al.
The Tiberian reading tradition treats the verbal forms as nif‘al
where this would be compatible with the consonantal text, but
the occurrence of the gal form in the suffix conjugation in
Classical Biblical Hebrew suggests that the verb was originally
read as qal in all forms. This is clearly the case in the infinitive
form of this verb i%w21ai (Prov. 24.17), where the consonant text
lacks the initial he of the nif‘al (‘7\?;3) and so must have repre-
sented the gal, but it is nevertheless read as a nif‘al. The crucial
point is that the replacement of the qal by the nif‘al is reflected
by the consonantal text itself in Late Biblical Hebrew in the book
of Daniel. In some cases, the evidence for the development of an
original gal verb into a nif‘al form that is independent of the vo-
calization is found in the Qumran manuscripts from the Second
Temple period many centuries before the creation of the vocali-
zation sign system. This applies, for example, to the verb wi1 ‘to
approach’. On account of the assimilation of the initial nun in this

variants that date back to the time of the composition of the biblical
books.
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verb when in contact with the following consonant, the orthog-
raphy of the prefix conjugation can only be read as gal (v3"), since
a nif‘al reading would require the insertion of a nun in the conso-
nantal text (w27). The orthography of the suffix conjugation form
(w31), however, could be read as either gal or nif‘al, and it is the
nif‘al reading that was adopted in the reading tradition (w31). In
the Qumran text 4Q512 (40-41, 2) the infinitive of this verb ap-
pears in the form wain3, which is unambiguously a nif‘al (iw3n3)
(Ariel 2013, 947). Similar distinctions between the suffix conju-
gation and prefix conjugation of passive forms are found,
whereby the former is vocalized as pu‘al whereas the latter is vo-
calized as nif‘al (e.g. 77b ‘was torn apart’ vs. q7v"). Furthermore,
the vocalization interprets certain verbs as pi‘el, which are likely
to have been originally gal. The verb v ‘to drive out’, for exam-
ple, is normally vocalized as pi‘el in the prefix and suffix conju-
gations (7w, Win), in which the orthography is ambiguous be-
tween a qal or pi‘el reading. In the participles, however, where
the orthography of gal and pi‘el would be distinct, the original
qal is preserved (w13, nwii). The shifts of pu‘al to nif‘al and qal
to pi‘el are developments that are attested in Post-biblical Hebrew
already in Second Temple sources.>

Another case of correspondence of the ketiv of late books

with that of the gere of earlier books is the word ‘Jerusalem’. The

* For these issues relating to the vocalization of verbal forms see
Ginsberg (1934), Ben-Hayyim (1958, 237), Qimron (1986) and Fass-
berg (2001). For further re-interpretations of the Masoretic orthography
in the Samaritan reading tradition see Ben-Hayyim (2000, 338-339)
and Schorch (2004).
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regular ketiv or this word in the earlier books is obw1™, whereas
the gere is 09w [jarw:(o:'la;jim] with the final syllable broken
by a glide. In some of the late books, there are a few examples of
the ketiv of this work spelt with a yod before the final mem, e.g.
o9wn (Esther 2.6).

External evidence for the antiquity of the gere includes the
fact that in many cases where there is a semantic difference be-
tween the gere and the ketiv, the meaning of the gere is reflected
by the Greek Septuagint. A clear example of this is the exegetical
alteration in the reading tradition whereby an original expression
of ‘seeing the face of God’ is changed into the theologically more

acceptable ‘appearing before God’ by reading the verb as a nif‘al

.....

appear before the Lord, your God’. This change is clear where the
verb is an infinitive and it lacks the expected initial he of the nif‘al
form in the consonantal text, e.g. Exod. 34.24 %197nx hix1? 9nopa
This change in the reading tradition is reflected not only in the
Targums but also already in the Septuagint (C. McCarthy 1981,
197-202), the Pentateuch section of which is normally dated to
the third century B.C.E.

One example that demonstrates the conservative nature of
the phonology of the Tiberian reading is the pronunciation of the
pe in the word ii7ax ‘his palace’ (Dan. 11.45). According to
medieval sources, this was pronounced as an emphatic
unaspirated stop, whereas the letter pe with dagesh in all other

places in the reading tradition was pronounced as an aspirated
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stop, i.e. a stop followed by a short flow of air before the onset
of the voicing for the ensuing vowel (81.1.17.). The hard
pronunciation of the pe is also mentioned by Jerome, who states
that it is the only ‘Latin’ p in the entire Bible (p in Latin was
regularly pronounced as an unaspirated stop).”® The hard
pronunciation is also reflected by the Greek transcription Amadavw
by the Church father Theodoretus (fifth century CE). Here the
Hebrew letter is with Greek pi, which, like Latin p, was pronounced
as unaspirated [p].”” The word is in origin a loan from Old Persian.
The unaspirated pronunciation of the pe, which is
uncharacteristic of Hebrew, evidently preserves a feature that
existed in the pronunciation of the source language.®® The fact
that this feature, which conflicted with normal Hebrew

pronunciation, should have been preserved from the original

¢ 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., 8 [ph]) indeed is written but it is
read as pe (i.e., Latin p [p])’. Translation by Ben Kantor. Cf. Sutcliffe
(1948, 124-25).

*” Some Greek transcriptions represent the Hebrew pe with Greek phi
(i.e. aspirated [p"]), e.g. edadavw (Theodotion, second century C.E.),
edadavw / adadavw (Polychronios, fifth century C.E.). These could be
interpreted as reflecting variant reading traditions. The Greek data were

supplied by Ben Kantor.
%8 Steiner (1993).
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period of composition right down to the period of the Masoretes,
centuries after contact of the transmitters of the tradition with
the source language had ceased, demonstrates great conservatism
in the Tiberian reading tradition.

Another relevant issue in this context is the pronunciation
of the letter v, which is read in the Tiberian reading tradition in
two ways, distinguished in the vocalization by points, namely
either as [{] (shin) or as [s] (sin), the latter being equivalent to
the sound of the letter o (samekh). It is clear that the reading
tradition of w differed from the original pronunciation of the
letter in the pre-exilic period when Hebrew was first committed
to writing, otherwise the letter o would regularly appear in the
orthography where the reading tradition pronounces the sound

[s].° It is noteworthy, however, that roots and words that were

%9 This orthographic phenomenon can be interpreted in two ways. The
pre-exilic w may have been pronounced as a single sound, presumably
[f1, in all contexts. Possible evidence for this is the fact that in the
Samaritan reading tradition the letter is always pronounced [f],
including where the Tiberian tradition has sin. This feature of the
Samaritan reading tradition may have its roots in a type of
pronunciation that existed side by side with the Tiberian type in the
Second Temple Period. Alternatively, the letter w in the pre-exilic
orthography may have been intended to represent two sounds, which,
according to this interpretation, are normally thought to have been [f]
and a lateral sibilant resembling the lateral s [{] of Modern South
Arabian languages. In the Second Temple Period the lateral sibilant
would have shifted to [s]. It should be taken into account, furthermore,
that both of these alternative types of pronunciation of w may have
existed in the pre-exilic period. The necessity to use a single letter to
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regularly spelt with sin in pre-exilic books are occasionally spelt

interchangeably with sin and samekh in later books, e.g.
Ezra 4.5: 0201 ‘and they hire’ vs. 2 Chron. 24.12 b

The letters sin and samekh occasionally interchange in

proper names in the late books, e.g.
Ezra 4.11: XnownnR ‘Artaxerxes’ vs. Ezra 7.1 Kpownnix

Such cases of interchange between the written letters sin
and samekh are sporadic and most likely unintentional deviations
from the standard orthography that reflect the interference of
contemporary pronunciation.

In Rabbinic literature, the gere of sin is sometimes referred
to as samekh and its ketiv as shin.?® In these sources, the reading
(gere) of the letter sin is identified with that of samekh. Inter-
changes of orthography such as 0™2b1 and o™, therefore, con-
stitute another case of the gere being datable to the Second
Temple Period by orthographic variations internal to the
consonantal text.

In some manuscripts with Palestinian and Babylonian vo-
calization, the letter sin is distinguished from shin by writing over
sin a miniature © (samekh) and over shin a miniature w (shin)
(Revell 1970a, 87; Kahle 1902, 11). In some manuscripts with

Palestinian vocalization written in abbreviated form (known as

represent two sounds arose from the fact the alphabet used to write
Hebrew was in origin the one that was developed to represent
Phoenician, in which the two sibilant sounds in question were not
distinguished.

60 Steiner (1996).
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serugin) a letter samekh is written in place of sin (Revell 1977,
66).

There is some evidence that the placement of samekh over
the letter v as a diacritical sign for sin was an ancient practice
with roots in the period in which the ketiv was being stabilized,
i.e. the Second Temple period. One persuasive case is the variant
spellings of the following proper name in the books of Nehemiah

and Ezra:

Neh. 7.52. L: oovwin), gere note: o'oway, i.e. the gere is
D'oval.

Ezra 2.50. L: 0'0*a3, gere note 0011y, i.e. the gere is ooy

If we leave aside the difference between the ketiv and the
gere regarding the medial vowel in this name, the spelling with
the added shin in Neh. 7.52 ooy could be explained as the
result of the fact that the spelling was originally 0“1 with a
superscribed samekh over the v to indicate that it should be read
as sin. The samekh was subsequently incorporated into the line of
the text by scribal error.®* The reading of the first letter of the
sequence ow as shin is likely to have been a later orthoepic
measure to ensure that the two letters were read distinctly
(81.0.11.). The form o0’ in Ezra 2.50 with samekh is presumably
an orthographic variant of the original form o'wa: with sin. If
this is the correct explanation, then this is further evidence for
the equivalence of samekh and sin at an early period.

It should be pointed out that in gere notes in the medieval

manuscripts a sin of the ketiv is spelt w and not o, e.g.

61 Cf. Honeyman (1944).
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Ezra 4.23. L: XnynnIR, gere note: nvw, i.e. the gere is
nYYnnN.

Ezra 10.37: L: 1", gere note: "Wy, i.e. the gere is "pum.
Ezra 10.44. L: *8W1, gere note: 1Rwy, i.e. the gere is 1.

In such cases, the focus of the gere note is not on the sin but
rather on other letters in the ketiv. It may be for this reason that
it has not been replaced by samekh in the note. Moreover, the
purpose of the gere notes was to supply an appropriate
orthography of the gere. Within the norms of the biblical
orthography, ¥ was an appropriate orthography of [s] and so
there was no need to alter it.

Another indicator that the roots of the Tiberian reading
tradition were in the Second Temple period is its close
relationship with the Babylonian reading tradition, which is
reflected by manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization. This close
relationship between two branches of tradition transmitted in
different geographical locations is most easily explained through
the comparative method of historical linguistics as the result of a
common genetic connection in a single location at an earlier
period. The most obvious place of origin would be Second
Temple Palestine. Just as the written text of both the Babylonian
tradition and the Tiberian tradition has its origins in a proto-
Masoretic text of the Second Temple Period,** it is likely that
there was a proto-Masoretic reading tradition, which likewise

split into an eastern and western branch. This proto-Masoretic

62 For the phenomenon of the proto-Masoretic text-type in the Second

Temple sources see Tov (2012).
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reading tradition was clearly distinct from the Samaritan reading
tradition, which itself exhibits some features that can be
correlated with Second Temple sources, such as the long
pronominal forms (attimma, -kimma).®?

As remarked, there is evidence of great conservatism in
some elements of the Tiberian reading tradition, such as the pe
of 11728 (Dan. 11.45), but a comparison of the Tiberian and Bab-
ylonian branches of the biblical reading tradition shows that in
some features the Babylonian reading appears to be more linguis-
tically conservative. This is shown by the fact the Babylonian
tradition sometimes has parallels with earlier sources that are
lacking in the Tiberian tradition. For example, the preservation
of an /a/ vowel in unstressed closed syllables that is found in the
transcriptions of the Septuagint, Origen and Jerome is a feature
of Babylonian pronunciation, whereas this vowel is more widely
attenuated to /i/ in the Tiberian tradition, e.g. Septuagint
Meafoap ‘Mabsar’ (Tiberian: 2¥an, 1 Chron. 1.53),°* Origen’s Hex-
apla Aapalapa ‘for the battle’ (Tiberian: npnon% Psa. 18.40),%
Jerome: macne ‘cattle’ (Tiberian: nipn),*® Babylonian Qwan
[mav's‘a:r].%” Babylonian corresponds to Origen and Jerome and

also to some Qumran texts in preserving the unstressed /o/ vowel

83 Morag (1971), Ben-Hayyim (2000).

& Sperber (1937, 191).

% Brgnno (1943, 387).

¢ Siegfried (1884, 50), Sperber (1937, 192).
7 Yeivin (1985, para. 41.46).
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in prefix conjugation verbs where it is reduced to shewa in Tibe-
rian, e.g. ’i%avn [titbo'lemi:] (Job 9.31, Tiberian: *1330n ‘you will
plunge me”);®® cf. Origen eddorov (= 1587 Psa. 18.39),%° Jerome
iezbuleni ‘he will honour me’ (Tiberian: *15ar Gen. 30.20),7° and
the frequent occurrence of vav in the Qumran manuscripts after
the second radical of prefix conjugation verbs where Tiberian has
shewa, e.g. 0P, NOPR, NP7

Some features of the Tiberian reading that differ from Bab-
ylonian may have developed under the influence of the vernacu-
lar Aramaic of the Jews of Palestine. It is not clear whether this
applies to the aforementioned features, but we can identify a pos-
sible case of influence in the pronunciation of consonantal vav.
We know from medieval sources that in the Tiberian reading tra-
dition of Biblical Hebrew the default pronunciation of this letter
was a labio-dental [v] (§1.1.6.). In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic,
vav appears to have had the same labio-dental pronunciation.
This is shown by the interchange of vav and fricative bet in Jewish
Palestinian Aramaic texts and Rabbinic Hebrew of sources of Pal-
estinian provenance. The fact that fricative bet in these texts also

sometimes shifts to pe due to devoicing shows that it must have

® Yeivin (1985, para. 16.36).

% Janssens (1982, 92).

70 Siegfried (1884, 48), Sperber (1937, 158).

71 Qimron (1986, 50; 2018, 195-196), Reymond (2014, 209-21). For

the parallels between these Qumran forms and the medieval Babylonian
tradition see Yeivin (1972).
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been labio-dental and this implies that vav also was labio-den-
tal.”? There is also evidence of the pronunciation of vayv as a labio-
dental in Mishnaic Hebrew, in that vav in some words corre-
sponds to bet in Biblical Hebrew and vav and bet interchange in

the orthography of some manuscripts, e.g.

m'?-]; ‘he has disfigured her’ (Sotah 1.7); cf. Biblical Hebrew
5723 (M. H. Segal 1927, 34-35)

DR ~ D7aR ‘geese’ (Bar-Asher 2015, 61-62)

The shift in the pronunciation of vav to a labio-dental in
Aramaic and Hebrew in late antique Palestine is likely to be due
to convergence with a shift of [w] to [v] in Greek at this period
(Kantor and Khan forthcoming).”

The Babylonian tradition itself appears to have undergone
some change due to the influence of the local vernacular, which
resulted in a number of features that differed from Tiberian due
to their being innovative rather than conservative. One such fea-
ture that is characteristic of the Babylonian pronunciation tradi-

tion is the shift of holem to sere, which is reflected in the vocalized

72 A. Ben-David (1960, 255), Kutscher (1976, 16-17), Sokoloff (1968,
30), Epstein (1964, 1223-26). This pronunciation of vav can also be
reconstructed in the Samaritan tradition of Hebrew (Ben-Hayyim 2000,
33).

73 Possible evidence for the embryonic merging of vav and fricative bet
in Palestine is found already in some Qumran manuscripts, see Qimron
(2018, 122) (I am grateful to Noam Mizrahi for drawing my attention
to this).
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manuscripts by an interchange of these two vowels.” The Karaite
scholar al-Qirgisani writing in the tenth century C.E. attributes
this feature to influence from the language of the ‘Nabat’, i.e. the
Aramaic speaking population of Iraq.” The fronting of back vow-
els is still a feature of modern vernacular Iranian dialects in west-
ern Iran, including those spoken by Jews (Borjian 2012, 9, §D14).

One aspect of Tiberian vocalization that several scholars
have identified as an indicator of the antiquity of the reading tra-
dition is the apparent historical layering of variant types of vo-
calization of words with the same orthography across different
Biblical books. These are differences in vocalization between
words in late biblical books and corresponding words in earlier
biblical books. In such cases, the vocalization found in the later
books often corresponds to a type of vocalization that is charac-
teristic of Rabbinic Hebrew or Aramaic, i.e. languages associated
with the language situation in the Second Temple Period rather
than the pre-exilic period. In two cases in Chronicles, for
example, the nifal of the verb 7% is vocalized in an unusual way,
with shureq rather than holem and dagesh in the middle radical:
1791 ‘they were born’ (1 Chron. 3.5, 20.8). This morphological
feature is not found in the vocalization of the earlier books but is
found in some traditions of Rabbinic Hebrew.”® The vocalization

of these forms apparently reflects a dialectal form of morphology

4 Yeivin (1985, para. 11.6).

75 Cf. al-Qirqisani (Kitab al-’Anwar w-al-Maragqib, ed. Nemoy 1939, vol.
2: 140).

76 Cf. Yalon (1964, 152-57) and the references cited in Morag (1974,
310).
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that was current in the time of the Chronicler. By implication,
the vocalization of the earlier books must reflect a different,
presumably slightly earlier tradition (Morag 1974). A further
example is the difference in vocalization between “5nx ‘feeble’
(Psa. 6.3) and %981 ‘the feeble’ (Neh. 3.34). The vocalization
o%9nxn in the late biblical book reflects the one that is used in
Rabbinic sources (Boyarin 1988, 63-64). The dual of the noun
i is vocalized 0 37p in Hab. 3.4, with the normal pattern of the
dual, but o17p in Dan. 8 (verses 3, 6, 20), with the pattern of the
stem of plural nouns, as is found in early vocalized manuscripts
of the Mishnah (Kister 1992, 47, n.9; 1998, 246, n.9). The form
270 ‘Arab(ian)’ occurs in pre-exilic sources, whereas the word
has the vocalization "1, corresponding to that of Aramaic, in
post-exilic sources (Nehemiah and Chronicles) (Steiner 2016,
313). There is a difference in vocalization between o170 (1
Chron. 14.4) and o757 in the parallel passage in 2 Sam 5.14. The
word 5an in the phrase 1%2n 530 ‘we have acted corruptly’ (Neh.
1.7) is vocalized with the vocalic pattern of an infinitive con-
struct in a context where the vocalic pattern of an infinitive ab-
solute may have been expected in earlier books. In Dan. 11.20
the construct of the noun 777 ‘glory’ is vocalized 777, rather than
770, which is the vocalic pattern of the construct in earlier
books.””

Such differences in vocalization across pre-exilic and post-

exilic books constitute strong evidence for the argument that

7 These last three cases are noted by Jan Joosten, paper delivered at
the conference The exegetical value of the Masora: Pointing and accen-

tuation in historical perspective (Oxford, 7-8 November, 2016).
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there is historical layering in the reading tradition reflected by
the medieval vocalization. The variant types of morphophonol-
ogy in the late books, which often correspond in form to Rabbinic
Hebrew or Aramaic, would have become incorporated into the
reading tradition of the late books at some point in the Second
Temple Period, whereas the variants found in the earlier books
must reflect an earlier stage in the development of the biblical
reading tradition. Crucially the later types of morphophonology
were not extended to the reading tradition of the earlier books.
I would like to explore in greater detail the last point, i.e.
the fact that the late morphophonology in the forms in question
was not applied uniformly across the reading of all books. We
have, in fact, already seen some counterexamples to this phenom-
enon. Attention was drawn above to the phenomenon whereby
innovations in verbal patterns that are characteristic of the Sec-
ond Temple Period (i.e. shifts of intransitive gal to nif‘al and tran-
sitive qal to pi‘el) were extended to the vocalism of the earlier
books. There are also cases of exegetical harmonization whereby
the vocalism of words in late books is extended to parallel
phrases in earlier books that have an orthography reflecting a
different meaning. An example of this is the word nwn
‘surrounding pasture-lands’ in 1 Chron. 6. As remarked, the
Chronicler is clearly using as his literary source the text of Josh.
21, in which the word is written as a singular form but it is read
in the reading tradition as a plural: nwn. This reflects a later
interpretation of an originally singular form as a plural. This

‘later’ interpretation is reflected also by the consonantal text of
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Chronicles, where it is written as a plural. The later interpretation

has been extended to the reading tradition of the earlier book.

It should be taken into account that there are a number of

other variations in Tiberian vocalization within the biblical cor-

pus that cannot easily be correlated with chronological layer-

ing.”® These include, for example:

1)

(2)

(3)

4

)

Variations in the use of dagesh in the same lexeme such as
2® ‘let it go round’ (1 Sam 5.8) vs. 2d ‘it goes round’ (1
Kings 7.15); in1an ‘his wound’ (Isa. 53.5) vs. 'n7an ‘my
wound’ (Gen. 4.23)

Variations in hatef vowels in the same lexeme, such as 1w
‘they consider’ (Isa. 13:17) vs. pnawn ‘they conceive’ (Psa.
35:20)

Variation between hireq and segol in the same lexeme, as in
n%m ‘and he carried into exile’ (2 Kings 24.14) vs. 1310 ‘he
carried into exile’ (Jer. 52.28), or at least in the same mor-
pheme, as in 7228 ‘and I will be honoured’ (Isa. 49.5) vs.
waR ‘I will be asked’ (Ezek. 36.37).

Variations between gibbus and short games as the reflex of
a historical short *u in the same lexeme or in similar
contexts, e.g. 1773 (Psa. 150.2) vs. 1573 ‘his greatness’ (Deut.
11.2).

Occasionally a hatef games occurs in a prefix conjugation
verb (imperfect) before a pronominal suffix or a cohor-

tative suffix rather than the normal vocalization with shewa

78 Several of these were noted by Noldeke (1912).
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in such contexts. This reflects the lack of complete
reduction of the vowel that occurs after the second radical
in forms without suffixes, e.g. nynwx ‘I will plant it (m)’
(Ezek. 17.23), npwa ‘and I weighed’ (Ezra 8.25), -nophy
K3 ‘let me glean’ (Ruth 2.7).

(6) Variations between sere and patah in the stem of pi‘el verbal
forms, e.g. 573 ‘[who] has brought up?’ (Isa. 49.21) vs. 573
‘he made great’ (Josh. 4.14).

(7) Variations between hireq and sere before gutturals in pi‘el
verbs, e.g. 981 (Lam. 2.7, ‘he has spurned’) vs. j8n ‘he has
refused’ (Num. 22.13).

The key question is whether the types of variation in
Tiberian vocalization discussed above, diachronic and syn-
chronic, have any semantic or exegetical significance.

Some morphophonemic variations are exploited to express
distinctions in meaning in various reading traditions of the
Hebrew Bible. There are many examples of this in the Samaritan
tradition of reading. Typically the pairs of variant patterns of a
word in the Samaritan tradition consist of one member that is
conservative and another member that is innovative by a process
of analogy or assimilation to an Aramaic form, or two members
that are originally morphophonemic alternants that have now
become distinct in meaning.”” Many of these distinctions are

between different grammatical categories of lexical items.

79 See in particular Florentin (1996) for examples of this phenomenon.
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Internal differences in vocalism have developed, for example,

between wayyiqtol past forms and yiqtol non-past forms, e.g.%°

wtardd ‘and she went down’ (Tiberian T, by analogy
with the pattern gatil vs. térad ‘she goes down’ (non-past,
Tiberian 730, 790)

A morphophonemic distinction is made in the Samaritan

tradition between verbal and nominal participles, e.g.

g-w-m ‘to rise’: q@’>am (verbal, based on Aramaic) vs. gam
(nominal)

nif‘al form: niggatal (past verbal, by analogy with imperfect
yigqdtal) vs. niqtil (nominal)

There are a number of cases of variants of a single lexeme
with and without gemination of one of the consonants to express

distinctions in meaning, e.g.
adani ‘Lord’ (divine) vs. adanni ‘master’ (human)?®

3:sid& ‘the stork’ (animal) (Tiberian nTonn Lev. 11.19) vs.
assiddk ‘your pious one’ (human) (Tiberian 77'®n Deut.
33.8)%

yamon ‘Yamin’ (proper name) (Tiberian 1m Gen. 46.10) vs.

yammon ‘right hand’ (Tiberian pn).%

80 The transcription system of Ben-Hayyim and Florentin is adopted
here.
81 Ben-Hayyim (1957a-77, vol. 4, 8-9, vol. 5, 194; 2000, 260).

82 Florentin (1996, 231).
8 Florentin (1996, 234).
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wygbéd ‘and he perished (past)’ (< *ya’abad, Tiberian
TaR") vs. ygbbéd ‘he perishes (non-past)’ (< *ya’bad with
assimilation of the /°/ to the /b/, Tiberian 72X"), i.e. a pair
of alternants such as Tiberian 1Wn (Isa. 13:17) vs. pawm

(Psa. 35:20) has come to express a difference in meaning.5

‘@:rom ‘the cities’ (Tiberian ©™p7) vs. ‘arrom ‘cities’

(Tiberian o™w)®

wama ‘and the cubit’ (Tiberian nRRMY) vs. wamma ‘and a

cubit’ (Tiberian nnx1)®

Most of the cases of synchronic variation listed in (1)—(7)
above do not appear to have semantic or exegetical significance.
Many of these types of variation in the Tiberian vocalization are
not found, or only very marginally found, in the Babylonian
tradition of vocalization, i.e. the other descendant of what I
propose to identify as the proto-Masoretic reading tradition. This
is either because the Babylonian tradition is more conservative
of the proto-Masoretic reading of the particular feature in
question whereas the Tiberian variation is a later development or
the Babylonian tradition has levelled variation that has been

preserved by the Tiberian tradition. In the list of features (1)-(7)

8 Florentin (1996, 218). This particular minimal pair is not attested in
the Samaritan Pentateuch, but it can be inferred from the contrasting
patterns used for the attested forms of the past and non-past, e.g.
wyabadu 17281 ‘and they perished’ (Num. 16:33) vs. tdbbad Taxn ‘it
becomes lost’ (Deut. 22:3).
% Ben-Hayyim (2000, 92).
8 Ben-Hayyim (2000, 92).
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above the Babylonian tradition lacks variation in features (3)-
(7). In features (3)—(5) it is more conservative and in features (6)-
(7) it has levelled earlier variation. These are presented as (3a)—
(7a) below:

(3a) nm ‘and he carried into exile’ (2 Kings 24.14): 7%
[hig'12:]1¥
n230 ‘he carried into exile’ (Jer. 52.28): Absn [his'lo:]%8

7281 ‘and 1 will be honoured’ (Isa. 49.5): T3
[w?ikko:'va:6]®°

waTR ‘I will be asked’ (Ezek. 36.37): VAT [?iddo:'ra:f]°°

(4a) The Babylonian reading tradition normally preserves a his-
torical short *u where in Tiberian it shifts to short /5/

(qames), e.g.
%13 ‘his greatness’ (Deut. 11.2): 173 [gud'lo:]*!

nnon ‘wisdom’ (Jer. 49.7): ninan [huy 'mo:]®2

8 Yeivin (1985, 302). The transcriptions of the examples with Babylo-
nian vocalization are in some cases approximations, since there is un-
certainty regarding the precise realization of some of the phonetic seg-

ments in the Babylonian pronunciation.
8 Yeivin (1985, 144).

8 Yeivin (1985, 505).

% Yeivin (1985, 505).

%! Yeivin (1985, §37.12).

%2 Yeivin (1985, §37.18).



(5a)

(6a)

(7a)
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ma9wn ‘I was cast’ (Psa. 22.11): 'n3bwn [huf'laryt"i:]%

In the Babylonian reading tradition, it is the norm for the
vowel of the prefix conjugation verbal stem to be preserved
before suffixes,” e.g.

ok 1 will remember him’ (Jer. 31.20): iR

[?izko'ra:nu:]
"153vn ‘you will plunge me’ (Job 9.31): 3i5avn [titbo'lerni:]

nwTn ‘and we will inquire’ (2 Chron. 18.6): nwATy

[wnidro'fo:]
11218 ‘I will remember’ (Psa. 77.4): mRatR [2izko'ro:]

In the Babylonian reading tradition it is the norm for the

vowel of the final syllable of the 3ms pi‘el to be patah,* e.g.
593 Isa. 49.21 ‘he brought up’ OB Y73 [id'da:l]

wpa Isa. 1.12 ‘he asked’ OB wpa [viq'qa:f]

The Babylonian vocalization reflects a tradition in which it
is the norm for the vowel to be sere before a guttural in the
pi‘el,’® e.g.

wno ‘it will deny’ (Job 8.18): wri [wye:'haf]

1 ‘and he will serve as a priest’ (Exod. 40.13): i

[wye:'ha:n]

% Yeivin (1985, §24.1).

% Yeivin (1985, §16.36, §16.45).

% Yeivin (1985, §20.01).

% Yeivin (1985, §20.06).
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Tp23 ‘and it will graze’ (Exod. 22.4): 2y [wver'Sar]
781 ‘he has spurned’ (Lam. 2.7): 9% [ne:'?ar]
PRI ‘he renounced’ (Psa. 10.3): P81 [ne:'?a:s]

It is unlikely, therefore, that synchronic variations such as
those listed in (3)—(7) had any semantic or exegetical significance
in the proto-Masoretic reading tradition, since they are either a
later development in the Tiberian tradition without clear
semantic significance or were early features but were eliminated
in the Babylonian tradition. They were simply cases of internal
morphophonemic variation that is common across languages.

The variations in the use of dagesh in the same lexeme in
the specific examples cited under (1) above do not appear to have
any semantic or exegetical significance. It should be noted, how-
ever, that several examples of dagesh distinguishing the meaning
of doublets of the same lexeme or homophonous words can be
found in the Tiberian tradition and this has been developed fur-
ther in the Babylonian tradition. There are, for example, a num-
ber of homophonous pairs of words in the Tiberian tradition that
are distinguished by dagesh. These include cases such 7"ax ‘pow-
erful’ referring to God, used in the construct state in phrases such
as apy 2R ‘the Mighty One of Jacob’ (Gen. 49.24, Isa. 49.26,
Isa. 60.16, Psa. 132.2, 5) vs. 77ar ‘powerful’ used to refer to hu-
mans (for further details see §1.3.1.3.).

With regard to pairs of forms from the same lexeme exhib-
iting a variation between a hatef vowel and silent shewa (as in
1w vs. pawn?), in many such cases there appears to be a met-

rical motivation for the variation, which will be discussed in
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81.2.5.4. We have seen, however, that in the Samaritan tradition
such a variation has been exploited to distinguish meaning in
pairs such as wyabad ‘and he perished (past)’ (< *ya’abad) vs.
ygbbé’ld ‘he perishes (non-past)’ (< *ya’bad). There is, indeed,
one isolated example of the exploitation of such variation to ex-
press a semantic distinction in the Tiberian tradition, namely the
difference in vocalization between the verb 1Py ‘he supplants’
(Jer. 9.3) and the proper name apy-.

Returning now to the list of variant vocalizations from the
late books, we should examine whether these had any semantic
or exegetical significance. I should like to argue that there are
indeed grounds for hypothesizing that many of the examples of
such variations were motivated by an attempt to express a se-
mantic distinction. It is relevant to note that these distinctions
appear also in biblical manuscripts with Babylonian vocaliza-
tion,” so they must be attributed to the proto-Masoretic reading

tradition. Some examples of semantic distinctions are as follows:

59nK vs. 099080 (Neh. 3.34)

All cases of 59n# and its inflections are predicative, most with
clear verbal inflection. o;5n&n is the only nominal form with
nominal inflection (functioning as an attributive adjective): *w183
Phny onmeHp miban ‘and those who spread a net upon the
water will languish’ (Isa. 19.8), "% 55nx ‘I am languishing’ (Psa.
6.3), vs. o79nr1 onnn ‘the feeble Jews’ (Neh. 3:34). This dis-

tinction in vocalism can be compared to the development of a

7 Examples of such forms that are attested in the manuscripts can be
found in Yeivin (1985, 608, 843, 956, 1050).
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distinction in vocalism between verbal and nominal participles

in the Samaritan tradition.

19 Vs, T71/190

Here again, the formal distinction appears to reflect a distinction
between verbal and nominal categories. The form 1791 is the only
inflection of the nif‘al of 7> that has transparent verbal inflection
in the biblical corpus: o™ywa 19737911 K ‘and these were born
to him in Jerusalem’ (1 Chron. 3.5). Other attestations of the
nif‘al of this verb are either in the singular form 7511, which is
explicitly adjectival, or T%i1 with patah but often used
impersonally without agreement with a plural subject, so both
may have been interpreted as adjectival, e.g. T7"n"2% 7911 13-man
‘behold a son is born’ (1 Kings 13.2), i7-7%i1 9wy 797 112 vn nH%
1inana ‘These are the sons of David that were born to him in Heb-
ron’ (1 Chron. 3.1).

79 vs. T

There may be a distinction also here between nominal and verbal
participles. Targum Jonathan to nowra i 70 ninw Nk (2
Sam 5.14) clearly interprets 7i% as a verbal participle: ninw o8
oowia % 37 nRT ‘These are the names of the ones who were
born to him in Jerusalem’. The form 73 is clearly used as a noun
in some contexts, e.g. "0 T ‘the living child’ (noun) (1 Kings
3:26); cf. Targum Jonathan: 8"n &717. Targum Jonathan to n9K]
ghwima {70 wR o ninw (1 Chron. 14.4), the parallel to 2
Sam 5.14, is obwia annn maT Ty nRT nnnw R ‘and these are

the names of the ones who were born who were being
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raised/were adolescents in Jerusalem’. This Targumic rendering
of 1 Chron. 14.4 seems to reflect a nominal interpretation of the
participle, presumably motivated by the added relative modifier

phrase 71 9WR, which would typically take a nominal antecedent.

370 Vs, TR

The two forms of these apparently synonymous construct forms
in the biblical corpus express a distinction between ‘divine glory’
(177) and ‘human glory’ (177), e.g. imabn 7717 ‘the glory of His
kingdom’ (God’s glory) (Psa. 145.12) vs. m;’?r_n 177 ‘glory of the
kingdom (human glory)’ (Dan. 11.20). As we have seen above,
the practice of using gemination to express semantic distinction
is often applied to separate the usage of the same lexeme in di-
vine and human contexts, e.g. 7aR (divine) vs. 9ax (human) and
examples cited above from the Samaritan and Babylonian tradi-

tions.

AW Vs, W

There is a distinction in meaning here between ‘desert nomad’
('27v) and ‘a gentilic term of an ethnic group’ (*17p): bW 5789
17w ‘and no desert nomad/Arab will pitch his tent there’ (Isa.
13.20) vs. "27w7 bW ‘Geshem the Arab’ (Neh. 2.19). One may
compare this to the formal distinction in Arabic between ’a‘rabi

‘nomad of the desert’ vs. ‘arabi ‘Arab, Arabian’ (ethnic term)’.

D7 vs. 01p
The dual form o17p in Daniel chapter 8, which has a characteris-

tically Rabbinic type of vocalization, has the meaning ‘horns’.
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The form ©37p in Hab. 3.4, which has the normal dual vocalic
pattern, has the meaning ‘rays (of light)’. This is the only other
place where the word occurs in the biblical corpus as a common
noun without a suffix or not in construct. The difference in vo-
calization, therefore, is likely to express a distinction in meaning

between the two forms.*®

5an vs. Han

The infinitive absolute form San immediately preceding the
cognate verb occurs in Exod. 22.25 as an internal object with the
meaning of ‘taking in pledge” Tu71 nn5w Sanm Han-ox ‘If ever you
take your neighbour’s garment in pledge’ (Exod. 22.25). Here the
infinitive absolute is an inner object of the verb. It is connected
to the verb by a conjunctive accent, which is typical for infinitive
absolute internal objects; cf. 23wy 21w literally: ‘I shall return a
returning’ (Gen. 18.10). The construction 77 1%an an (Neh. 1.7)
differs prosodically from ann %an (Exod. 22.25) in that the initial
form 5an is separated from what follows by a disjunctive accent.
The word 5an differs from 5an semantically, in that it is from a
different, albeit homophonous, lexical root. Finally it differs from
it syntactically according to the interpretation reflected by the
early versions, which treat it as an adverbial noun rather than an
inner object: LXX odwaAdoer dieAboapey ‘we have broken with a
breaking [covenant]’, Vulgate: vanitate seducti sumus ‘we have
been seduced by vanity’, rather than nominative active partici-

ples, which are the common translation technique of Greek and

%8 See the remarks of Yeivin (1985, 844, n.74).
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Latin for inner objects, e.g. mpx 11p : LXX xtdipevos xtricopal
‘buying I shall buy’ (2 Sam 24.24).

We may summarize the hypothesis developed above regarding
the formation of the reading tradition as follows. The variations
in vocalization in the late biblical books are very likely to have
had their origin in the language situation of the Second Temple
Period. The proto-Masoretic reading tradition of the late books
was fixed in the Second Temple Period and the distinctive late
forms of vocalization discussed above are likely to reflect features
of contemporary vernacular speech. At the time when the proto-
Masoretic reading was fixed for the late books, a reading
tradition was already in existence for the earlier books. During
the Second Temple period, some of the innovative features of the
reading of the late books were extended to the earlier books (e.g.
the reading of intransitive gal verbs as nif‘al and the transitive qal
as pi‘el). Some of the innovative features of the later period,
however, were not retroverted into the reading of the same
lexemes in the earlier books, but rather the corresponding earlier
forms were retained. One factor, perhaps the key factor, that
motivated this retention of some of these distinct forms in the
reading of the biblical corpus was the desire to distinguish
different aspects of meaning or the distinction between
homophonous lexemes. There were other cases of variation
across the proto-Masoretic reading tradition as a whole, some
most likely the result of synchronic language variation. Some of
these variations were exploited to distinguish meaning (in

particular, gemination). A large proportion of the synchronic
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variation, however, did not have any semantic or exegetical
significance. Some of this type of variation that survived in the
Tiberian tradition was eliminated by levelling in the Babylonian
tradition. Moreover, some new variation with no semantic
significance developed in the Tiberian and Babylonian reading
traditions after the two branches split from the proto-Masoretic
tradition. The use of gemination to distinguish meaning within
lexemes and between homophonous lexemes was extended
further after the Tiberian and Babylonian branches had divided,
especially in the Babylonian branch (81.3.1.3.).

The exploitation of diachronic or synchronic morphopho-
nemic variation to express distinctions in meaning was a form of
inner-biblical exegesis. It should be pointed out, however, that
similar processes occur in living spoken languages.?® One phe-
nomenon that is directly analogous to the issue of diachronic var-
iants discussed here is the phenomenon of doublets, which are
found in many languages by a process of retaining older forms
alongside new forms of the same lexeme with different meanings.
An example from Neo-Aramaic is as follows. In the North-Eastern
Neo-Aramaic dialects, a historical *¢ develops into /°/ or zero
//. So in the Barwar dialect'® *sagas ‘to trouble; to dandle (a
child)’ developed into sa@as, which is pronounced sayas with a
glide. The new form Saya$ means specifically ‘to dandle, to rock
(a child)’. The old form sagas, however, is retained in the dialect

with the meaning of ‘to trouble’. This is a strategy for reducing

% 1 have described some cases from Neo-Aramaic dialects in Khan
(2018a).

190 Khan (2008, 51-52, 207).
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ambiguity in the meaning of a lexeme. Such a development is
directly analogous to the hypothesized process described above
whereby older forms were retained alongside new forms in the
biblical reading tradition during the Second Temple as a strategy

to reduce ambiguity and elucidate meaning in the biblical corpus.

1.0.9. THE PRESTIGE OF THE TIBERIAN TRADITION

Despite the fact that there are indications that the Tiberian pro-
nunciation tradition had undergone linguistic change in the
course of its transmission since splitting from the proto-Masoretic
reading, in the Middle Ages the Tiberian reading tradition was
regarded as the most prestigious and authoritative. The medieval
sources justify this by the claim that the transmitters of the Tibe-
rian tradition were able to preserve the original reading more
accurately since they never left Palestine, unlike the diaspora
communities.'®" In reality, as we have seen, the Tiberian reading
did undergo change and was, in many cases, less conservative
than the Babylonian tradition. It is likely that the authoritative-
ness of the Tiberian tradition had its roots primarily in its associ-
ation with the Palestinian Yeshiva ‘Academy’, the central body of
Jewish communal authority in Palestine, which was based in Ti-
berias from late antiquity until the Middle Ages.

After the Bar-Kochba revolt in the second century C.E.,
rabbinic leadership moved to the Galilee. Rabbi Johanan (d. 279
C.E.) established an academy in Tiberias. Subsequently, the

191 Cf. the passages from al-Qirqisani discussed in Khan (1990c) and the
introduction of the long version of the Masoretic treatise Hidayat al-
Qari’ (§I1.L.0.3. in the edition in this volume).
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Jewish patriarch (nasi) relocated from Sepphoris to Tiberias,
which transformed Tiberias into the Jewish capital of Palestine.
A large number of Jewish sages who were active in Palestine in
the Talmudic period studied in Tiberias. The Palestinian Talmud
and most of the Aggadic Midrashim were redacted in the city
(Rozenfeld 2010, 120-26). After the Islamic conquest of the city
in 636, it became the capital of the administrative district known
as Jund al-Urdunn. The city flourished between the eighth and
tenth centuries, as is witnessed by archaeological records of its
urban expansion, incorporating the neighbouring town of Ham-
mat (Avni 2014, 72-78). During the ninth and tenth centuries,
Tiberias was a thriving centre also of Muslim scholarship (Gil
1992, 329-30).

The association of the Masoretes with the Palestinian Ye-
shiva is reflected by the fact some of the Masoretes had direct
connections to this academy. One of the known Masoretes was
indeed the ‘head of the Academy’, namely Pinhas Rosh ha-
Yeshiva (‘head of the Academy’), who lived in the ninth century.
We also know of a certain >’Ahiyyahu ha-Kohen he-Haver, whose

epithet haver indicates that he was a ‘member of the Academy’.'%2

102 See the Treatise on the Shewa edited by Levy (1936, 9), the document
published by Mann (1969, 2:43-44) and Gil (1992, 179). The passage
in the Treatise on the Shewa refers to the Tiberian pronunciation as a
tradition that was received from ‘the men of the Great Assembly’ ("wiR
191730 no13), which was the supreme legislative body in Palestine during
the Second Temple Period.
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The medieval sources describe how teachers from Tiberias
would travel to various communities of the diaspora to give in-
struction in the Tiberian reading and how people from the dias-
pora communities would travel to Tiberias. We read, for example,
in the introduction of the long version of the Masoretic treatise
Hidayat al-Qari’:'*

‘The people in the communities of the exile would press
any teacher who travelled (from Tiberias) to these distant
lands to teach their children the reading of the Land of
Israel and eagerly imbibed that from him, making him sit
down so that they could assiduously learn it from him.
Whoever came from the exile to the Land of Israel had a
desire for the teaching of the reading of the Land of Israel
that was equally ardent as that of those absent [i.e. those
just mentioned who received teachers in diaspora lands]

and for abstaining from his own (tradition of reading)’.

Similarly, we read in a medieval Karaite commentary on

Genesis in a passage concerning Gen. 49.21:

The fact that he compared Naftali to ‘a hind let loose’ ( %
nn%v, Gen. 49.21) is on account of what he foresaw by the
help of prophecy, namely that he would be beautiful of
voice, excellent in reading, excellent in speaking Hebrew.
This is because from the inheritance of Naftali teachers and
masters will go forth, such as Ben Asher and Ben Naftali.
The Jews of the world follow the reading of these two
teachers. This is the reading of Palestine, which has been
disseminated throughout the corners of the world. The

teachers of it have gone forth to the land of Iraq and other

103 Edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.0.4.
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places. They have taught people and written many copies
(of manuscripts). He compared it (the inheritance of
Naftali) here to a ‘hind let loose’, which is beloved and
brought up in dwellings that bring ease to the heart, just
as is the case with the teachers who were sent from the
inheritance of Naftali to the lands of the exile to teach peo-
ple the reading of Palestine. For that reason, he said ‘a hind
let loose’. ... The superbly beautiful reading has its origin
in the inheritance of Naftali, namely the town of Tiberias,
which is uniquely renowned for this. For this reason, he
said ‘which gives words of beauty’ (qaw—1nR inin, Gen.

49.21), since the reading (of Tiberias) is the original one.*

The prestige and authoritative nature of the Tiberian read-
ing are reflected in various ways.

Many manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization exhibit
convergence with the Tiberian tradition of reading, eliminating
thereby distinctly Babylonian features. In some manuscripts with

Babylonian signs, there is almost total convergence with the

19411 Firk. Evr. Arab. II 4633, fol. 241r-241v: 11 Hw noxa *5nath o> nnm
oxba '8 YR T ARIPOR T3 SphR jon o many mamhy pya oo knb
*5Na1 121 WK 12 500 PIRODKRYRIT ROYADR 3127 *Hno1 nhman iR 79T IR1YOR
nHR DRWOR ARTP T PRSYROR TR IRIP wan TIOR 10 oHRYOR SR THR
R PRIPOR IRTHHR 1372 RIA PRAOYNAOR 181 DHRYOR pRAR {8} '8 nODAIR
7AAnnOR AmOw ARI RTA A RO PNOR TOHR AN ORIHR MO
52) onya 158 Pabynbh Ra RND 255K 8 DIk RAD NOR NPAOKR '8 ARIINOR
58P T57H DRWOHR 1IRTP ORIFR 105Y5 mBaHR 18792 52 R *Hnas nbnam (inya
730 DR I Hna3 nhn gn YRR JonHR TORAOR IRIPORI ... Anhw AR
HRRHR 1M IRIPOR TR W AR 1IN ORP THTY AR 1T RTNA navynby . This
extract was published by Mann (1935, 2:104-5) with some mistakes in

reading. The text above is the correct reading of the manuscript.
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Tiberian pronunciation tradition and additional signs were even
created to ensure a maximally close correspondence.'®

The same applied to Biblical manuscripts with Palestinian
vocalization. Many of these represent a reading tradition that is
very close to the Tiberian one. This is almost certainly due to
convergence, which involved the creation of signs to express
vowel quality distinctions that did not occur in the Palestinian
pronunciation.'® It should be noted that the background and
status of the Palestinian tradition of pronouncing the Hebrew
Bible were different from the Tiberian and Babylonian. When the
author of Hidayat al-Qari’ refers to the reading of ‘the Land of
Israel’, he is clearly referring to the Tiberian tradition, not the
tradition of reading with Palestinian pronunciation. The term ‘the
reading of Palestine’ (al-Sham) in the passage from the Karaite
commentary on Genesis is likewise referring to the Tiberian
tradition. The Karaite scholar al-Qirqisani (tenth century Iraq)
discusses in his Kitab al-’Anwar the relative merits of the reading
of Babylonia (Iraq) and the reading of Palestine (al-Sham).'®”
Here also what is intended is the Tiberian tradition. For
al-Qirqisani the Palestinian tradition of reading was not relevant
in his discussion of authority. This appears to reflect the fact that
the Palestinian pronunciation was a popular tradition of reading,
which had no authoritative roots. Al-Qirgisani’s focus on the
Babylonian and Tiberian traditions reflects the fact that only

these two traditions had claims to authority. It is likely that this

105 yeivin (1985, 77-87).
106 Revell (1977), Chiesa (1978).

197 See the passages from al-Qirgisani discussed in Khan (1990c).
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was due to the fact they were both descendants of the original
proto-Masoretic reading. Al-Qirqgisani maintains that of these
two, the Tiberian is the most authoritative.

The distinctive features of Palestinian pronunciation,
which are particularly discernible in the non-biblical manuscripts
with Palestinian pronunciation, have close parallels with what is
known about the vowel system of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic.'®
Unlike Tiberian and Babylonian, the Palestinian biblical reading
is unlikely to be a direct descendant of the proto-Masoretic
reading, but rather it has its roots in other traditions of reading
that were current in Palestine in antiquity. The Greek
transcription in Origen’s Hexapla (the middle of the third century
C.E.) reflects a reading that has even more evidence of influence
from the Aramaic vernacular, especially in the pronominal
suffixes, such as the 2ms suffix -akh, e.g. cepay ‘your name’
(Tiberian nW Psa. 31.4).'% This is also a feature of the Samaritan
tradition, e.g. yédak ‘your hand’ (Tiberian: 77)."° Some of these
features, such as the Aramaic type of pronominal suffixes, appear
in medieval non-biblical texts with Palestinian vocalization. In
the second half of the first millennium, however, it appears that
the popular biblical reading converged to a greater extent with
the prestigious Tiberian tradition. As a result, the Aramaic type

of suffixes were eliminated in the biblical reading.'!

198 Fagsberg (1991, 28-57).
109 Brgnno (1943, 110, 196-200).
110 Ben-Hayyim (2000, 228).

11 Yahalom (1997, Introduction).
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Various features deviating from the Tiberian reading trad-
ition that are found in the earlier biblical traditions are rarely
attested in the medieval biblical traditions but are found in non-
biblical Hebrew texts. This applies, for example, to the forms of
the 2ms suffixes without a final vowel in Origen and Jerome, and
indeed in the consonantal text that is found already in the proto-
Masoretic biblical manuscripts from Qumran (7-, n-), which is a
feature that surfaces in some traditions of post-biblical Hebrew
(Ben-Hayyim 1954, 27-32, 63; Kutscher 1979, 442-43; Fassberg
1989), including biblical quotations within non-biblical Hebrew
texts (Yahalom 1997, 24). The gutturals are clearly weakened in
some biblical texts from Qumran and are omitted or interchanged
in the orthography (Fassberg 2013, 665), but in the medieval
biblical texts one does not find evidence of such systematic
breakdown of distinctions. In non-biblical texts, on the other
hand, there is evidence of such a weakening. In piyyutim, for
example, p often rhymes with &, and likewise n rhymes with 7,
reflecting a weakening of the pharyngeals to laryngeals (Yahalom
1985, 173). In piyyut manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization
segolate nouns ending in a guttural often have an ‘e’ vowel in the
last syllable without a furtive patah (e.g. n9n meleh ‘salt’, Tibe-
rian: nYn) (Yahalom 1997, 25), again reflecting the weakening of
the guttural.

Another indicator of the prestigious nature of the Tiberian
reading tradition is the fact that the early traditions of Hebrew
grammar that emerged in the tenth century, i.e. those of Saadya

Gaon and the Karaite grammarians, were based on the Tiberian
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reading.''? The grammarian Ibn Janah (eleventh century Spain)
states that the Tiberians were ‘the most eloquent of the Hebrews
in language and the most lucid’.'*

Finally, there is evidence in some sources of hypercorrec-
tions in the production of the Tiberian reading. These reflect sit-
uations in which a reader’s pronunciation of Hebrew differs from
the standard Tiberian pronunciation, due to it belonging to a dif-
ferent tradition''* or being influenced by a vernacular language,
but the reader nevertheless attempts to pronounce words with
the Tiberian pronunciation due to its prestige. In some cases, this
results in producing distinctive features of Tiberian pronuncia-
tion that are used in the incorrect context (see chapter 4 for de-
tails).

1.0.10. THE INTERNAL DIVERSITY OF THE TIBERIAN
TRADITION

There was not complete uniformity in any of the traditions of
reading reflected by the vocalization systems. This applied also
to the Tiberian school. We have seen (§1.0.8.) that there are in-

consistencies in the Tiberian vocalization across different parts of

112 Dotan (1997), Khan (2000b; 2000a). Some features of Babylonian
pronunciation sporadically appear in the works of the eastern gram-
marians such as Saadya (Dotan 1997, 39) and the Karaites (Vidro 2011,
131-36).

13 Kitab al-Luma‘ (ed. Derenbourg 1886, 29): RiRDY PMr12pHR Myar on
RIR™D DIININI.

14 For examples of such hypercorrections in manuscripts reflecting a
Tiberianized Babylonian tradition see Yeivin (1985, 185).
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the Hebrew Bible. There were also various streams of tradition in
the Tiberian Masoretic school that differed from one another in
the reading and vocalization of particular words. The monumen-
tal Hebrew Bible manuscript codices with Standard Tiberian vo-
calization that have survived from the Middle Ages exhibit minor
differences in vocalization of this nature. This applies even to
manuscripts that were written by the same scribe.!*> Minor dif-
ferences between vocalization practices of Masoretes and differ-
ences in the vocalization of codices are referred to also in Maso-
retic notes and Masoretic treatises. The tradition of vocalization
reflected in the Standard Tiberian manuscripts was, however, far
more uniform than other non-Tiberian traditions. This was the
result of greater efforts of standardization of the Tiberian tradi-
tion due to its greater authoritative status. The standardization
process is reflected in particular by Masoretic treatises collating
differences between Masoretes, the best known being the ‘Book
of Differences’ (Kitab al-Khilaf) of Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el, who was
active in Jerusalem at the end of the tenth or early eleventh cen-

tury.'*® This work concerned differences between the two

15 Examples of this are manuscripts written by the scribe of L, Samuel
ben Jacob, who has been identified as the scribe of several other early
Bible manuscripts. These manuscripts exhibit minor differences in

vocalization among themselves. See Phillips (2016; 2017; 2020).

116 Lipschiitz (1964; 1965). A manuscript preserved in the Karaite syn-
agogue in Cairo (known as C3) contains the inscription 5&1p 12 Srwm 1N
58 1ANT AMN23 13 %N WIS AN R npTa 550 12 qov 13 ‘1 Misha’el
ben ‘Uzz’iel ben Yoseph ben Hillel checked this holy Torah in the en-
closure of ben Bakhtavaih, may God have mercy on him’ (Gottheil 1905
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foremost Masoretic authorities at the end of the Masoretic period
in the first half of the tenth century, Aharon ben Asher and Moshe
ben Naftali. This lists disagreements between Ben Asher and Ben
Naftali in 867 specific places and agreements of Ben Asher and
Ben Naftali against another, usually unnamed, authority in 406
places. Most of these relate to differences in very small details.
The majority of the disagreements concern the minor ga‘ya (i.e.
ga‘ya on a short vowel in a closed syllable) and shewa ga‘ya (i.e.
ga‘ya written on shewa) (81.2.8.2.2., 81.2.9.). A few relate to
spellings, divisions of words, and vocalization. Several of these
are listed by Misha’el in the introduction as general differences
rather than relating to specific passages. Ben Asher, for example,
vocalized a preposition 5 or 21 with shewa when it was followed
by yod with hireq (e.g. Y&, ‘for Israel’), Ben Naftali, on the
other hand, vocalized the first letter with hireq with no vowel on
the yod (5%715). Whereas Ben Asher vocalized 1owiy» ‘Issachar’,
Ben Naftali vocalized this name 72&v». Another Masorete, Moshe
Mohe, vocalized it 72w¥. Ben Asher vocalized the kaf in all forms
of the verb 5ax ‘to eat’ before segol with hatef patah, e.g., n3738n
‘you will eat it’ (Ezek. 4.12), reflecting the reading of the shewa
as mobile, whereas Ben Naftali read the shewa in all such cases

as silent (81.2.5.7.5.). The purpose of the collation of differences

no. 18; Penkower 1989). This is likely to be the Misha’el who was the
author of Kitab al-Khilaf. The scholarly institution known as the enclo-
sure of ben Bakhtavaih was founded by Ydsuf ibn Bakhtavaih (also
known as Yiisuf ibn Nih) in Jerusalem at the end of the tenth century
and was the hub of Karaite scholarship there in the first half of the
eleventh century.
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was to impose a degree of standardization on the Tiberian
Masoretic tradition, which had developed into a number of
heterogeneous sub-schools by the tenth century, of which those
of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali were regarded as the most
authoritative. The readings of Ben Asher in Kitab al-Khilaf
conform very closely to the readings of the manuscript A, which
was produced by Ben Asher, and also to L, which contains many
erasures and corrections that made the correspondence closer
than was originally the case. The Ben Naftali readings conform
closely to C.'*7

At the close of the Masoretic period in the tenth century
and the early eleventh century, the traditions of Ben Asher and
Ben Naftali were considered to be equally authoritative. Misha’el
ben ‘Uzzi’el does not give priority to Ben Asher or Ben Naftali in
Kitab al-Khilaf. In his Masoretic treatise Hidayat al-Qari’, >Abii al-
Faraj Hartin, likewise, does not give priority to either one of these
two authorities. It is significant, however, that according to one
passage in this treatise a reader should not mix the traditions
according to personal assessment of correctness of the reading of
individual words in each tradition. One should adopt either the
tradition of Ben Asher in its entirety or that of Ben Naftali in its
entirety:

‘The reader, therefore, has two options. Either to read with

the reading of Ben Naftali, in which case he must read all

good and difficult forms that he (Ben Naftali) reads, or to

17 For differences between other Tiberian Masoretes see Digduge ha-
Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, 139-40), Levy (1936, 55-8H), Mann (1969,
2:43-44), Lipschiitz (1965, 5), Yeivin (1981).
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read with the reading of Ben Asher, which also is autho-
ritative. If somebody reads what he deems to be the best
reading of this one and of that one, he would (read)

without any rule, because he deviates from the rationale

of each of them.’!!®

The lack of ranking of these Masoretic authorities was the
practice among Masoretic scholars until the time of Maimonides,
who declared Ben Asher to be the most reliable authority. David
Qimhi (d. 1235), it seems, was the first who decided in favour of
Ben Asher in the context of reported differences between Ben
Asher and Ben Naftali (Lipschiitz 1965, 4).

The fact that the Kitab al-Khilaf rarely mentions vowels and
accents implies that their reading was virtually entirely fixed in
a tradition over which there was consensus among Masoretic au-
thorities. A passage in an anonymous Masoretic treatise discuss-
ing the cantillation of the Tiberian accents indicates that the way
the accents are read has been transmitted ‘from the hearts of the
two masters (°al-’ustadhayin)’, i.e. Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, and
they cannot be explained, i.e. their form is fixed by tradition and
readers cannot exercise any personal initiative with regard to

them:

‘As for all the other accents, every one of them has a single
melody that does not change for any reason, either
lengthening or shortening, as is the case with pronouncing

a vowel and shortening it. It is not possible to explain how

118 Tong version of Hiddyat al-Qari’, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§II.LL.1.7.11.
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they are read, because they are melodies transmitted from

the hearts of the two masters.’!!°

This passage makes it clear that the ultimate bases of au-
thority of the reading were Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. This can
be compared to the way reading traditions of the Qur’an (qira’at)
were anchored to the authority of particular scholars.

Although readers had to adhere to the traditions of Ben
Asher and Ben Naftali in most details of their reading without
personal initiative, the masters themselves did, it seems, take
some degree of personal initiative in fixing their traditions. This
applies in particular to Ben Naftali, whose reading tradition ex-
hibits more consistency in various features than the more con-
servative tradition of Ben Asher. In some places, for example, Ben
Naftali has introduced pausal forms where they are not found in
the Ben Asher tradition, with the result that their distribution in
his reading is more consistent than they are in that of Ben Asher
(A. Ben-David 1957b). Ben Naftali, moreover, introduced various
orthoepic measures into his tradition to ensure a greater accuracy
of reading (81.0.11.).

The focus on minor ga‘ya and shewa ga‘ya in the lists of
Kitab al-Khilaf indicates that these details also formed part of the
fixed sub-traditions of Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. The fixing of
the vowels, accents, minor ga‘ya and shewa ga‘ya is reflected by
the fact that there is only minimal variation in these features

across the model Masoretic Tiberian Bible manuscripts. By the

19 CUL T-S NS 301.21: % 15 8an TnR1 52 RApni Dnpuhr "pra KON
K51 qVIOR 21 TINNHR 2 THTI RPN IR DMON RAR W 23D 10 PN KD ATM
PIROOKROR TR 11 HPpan (RMYR RAIRD RPN g2 KRAATW 1000
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end of the Masoretic period, however, not every detail had been
completely fixed and there was some permitted variation in the
sign system and also some variation in the oral reading. This ap-
plied in particular to the writing of hatef signs on non-guttural
consonants and the pronunciation of major ga‘ya (i.e. ga‘ya on
long vowels) in the oral reading, as expressed by the following

passages from Hiddyat al-Qari’:

The people responsible for this matter have agreed on the
rule of combining shewa and a vowel (i.e. writing hatef
signs) only under the four (guttural) letters. It is said,
however, that some scribes wanted to remove uncertainty
from places that may lead to error and have combined a
vowel with shewa (under a non-guttural letter) ... because
they thought that people would err in the reading ... This
is an exception to their customary practice. What supports
the claim that this is the view of only some of them with
regard to letters not belonging to the group of the four
(guttural letters) is that in most codices one does not find
what has been presented as counterevidence (i.e. the
combination shewa with a vowel under non-guttural
letters), but all codices are uniform in the combination of
shewa with a vowel under the four (guttural letters)

letters.'?°

120 Long version of Hidayat al-Qari’, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.L.2.12.6. Differences between scribes regarding the writing of hatef
signs under non-guttural consonants is referred to also in in the earlier
Masoretic treatise Digduge ha-Te‘amim, which is attributed to Aharon
ben Asher (ed. Dotan 1967, sec. 19).
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The ga‘ya does not have a definite status in the reading of
Scripture. One reader may omit it and another reader may

sustain it.!?

This is also reflected by the model Tiberian Masoretic Bible
codices, which exhibit a greater degree of variation in the writing
of hatef signs on non-guttural consonants (81.2.5.5.) and the
marking of major ga‘ya than in features that had been fixed, such

as vowels, accents, minor ga‘ya and shewa ga‘ya.

1.0.11. ORTHOEPY

The variation in the marking of hatef signs on non-guttural con-
sonants reflects the continual efforts that were made to refine the
vocalization system to ensure accurate reading towards the end
of the Masoretic period. By combining a vowel sign with a shewa
sign, the shewa was unambiguously marked as vocalic, which
removed potential ambiguity of the sign in the vocalization
system and so reduced the risk of inaccurate reading (81.2.5.5.).
Another measure to ensure correct reading of vowel length that
is occasionally found in standard Tiberian manuscripts is the use
of hatef signs in unstressed closed syllables to mark explicitly that
the vowel is short. A few examples of this are found in L, e.g.
onvIna ‘on the magicians’ (Exod. 9.11), oawn ‘the evening’
(Exod. 30.8), 3pm ‘they are strong’ (2 Sam. 10.11), 7721 ‘he
brings trouble on you’ (Josh. 7.25) (§1.2.5.1.).'%2

21 Long version of Hiddyat al-Qar?’, edition in this vol. 2 of this book,
SII.L.3.1.

122 The phenomenon in L is described by Dotan (1985).
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It is important to distinguish these differences in notation
with regard to the clarity of representation of the reading from
the existence of genuine differences in the reading between
Masoretes that are reflected in works such as Misha’el ben
‘Uzzi’el’s Kitab al-Khilaf.

I would like to focus here in particular on another deve-
lopment that took place within the Tiberian tradition, namely an
increasing effort to pronounce the reading with maximal clarity,
a phenomenon that I shall call orthoepy. Such orthoepic
measures are sometimes not discernible from the vocalized text
and can only be reconstructed from external sources, in particular
transcriptions and Masoretic treatises.

The basic principle of orthoepy is to ensure that the distinct
elements of the text are given their optimal realization, keeping
them maximally distinct and avoiding slurring over them. These
elements include letters, vowels, syllables and words.'*

One orthoepic measure was to minimize the number of
separate orthographic words that had no accent and so were at
risk of being slurred over. The Tiberian tradition, in general, is
more orthoepic in this respect than the Babylonian tradition
through the Tiberian practice of placing conjunctive accents on
orthographic words between disjunctive accents. In the
Babylonian tradition, there are only disjunctive accents and the
words between these are left without any accent (Shoshany 2003;
2013). The vocalization of some words that have acquired

conjunctive accents in the Tiberian tradition reflects their

123 This phenomenon corresponds closely to the careful recitation of the

Arabic Qur’an known as tajwid (Nelson 2001).
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originally unstressed status. This applies to stressed construct
forms such as hwnwn 127 ‘the matter of the release’ (Deut. 15.2),
and cases such as 2py 1ik3 n& ‘the pride of Jacob’ (Psa. 47.5), 92
whny ‘all the brothers of a poor man’ (Prov. 19.7), where the
object marker and the quantifier have the vocalization
characteristic of their unstressed form (-nyg and "7;) rather than
of their stressed form (n& and 52).'*

There are still, however, a sizeable number of orthographic
words in the Tiberian tradition that have no accent and are
connected to the following word by the maqqef sign. The lists of
differences in Kitab al-Khilaf, however, show that Ben Naftali in
a number cases read a word with a conjunctive accent where Ben
Asher read it with maqqef (A. Ben-David 1957b, 391-92), e.g.

Lev. 24.16

Ben Asher: ©w-iapia, Ben Naftali: ow iapia ‘when he

blasphemes the Name’
Gen. 39.6

Ben Asher: 2x8i-ng?, Ben Naftali: 98D 1o’ ‘beautiful in form’
Job 12.3

Ben Asher: px-n-n{), Ben Naftali: & *n-ng ‘with whom is

not?’

This and other features of Ben Naftali’s tradition, some of

which are discussed below, indicates that he introduced more

124 Cf. the long version of Hiddyat al-Qdri’, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8II.L.3.2.
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orthoepic innovations in the reading than Ben Asher, who was,
in general, more conservative.

The orthoepic measures taken to separate prosodically
words connected by maqqef sometimes resulted in reading a word
as prosodically separated even when the maqqgef sign continued
to be written. One clear example of this is the reading of the word
-nn vocalized with patah and connected by maqqgef to the
following word, the first letter of which has dagesh, e.g. 237-nm
‘and what did he say’ (Jer. 23.35). It is clear that the patah in this
particle originally developed due to its prosodic and syllabic
bonding with the following word, and this is reflected by the
maqqef. It continued, however, to be written as an ortho-
graphically separate word. In order to ensure that the
orthographic distinctness was expressed clearly in pronunciation
one of two orthoepic strategies were followed, both of which are
reflected by transcriptions of the Tiberian reading into Arabic
script. The most common strategy was to lengthen the patah, e.g.
PYYAN [ma'-tthisf'fa:ag] ‘Why do you cry?’ (Exod. 14.15). An-
other strategy was to glottalize the patah vowel by pronouncing
an [h] after the vowel, which separated syllabically from what
followed, e.g. inwW-nn [mah-ffa'mo:] ‘What is his name?’ (Exod.
3.13) (for further details see §1.2.8.1.2., §1.2.11.).

Various orthoepic measures were taken to ensure that
adjacent letters in contact were enunciated clearly and not
slurred together. Here again, these measures were more
developed in the tradition of Ben Naftali than in that of Ben
Asher. According to Kitab al-Khilaf, Ben Naftali placed a dagesh

in the first nun of the name 71 in the combination p3-ja (ed.
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Lipschiitz 1965, T3). This was a measure to prevent the
coalescence of two identical letters across a word-boundary, by
strengthening the second letter, which stood at the onset of a syl-
lable. Another strategy to keep the articulation of adjacent iden-
tical letters separate is seen in Ben Naftali’s reading of the name
Issachar "o@v». In Ben Asher’s tradition the second and third
letter of the name are pronounced as a geminate sin: 2wW?
[jissorxo:Rr]. The form 12w [jifso:ya:dR] of Ben Naftali looks,
prima facie, to be a more archaic form, corresponding more
closely to the ketiv and perhaps to proposed etymologies of the
name such as 12w v~ ‘there is hire’ or 712w v°) ‘man of hire’.'* It
is possible, however, that the pronunciation of the second letter
of the name as shin was an intentional dissimilation as an
orthoepic strategy to keep it distinct from the sin. A similar
process seems to have taken place in the name o'ov1n; in Neh.
7.52. Here the first letter in the sequence ow is likely to have
been a sin and this was dissimilated to shin by an orthoepic
process to keep it distinct from the following identical sounding
samekh (cf. the discussion of the form of this name in §1.0.8.).
Ben Naftali marked a dagesh in the gof of the verb apy» ‘he
supplants’ (Jer. 9.3) (ed. Lipschiitz 1965, »5) as a orthoepic stra-
tegy to ensure that the shewa on the preceding guttural was read
as silent, and therefore not confused with the more common
proper name 1Py’ ‘Jacob’. A related orthoepic measure that
developed in the Tiberian tradition, which is not attributable to

any specific subtradition, is what I call the extended dagesh forte

125 See for example Skinner (1994, ad loc.).
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reading. This involved pronouncing the dagesh lene of na>Tia
letters at the beginning of syllables as dagesh forte (§1.3.1.11.3.).
The extended dagesh forte reading arose by giving the dagesh sign
its full value in all contexts. The primary motivation for this was
most likely an attempt to make a maximally clear distinction
between fricative and plosive forms of the na>731 letters. Another
effect of strengthening the pronunciation of the dagesh was to
mark a clear separation between syllables.

The orthoepic features of the Tiberian reading have a
variety of different historical depths. The orthoepic practices that
we have examined so far appear to be developments that took
place in the later stages of the transmission of the Tiberian
reading, probably around the end of the Masoretic period in the
tenth century. It is possible to identify some orthoepic measures,
however, that have a greater time depth. One such case is the
lengthening of the vowel of prefixes of the verbs nn and mn
(81.2.10.), e.g. mnn [t"i*hje:] ‘it will be’ (Jer. 7:34), mm [jihje:]
‘let him live’ (Neh 2:3). The lengthening of the vowel of the
prefixes in the verbs 7’71 and n'n is likely to have been an ortho-
epic measure taken to ensure that the initial guttural consonants
were not weakened. If these consonants were weakened, the two
verbs would not be formally distinguished. There is evidence that
this particular orthoepic feature has deep historical roots that can
be traced to the proto-Masoretic reading in Second Temple Pal-
estine before the split of the Tiberian and Babylonian branches
(see 81.2.10. for details). It arose as a measure to ensure that the
gutturals were not weakened in these verbs at a period when gut-

turals were vulnerable to weakening under the influence of
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Greek. It would appear, therefore, that orthoepy was already a
feature of the ancient reading and that care over the oral reading
of the text went hand in hand with care over the copying of the
written text at an ancient period, presumably within Temple cir-

cles during the Second Temple period.

1.0.12. THE CLOSE OF THE TIBERIAN MASORETIC PERIOD

The activities of the Tiberian Masoretes came to an end in the
tenth century after the generation of Aharon ben Asher and
Moshe ben Naftali. The archaeological record shows that Tiberias
was almost deserted in the second half of the eleventh century.
This seems to have been due to the combined effect of
devastating earthquakes in 1033 and 1068 and the political
instability caused by the Seljuk raids into Palestine in the middle
of the eleventh century. When the Crusaders invaded Palestine in
1099, Tiberias was a half-ruined city (Avni 2014, 87-88; Gil
1992, 397-418). The cessation of the activities of the Masoretes,
however, occurred before this decline of the city in the tenth
century, when, it seems, the city was still thriving. The key factor
that brought about the end of the Masoretic school is likely to
have been the removal of the Palestinian Yeshiva to Jerusalem,
which can be dated to the middle of the tenth century.'?

The knowledge of the Tiberian reading tradition, which
was the most prestigious form of pronunciation, rapidly fell into
oblivion after this period. During the period in which the
Tiberian Masoretes were active, the oral tradition of Tiberian

reading was transmitted alongside the vocalization sign system.

126 Gil (1992, 499-500), Wechsler (2013).
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As we have seen, the sign system, indeed, was constantly being
refined to represent the reading with maximal accuracy. This is
clear, for example, in the many added hatef signs under non-
guttural consonants in A, which was vocalized by Aharon ben
Asher in the Masoretic period. The oral reading tradition was
primary and the sign system was a mechanism of graphic
notation.

Bible codices, of course, also had the consonantal text
(ketiv). In the Talmudic period, a practice developed of
interpreting Scripture on two levels, one according to the
consonantal text (ketiv) and one according to the way it was read
(gere). It is reflected by the Talmudic dictum Bx wn 8pn5 OR v
nmon5 ‘The reading has authority and the traditional text has
authority.”'?” Traces of this type of exegesis are found in medieval
sources. It was a practice that was condemned by many medieval
Karaites, who recognized the authority of only the reading
tradition.'?® This is reflected not only in their rejection of exegesis
on the basis of the ketiv. They used vocalized codices rather than
scrolls for liturgical reading.'? Moreover, in many cases they

dispensed with the Hebrew ketiv altogether and wrote biblical

127 Naeh (1992; 1993), who argues that this exegetical technique was
not practiced in the Rabbinic tradition before the Amoraic period.

128 A vocal exponent of this was the Karaite al-Qirqisani, see Khan
(1990c) and §1.0.13.3. Some medieval Karaite scholars did, however,
accept the possibility of interpreting according to the ketiv where it
conflicted with the gere, see al-Fasi, Kitab Jami¢ al-’Alfaz (ed. Skoss
1936, vol. 1, 12-13), Hadassi (Bacher 1895a, 113) and Habib (2020).

129 Allony (1979).
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manuscripts that consisted of Arabic transcriptions of the reading
tradition.'*°

The Karaite grammarian *Abi al-Faraj Hartin, who wrote
his works in Jerusalem in the first half of the eleventh century,
states in the introduction to his Masoretic treatise Hidayat al-Qari’
that his sources were earlier Masoretic treatises and the pupils of
the writers of these earlier treatises.’® This indicates that he had
access to an oral tradition of instruction in the Tiberian reading
that was still alive in his time in Jerusalem. Karaite scholars in
Jerusalem in the eleventh century were, in many respects, the
heirs of the Masoretic school. It was in Jerusalem in the early
eleventh century that Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el, who was also a Kar-
aite, composed his work Kitab al-Khilaf, which recorded differ-
ences between the Masoretes Aharon ben Asher and Moshe ben
Naftali (Penkower 1989).

Already at this period, however, Hebrew grammarians out-
side of Palestine were not able to gain direct access to the oral
tradition of Tiberian reading. Ibn Janah writing in the first half
of the eleventh century in Spain, for example, laments the fact
that he was not able to verify the length of particular occurrences

of games vowels in the Tiberian tradition:

‘In such places [i.e. in the reading of the biblical text] and

others like them, a person needs readers and teachers [of

130 Khan (1992b).
131 Edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.0.9.
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the Tiberian tradition], which we lack in this country of

ours 7132

After the close of the Masoretic period and the death of the
primary Masoretic authorities Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, the
anchoring of the written vocalization signs to authoritative oral
traditions was broken. The primary base of authority began to
shift to the vocalization sign system, which was the textualization
of these oral traditions. Only the oral reading of Masoretic au-
thorities such as Ben Asher and Ben Naftali was independent of
the vocalization vowel system. This is the import of the following
passage in Hidayat al-Qari’:

Indeed there is no doubt that when somebody takes a

simple codex without accents or pointing, he stumbles in

the reading ... apart from a few exceptional people that are

found in some generations, such as Ben Asher and Ben

Naftali in their time and those like them.'*®

As the orally transmitted Tiberian reading was lost and the
primacy of its authority was transferred to the written sign
system, the signs were read with reading traditions that differed

from the Tiberian tradition. The incipient signs of this are found

132 mobrbr ARMERT ARTIOR HR IRDIROR 0P RADAN RAH PERINOR 770 00
770 RIPRRP 0 N3 DARINTY PIOR, Kitab al-Luma’, ed. Derenbourg (1886,
322-23). Ibn Ezra states that ‘scholars of Egypt and [North] Africa’
(x»pmary oen 'non) knew how to pronounce the Tiberian games
correctly; cf. Sefer Sahot (ed. Lippmann 1827, 3b). This was presumably

referring to his own time, i.e. the twelfth century.

33 Long version of Hidayat al-Qari’, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8IL.L.3.0.
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in a variety of medieval manuscripts in which standard Tiberian
vocalization is written under words with another vocalization
system.'** These can be interpreted as reflecting the tolerance of
two traditions of written vocalization alongside each other in a
way that can be compared to the apparent tolerance of different
written textual traditions alongside each other in some Qumran
manuscripts, which has been alluded to above (81.0.2.).1%° It is
clear from the medieval sources that one of the traditions in such
manuscripts, viz. the Tiberian, was more prestigious.

One of the consequences of the shift of authority to the
written vocalization and accent sign systems after the loss of the
Masoretic authorities who were guarantors of the oral tradition
was the increasing production and reliance on Bible codices that
recorded the authoritative sign systems.!3¢

In most communities other than Yemen the oral traditions
that came to be used to read the standard Tiberian vocalization
were derived ultimately from the Palestinian pronunciation of
Hebrew, with a five vowel system (without distinctions between
games and patah, on the one hand, and sere and segol, on the
other) that was based on that of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic. As

we have seen, the Palestinian pronunciation tradition had no

134 In the Genizah Bible manuscript T-S A38.10, for example, the scribe

has vocalized the text with both Babylonian and Tiberian signs.

135 A similar situation is found in some early Qur’an manuscripts in
which the vocalization records different reading traditions, distin-
guishing them with different colours of ink (Dutton 1999; 2000).

136 See Outhwaite (2018) for discussion of the commissioning and

production of codices.
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authoritative roots, but this was not relevant after the transition
of the authority of the Tiberian tradition from the oral reading to
the written sign system. It was the written sign system that now
preserved the authoritative standard. This meant that the process
whereby the Palestinian pronunciation was adapted to converge
with the standard Tiberian pronunciation, which is reflected in
manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization signs, now no longer
took place.

It is unlikely that the removal of the Palestinian Yeshiva
from Tiberias was the only factor that brought about the loss of
the oral Tiberian reading tradition. Another factor is likely to
have been that it was transmitted by a very small number of elite
practitioners. A related issue was that the conservative Tiberian
tradition and its highly careful orthoepic features deviated in
various ways from the spoken vernacular languages of the Jewish
communities. The Palestinian pronunciation of Hebrew, by
contrast, was very widely used and was closer to the vernacular.
As remarked, the vowel system of the Palestinian pronunciation
had its roots in that of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, which was
the vernacular of the Jews in the early Islamic period. When the
Jews of the region adopted Arabic as their vernacular, this
rapidly had an impact on the Palestinian pronunciation tradition.
In regions where the Arabic dialects did not have interdental
fricatives (6 and d), for example, there is evidence that already
in the Middle Ages the Hebrew consonants tav and dalet came to
be pronounced as stops (t and d) in all contexts (§1.4.2.) (Khan
1997).
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Developments in the transmission of the Qur’an in the tenth
century may also have had an impact on the fate of the Tiberian
reading tradition. At this period an official policy, endorsed by
the ruling ‘Abbasid régime, was instigated by the scholar Ibn
Mujahid (d. 324 A.H./936 C.E.) to reduce the number of reading
traditions of the Qur’an.'®” Before the time of Ibn Mujahid, a very
large number of reading traditions of the Qur’an existed. Many
of these were transmitted by only a small number of readers. As
a result of the activity of Ibn Mujahid, the traditions with
restricted numbers of transmitters were eliminated in favour of
seven canonical traditions that had wide levels of transmission.
Some of the smaller traditions that were lost exhibited unusual
features that deviated from normal Arabic usage. One example of
such non-canonical readings (Sawadhdh) that is of particular
interest in light of the discussion above concerning the orthoepic
extension of dagesh forte to all contexts in Tiberian Hebrew
(81.0.11.) is the practice of some Qur’an readers to geminate a
consonant after a preceding vowelless consonant, e.g. <ahi
yakhttifu ‘it takes away’ (Q 2.20).*® This process of obsolescence
of traditions with small numbers of transmitters and with
features that deviated from normal Arabic usage, which took
place in the Islamic world in the tenth century, could have

influenced the transmission of the Hebrew Bible at that period,

137 Ibn Mujahid, Kitab al-Sab‘a fi al-Qira’at (ed. Cairo, 1972), Noldeke et
al. (1938, 155-56).

138 This is recorded in the collection of shawddhdh by Ibn Khalawayh (d.
370/980), Mukhtasar fi Shawadhdh al-Qur’an min Kitab al-Badi‘ (ed.
Bergstrésser, 1934, 3).
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whereby the continuation of the Tiberian oral reading was
disfavoured due to the small number of readers.

After the loss of the orally transmitted Tiberian pronun-
ciation and its textualization as a historical relic in the written
signs, readers and teachers of the Hebrew Bible were obliged to
interpret the sign system as it was received. Many features of the
Tiberian pronunciation that are not discernible in the sign system
fell into complete oblivion. These include the orthoepic features
I have described above, such as the extended dagesh forte reading.
In the later Middle Ages, the standard Tiberian sign system was
a graphic fossil that reflected an extinct tradition that was
different from the pronunciation traditions of the various
communities. In some cases, however, the reading was adapted
to the sign system. A conspicuous example of this is the
development of Biblical reading in late medieval Ashkenaz.

The distribution of vowel signs in manuscripts from medi-
eval Ashkenaz dating to the twelfth and thirteenth centuries
reflects a five-vowel system, in which no distinction is made
between games and patah, nor between sere and segol.'* This in-
dicates that at that period the pronunciation of the Ashkenazi
communities still had the original Palestinian five vowel system.
By the middle of the fourteenth century, a new vowel system
evolved in the Ashkenazi tradition of Hebrew, in which there was
a distinction in pronunciation between games and patah and
between sere and segol. One of the main causes of this change in
the vowel system was the occurrence of vowel shifts in the dia-

lects of German that were spoken by the Jews. In the twelfth

139 Eldar (1978).
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century, a number of German dialects, including Yiddish,
developed a labio-velar pronunciation (in some [0] and in others
[u]) of Middle High German [a:] as well as of [a] in an open
syllable. This shift found its way into the Hebrew component of
Yiddish. Since, however, words of Hebrew origin were
assimilated into Yiddish at an earlier period, in which there were
no quantitative distinctions (between long and short a), this shift
only affected cases of [a] in an open syllable. In Hebrew words
that met the criteria for the shift to [o] or [u], a lengthened [a]
in open syllables mostly corresponded to historical games, e.g.,
[poter] (= =w2) ‘released’, [boro] (=&13) ‘he created’, [dvorim]
(=1om27) ‘words’, and in a few cases also to historical patah, as
in [noxem] (=0In1) ‘Nahum’, [kadoxes] (=nnTp) ‘fever’. In the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, Yiddish began to develop a
diphthongized articulation of long [e:] in an open syllable. The
shift [e:] > [ei] or [ai] entered the Hebrew component of Yiddish
as a reflection of sere (in an open syllable), as in [eyme] (=n'R)
‘terror’, [breySis] (=nwx131) ‘in the beginning’ and also as a
reflection of segol (in an open syllable) in a small group of words
that were pronounced in Yiddish as if they were vocalized with
sere, e.g., [meylex] (= 79 ) ‘king’, [keyver] (=92p) ‘grave’, etc.
The variations between [o] and [u], on the one hand, and [ei]
and [ai], on the other, in Ashkenazi Hebrew were reflections of
the local dialects of Yiddish. At approximately the same period
as these vowel shifts took place in the vernacular dialects, the
scribes in Ashkenaz began to make an association between the

newly developed vowel distinctions and the Tiberian vowel signs.
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What is of particular interest is that in the biblical reading tradi-
tion mismatches between the sign system and the pronunciation
were adjusted, e.g. patah was always read with the [a] quality,
even where it was pronounced as [0] or [u] due to the sound shift
of [a] in stressed open syllables in the Hebrew component of Yid-
dish, e.g. [kadoxes] (= nn7p). The written sign system, therefore,
had an impact on the biblical reading tradition, in that there was
an attempt to assign a particular phonetic value to each sign.!*

This development of the Ashkenazi reading in the late
Middle Ages reflects the primacy of the authority of the written
sign system over the oral reading tradition. Such a phenomenon
should be contrasted with the situation in the Masoretic period,
when the oral Tiberian reading tradition of particular Masoretes
had primary authority and the sign system underwent a constant
adaptation to reflect it.

We may identify a typological parallel here between the
developments after the destruction of the Second Temple and
those that occurred after the demise of the Tiberian Masoretic
school. Before the destruction of the Temple, there was a
stabilized proto-Masoretic text within a pluriformity of other
textual traditions. After the destruction of the Temple the
prestigious proto-Masoretic text gained general acceptance. The
diversity reflected by the pluriform biblical manuscripts from
Qumran was replaced by a uniform prestigious text that was read
with a pluriformity of oral reading traditions, of which one, the
Tiberian tradition, was regarded as the most prestigious. After

the dispersal of the Tiberian school, the pluriform written

140 Weinreich (1965), Eldar (2013).
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vocalization sign systems reflecting the different oral reading
traditions were gradually replaced by a uniform prestigious
vocalization system that was read with a pluriformity of oral
reading traditions. In both cases, there was a punctuation in
Jewish society involving the loss of a central prestigious body
that was responsible for the stabilization of the transmission of
the Hebrew Bible. In the first century C.E., this was the des-
truction of Temple. In the tenth century C.E., it was the loss of
the Tiberian Masoretic school. In both cases, after the ongoing
activity of stabilization ceased, the tradition reached completion
and became fossilized. In both cases, the written tradition, of the
text or of the vocalization system respectively, gained general

acceptance.

1.0.13. SOURCES FOR THE TIBERIAN PRONUNCIATION
TRADITION

The early model Tiberian Bible codices are an important starting
point for the reconstruction of the Tiberian pronunciation
tradition. Various additional sources, however, are crucial for
establishing many aspects of pronunciation that are not
discernible in these codices. In this section, we shall review these

additional sources.

1.0.13.1. Masoretic Treatises

A number of important details relating to pronunciation can be
found in a variety of treatises written by Tiberian Masoretes or
by scholars close to their circle who had direct access to the

Tiberian Masoretic tradition.
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A number of early Masoretic treatises that are written in
rhymed Hebrew and preserved mainly at the end of the medieval
Tiberian Bible codices contain material relating to pronunciation.
Many of these were published by Baer and Strack (1879). They
relate to selected issues concerning vocalization and accents,
particularly the shewa and ga‘ya. In some cases, they go beyond
description and offer explanatory rules for differences based on
their context of occurrence. Some of the Hebrew texts gathered
by Baer and Strack, furthermore, concern topics relating to
grammatical theory, such as the classification of consonants
according to their points of articulation, or according to whether
they are ‘radical’ or ‘servile’ letters, the distinction between
construct and absolute forms, the distinction between contextual
and pausal forms, and verbal tenses.

Baer and Strack attributed the majority of the texts in their
corpus to a Masoretic treatise known as Digduge ha-Te‘amim (see
below for meaning) by the Masorete Aharon ben Asher (tenth
century), although they did not clearly delineate the scope of the
treatise. Dotan (1967) made a thorough study of such texts and
concluded that the original treatise of Ben Asher contained
twenty-six sections, which are reproduced in a fixed order in
some manuscripts. Other sections, of unknown authorship, were
subsequently added to these in various manuscripts. The work
was not intended as a systematic collection of rules relating to
the accents, but only as a treatment of selected details that were
regarded as potentially problematic. This is reflected by the name
of the work Digduge ha-Te‘amim, which can be rendered ‘The Fine

Details of the Accents’. The work also includes discussions of
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some aspects of vocalization, in particular of the shewa. Dotan
argues that Aharon ben Asher incorporated some of the material
of Digduge ha-Te‘amim from earlier Masoretic collections. This
probably explains why the work is in Hebrew, since in the tenth
century Masoretic treatises were generally written in Arabic. The
source material for the work is likely to have been composed in
the ninth century.

A number of Arabic Masoretic treatises are extant that are
datable to the tenth century. Most of these concern the biblical
reading tradition and its phonological principles. In some cases,
a number of the technical terms and even sections of the text
itself are in Hebrew. These Hebrew elements may be regarded as
vestiges from the earlier Hebrew tradition of Masoretic treatises.
Some of the texts datable to the tenth century include treatises
on vowels and the shewa, such as those identified by Allony as
Kitab al-Musawwitat ‘The Book of Vowels’ (Allony 1963) and
Seder ha-Simanim ‘The Order of Signs’ (Allony 1965). These two
treatises offer explanations for the distinction between vowels
based on factors such context and placement of stress, and
develop many of the topics that are found in the Digduqe ha-
Te‘amim. In some cases, the explanations for distinctions in
vowels is correlated with semantic distinctions, which is a level
of functional explanation not found in earlier texts. The
functional concern of the work is also clear in the title of one of
the extant sections of the text Glal al-musawwitat ‘the reasons for
the vowels’ (Morag 2003, 251-52). An Arabic treatise devoted to
the shewa that is datable to the tenth century was published by
Levy (1936). This develops an analysis of the shewa based on a
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theory of syllable structure. The treatise warns that mistakes in
reading shewa can lead to the corruption of the form of words
and, in general, has a pedagogical tone. This reflects the fact that
the correct transmission of the Tiberian reading still depended on
a tradition of teaching even after the details of the Tiberian Ma-
sora had been committed to writing (Eldar 1994, 3-8; Khan
2012, 3-4).

Allony (1973) published a fragment of an Arabic treatise
on consonants, which he attributed to ‘Eli ben Yehudah ha-Nazir.
This also appears to be datable to the tenth century. The extant
text is concerned mainly with the pronunciation of the letter resh.
A remarkable feature of this text is the reference by the author to
the fact that he undertook fieldwork in the streets of Tiberias to
verify his analysis of the resh in 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 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 time.
The Hebrew must have been the recitation of Hebrew liturgy or

the occurrence of a ‘Hebrew component’ (Hebrew words and
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phrases) within vernacular speech. Drory (1988, 33-35) sug-
gested that this report of fieldwork may have been an imitation
of the topos in the medieval Arabic grammatical literature of
verifying grammatical phenomena by carrying out fieldwork
among the Bedouin Arabs, who were deemed to be speakers of
‘pure Arabic’, the inhabitants of Tiberias being the corresponding
tradents of pure Hebrew. A Hebrew treatise concerning the resh
is found also in the corpus published by Baer and Strack (1879,
87), in which it is likewise stated that this pronunciation existed
in the conversational speech of the common people ( MWwp &M
A1 D'WIM D'WIRA 91 KR DMWY DK RPN IRIPY DX onwHa
qun ‘it is on their tongues, whether they read the Bible or
converse in their conversation, in the mouths of men, women,
and children’).

The authorship of these works on Tiberian pronunciation
cannot be established with certainty, although Allony, who
published many of them, attributed them to various medieval
scholars who are known from other sources. In most cases, there
is no decisive evidence for these attributions and they should be
treated with caution (Eldar 1986). It has been argued by Eldar
(1988) that the treatise on the shewa published by Levy (1936)
and Kitab al-Musawwitat ‘The Book of Vowels’ published by
Allony (1963) are parts of the same work.

An important work composed in the eleventh century was
the Hidayat al-Qari’ ‘The Guide for the Reader’. This work was
studied in detail by Eldar, who published sections of it (see, in
particular, Eldar 1994 and the references cited there). It can be

classified as a Masoretic treatise, although, unlike the treatises
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discussed above, the Hidayat al-Qari’ was composed several dec-
ades after the time in which the final Tiberian Masoretic
authorities, Ben Asher and Ben Naftali, were active. Its author
was the Karaite grammarian *Abii al-Faraj Hariin, who was based
in Jerusalem in the first half of the eleventh century (Khan 2003).
Although he did not have direct contact with the Masoretes of
the tenth century, he did have access to teachers of the Tiberian
reading tradition, who could still be found in Palestine in the
eleventh century, in addition to the Masoretic treatises of earlier
generations. *Abt al-Faraj produced the work in a long and a
short version. The long version, which was composed first,
contains more expansive theoretical discussions. The short
version became more popular, as is reflected by the greater
number of extant manuscripts. The work presents a systematic
description of the consonants, vowels (including shewa), and
accents. It was divided into three parts, part one being devoted
to the consonants, part two to the vowels, and part three to the
accents. The Hidayat al-Qari’ was conveyed beyond the confines
of Palestine to Yemen and to Europe. The long version was
transmitted to Yemen, probably in the thirteenth century. Two
abridgements were made of this in Yemen, one in Arabic (ed.
Neubauer 1891) and one in Hebrew (ed. Derenbourg 1871). Each
of these was known as Mahberet ha-Tijan ‘The Composition of the
Crowns’, since they were copied at the beginning of Bible codices
known as ‘crowns’ (Arabic tijan) (Eldar 1994, 15-16).'*' The

short version of Hidayat al-Qari’ found its way to central Europe

141 Another derivative Arabic version was published in Ginbsburg’s

(1885, 43-51) corpus of Masoretic material.
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and two full Hebrew translations were made of it. One was made
in Mainz and was given the title Horayat ha-Qore ‘Guide for the
Reader’ in the manuscripts, the earliest being datable to the
thirteenth century. The other translation was given the title
Tokhen ‘Ezra ‘The Ruling of Ezra’ in a manuscript dated 1145 and
the title Ta‘ame ha-Miqra ‘The Accents of the Bible’ in a
manuscript dated 1285-1287. Both copies were made in Italy. In
the version entitled Ta‘ame ha-Miqra the work is erroneously
attributed to the Spanish grammarian Yehudah ibn Bal‘am (Busi
1984; Eldar 1994, 16-18).

The sections on the consonants and vowels in Hidayat al-
Qari’ are of great importance for the reconstruction of the
Tiberian pronunciation tradition. This applies in particular to the
original Arabic long and short versions. So far, no full edition of
these is available. I have, therefore, included a critical edition of
the sections on consonants and vowels of the Arabic versions of
Hidayat al-Qari’ together with a facing English translation as a
supplementary volume to this book. Eldar (2018) has recently

published the section on the accents from the Arabic versions.

1.0.13.2. Masoretic Notes

The Masoretic notes in the margins of Bible codices occasionally
contain information about the pronunciation of the reading tra-
dition that supplements what is encoded in the vocalization sign
system. This applies in particular to notes that relate to vowel
length. The Masoretic note jvn ‘short’, for example, occurs in
places where there may be some doubt as to whether a vowel is

long or short, as in:
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L: 7921 ‘remember!” (2 Chron. 6.42). Masoretic note: fon %
501 ‘the only form in the book in which the vowel is short’,
i.e. it is an imperative with a short games and not a 3fs. past

verbal form, which would have had a long games.

A:  niaa7 ‘ten thousands of’ (Deut. 33.17). Masoretic note: qon
‘short’, i.e. the hireq is short here, in contrast to cases with
ga‘ya, such as ni117 (Num. 10.36), in which the hireq is
long.

1.0.13.3. Karaite Transcriptions of the Hebrew Bible

into Arabic Script

In the tenth and eleventh centuries C.E., many Karaite scribes in
the Middle East used Arabic script not only to write the Arabic
language but also to transcribe Hebrew. Such Hebrew texts in
Arabic transcription were predominantly Hebrew Bible texts.
These were sometimes written as separate manuscripts contain-
ing continuous Bible texts. Some manuscripts in Arabic script
contain collections of Biblical verses for liturgical purposes. Ara-
bic transcriptions of verses from the Hebrew Bible or individual
Biblical Hebrew words were, in many cases, embedded within
Karaite Arabic works, mainly of an exegetical nature, but also in
works of other intellectual genres. Several Karaite Arabic works
also contain Arabic transcriptions of extracts from Rabbinic He-
brew texts (Tirosh-Becker 2011). The Karaites transcribed into
Arabic script only texts with an oral reading tradition, as was the
case with the Hebrew Bible and Rabbinic texts in the Middle
Ages. The transcriptions reflect, in principle, these oral traditions.

It is for this reason that the transcription of the Hebrew Bible
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represents the gere (the orally transmitted reading tradition of
the text) rather than the ketiv (the written tradition) (Khan
1992b).

Most of the known manuscripts containing Karaite tran-
scriptions of Hebrew into Arabic script are found in the British
Library (Khan 1993), the Firkovitch collections of the National
Library of Russia in St. Petersburg (Harviainen 1993a), and in the
Cairo Genizah collections (Khan 1990a). These manuscripts em-
anate from Palestinian circles of Karaites or Karaites in Egypt
who had migrated to Egypt from Palestine after the capture of
Jerusalem by the Crusaders in 1099. The majority of them were
written in the tenth and eleventh centuries. Most of the transcrip-
tions of Biblical Hebrew reflect the Tiberian reading tradition.
The transcriptions, therefore, are an important source for the re-
construction of this reading tradition. The Karaites represented a
movement within Judaism and were closely associated with the
Tiberian Masoretes (81.0.4.). The tradition of Biblical Hebrew re-
flected by their texts is not a separate communal tradition com-
parable, for example, to that of the Samaritans.

The Karaite Hebrew grammarians of the tenth and eleventh
centuries were, in general, concerned with the reading tradition
(gere) reflected by the Tiberian vocalization signs and showed
little concern for the orthography of the written text (ketiv) (Khan
2000b; 2003; 2013b). The Karaite al-Qirqgisani, in his discussions
of the bases of authority for the Hebrew Bible, contended that
the ultimate authoritative source was the reading tradition of the
people of Palestine (by which he meant Tiberias), rather than the

written form of the text with orthographic inconsistencies. One
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of his justifications was that the reading tradition had been
transmitted by the whole community (‘umma) since the time of
the prophets whereas the written orthography had been
transmitted on the authority of small circles of scribes, which is,
therefore, more liable to corruption or wilful change (Khan
1990c). The Arabic transcription texts can be understood most
easily as a reflection of the priority that the Karaites gave to the

reading tradition.

1.0.13.4. Grammatical and Lexicographical Texts

Some of the early works on Hebrew grammar were written by
scholars who had knowledge of the pronunciation of Hebrew in
the Tiberian reading tradition. All these were written in the
Middle East in the tenth and eleventh centuries at the end of the
Masoretic period. As has been remarked, the grammarians of
Spain did not have direct access to the Tiberian reading tradition,
despite their extensive discussion of vocalization and phonology
in a number of their works.

The grammatical works written by grammarians with a
knowledge of the Tiberian reading tradition can be classified into
the works of Saadya Gaon and the works of Karaites.

The grammatical writings of Saadya contain elements
taken from the Masoretic tradition (Dotan 1997). After leaving
Egypt, Saadya spent a few years in Tiberias studying with the
Masoretes. According to Dotan, he composed his main grammar
book (Kitab Fasih Lughat al-‘Ibraniyyin ‘The Book of the Eloquence
of the Language of the Hebrews, also known as Kutub al-Lugha
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‘Books of the Language’) while he was in Tiberias during the sec-
ond decade of the tenth century. The surviving sections of the
work include not only treatments of grammatical inflection and
word structure, but also several chapters relating to the Tiberian
reading tradition. The material for some of these has clearly been
incorporated from the Masoretic tradition and direct parallels can
be found in the extant Masoretic treatises, such as Diqduqe ha-
Te‘amim (Dotan 1997, 34-36). Dotan, indeed, suggests that one
of the missing chapters may have been concerned specifically
with accents. We may say that Saadya’s grammar book is not a
product of collaboration with the Masoretes or a complementary
expansion of the scope of Masoretic teaching, but rather was in-
tended to stand apart from the Masoretic tradition.

The grammatical texts written by the Karaites, on the other
hand, reflect a closer association with Masoretic activities, in that
they were intended to complement the Masoretic treatises rather
than incorporate elements from them. Several grammatical
works have come down to us that were written by Karaite schol-
ars who had direct access to the Tiberian reading tradition. These
can be divided into works reflecting the early Karaite grammati-
cal tradition and those written by the grammarian °Abii al-Faraj
Hariin together with texts dependent on °Abii al-Faraj’s works.
The main source for the early Karaite grammatical tradition is
the grammatical commentary on the Bible of °Abii Ya‘qiib Yasuf
ibn Niih, known as the Digdug, which was composed in Jerusalem
the second half of the tenth century. >Abti al-Faraj’s works are
datable to the first half the eleventh century and were, likewise,
written in Jerusalem (Khan 2003). The Diqduq of Ibn Nih
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contains some discussion of pronunciation and accents, but this
is usually related to some issue regarding linguistic form. The
Diqduq was intended, it seems, to complement such treatises as
Digduge ha-Te‘amim, the exclusive concern of which was
pronunciation and accents.

’Abt al-Faraj Hartn ibn Faraj wrote several works on the
Hebrew language. The largest of these is a comprehensive work
on Hebrew morphology and syntax consisting of eight parts
entitled al-Kitab al-Mushtamil ‘ala al-’Usiil wa-l-Fusil fi al-Lugha
al-‘Ibraniyya ‘The Comprehensive Book of General Principles and
Particular Rules of the Hebrew Language’ (Bacher 1895b; Khan
2003). °Abt al-Faraj subsequently wrote a short version of this
entitled al-Kitab al-Kdafi fi al-Lugha al-‘Ibraniyya ‘The Sufficient
Book concerning the Hebrew Language’, the entire text of which
has been edited with an English translation (Khan, Gallego, and
Olszowy-Schlanger 2003). The works of ’Abii al-Faraj were
radically different from the Digduq of Ibn Niih in their approach.
There was, nevertheless, a certain degree of continuity of
grammatical thought from the teachings of the earlier Karaite
grammarians in the works of >Abii al-Faraj, which can be found
especially in some of his theories of morphological structure. This
continuity can be identified also in the scope of his grammatical
works and their complementarity to the Masoretic treatises. The
subject matter of al-Kitab al-Mushtamil and his other grammatical
works includes mainly the description of morphology and syntax.
There is no systematic description of pronunciation or the
accents. As we have seen, *Abii al-Faraj devoted a separate work
to this topic, viz. the Hidayat al-Qari’ ‘The Guide for the Reader’.
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This was intended by him to complement his work on grammar.
It was conceived as a continuity of earlier Masoretic treatises on
pronunciation and accents, which were among his sources, as
’Abti al-Faraj states in his introduction to the work. Thus the
composition of Hidayat al-Qari by *Abt al-Faraj separately from
his grammatical works may be explained as a continuation of the
complementarity between grammatical and Masoretic treatises
that existed among the Karaite grammarians of the previous
generation (Khan 2014).

A number of valuable observations about the Tiberian
pronunciation tradition are found in the extensive
lexicographical work written in Palestine in the tenth century by
the Karaite scholar David ben Abraham al-Fasi known as Kitab
Jami‘ al-’Alfaz ‘Book of the collection of words’ (ed. Skoss 1936).

1.0.13.5. Commentaries on Sefer Yesira

Sefer Yesira is a mystical work of cosmology and cosmogony that
came to form part of the literature of the Qabbalah. It describes
God’s creation of the world by means of the ten cosmic numbers
(sefirot) and the twenty-two letters of the Hebrew alphabet
(Gruenwald 1971). Scholars differ widely regarding the date of
its composition. Gershom Scholem (1965, 158-204) believed it
was written in Palestine in the Tannaitic period (second to third
centuries C.E.) with some post-Talmudic additions, whereas
Bravmann (1934, 29) and Allony (1972; 1982b; 1982a) argued
that it was composed in the eighth or ninth century, due to the
fact that it contains features that he identified as the result of

influence from Arabic grammatical thought in the Islamic period.
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The fact that Sefer Yesira is already referred to in the Baraita d-
Shmuel and the poems of Eleazar ha-Kallir (c. sixth century)
(Scholem 2007, 330) suggests that such passages are later addi-
tions to the original work. Weinstock (1972) argues that a variety
of historical layers can be identified in the text, ranging from the
Tannaitic period until the tenth century C.E. Hayman (2004, 5)
also identifies layers in the text, but is reluctant to accept the
early dating of Weinstock.

The work is extant in two main versions, one short and one
long, without major divergences in ideas between them. On
account of its focus on letters of the Hebrew alphabet, the work
is of some importance for the history of the Hebrew language. It
contains, for example, a classification of the letters according to
their places of articulation in the mouth. It is not accurate, how-
ever, to identify the work as the first composition on Hebrew
grammar and orthography, as was proposed by Mordell (1914).
The inclusion of the letter resh together with ns3733 in a list of
the letters that have hard and soft realizations has been inter-
preted as reflecting a Babylonian rather than Tiberian tradition
of pronunciation (Morag 1960). Numerous commentaries were
written on work from the tenth century onwards, which made
expositions of its laconic and enigmatic text. It is in some of these
commentaries that one can find information about the Tiberian
reading tradition. The two extant commentaries that are relevant
in this respect are those of Saadya Gaon and Dunash ibn Tamim,
both written in the tenth century in Arabic. Saadya wrote a phil-

osophical commentary on the long version of Sefer Yesira in 931
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when he was Gaon in Iraq (ed. Lambert 1891). As has been re-
marked, Saadya was familiar with the Tiberian reading tradition
and makes reference to it in several places in this commentary.
’Abii Sahl Dunash ibn Tamim made a commentary on the short
version in 955/6 in Kairouan. Fragments of the Arabic original
have been discovered in the Genizah (Vajda 1954; 1963). Several
later revisions were made, mainly in Hebrew (e.g. ed. Grossberg
1902). The commentary is apparently based on the lectures of
Dunash’s teacher, Isaac Israeli, who is said to have known the

Tiberian reading tradition.

1.0.13.6. Non-Standard Tiberian Systems of

Vocalization

There are a variety of extant medieval manuscripts of the Hebrew
Bible that are vocalized with Tiberian signs but do not follow the
standard Tiberian system of vocalization. These manuscripts
exhibit numerous differences among themselves, though certain
tendencies are observable. Some of the differences from the
standard Tiberian vocalization can be interpreted as reflecting
stages of development different from the one exhibited by the
standard system, some more primitive and some more advanced,
in particular in the use of the dagesh, rafe, shewa and hatef
signs.'** Other differences from standard Tiberian reflect a
different pronunciation tradition, the most conspicuous feature
being the interchange of segol and sere, on the one hand, and
patah and games, on the other. Manuscripts exhibiting such

interchanges have been interpreted as reflecting the Palestinian

142 See Khan (1991, 856; 2017b).
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pronunciation tradition, since similar interchanges are found in
manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization. The interchanges are,
however, inconsistent across the extant manuscripts and they
appear to reflect a variety of types of pronunciation with minor
differences.

The Non-Standard Tiberian type of vocalization has been
found in biblical manuscripts written in medieval Europe, in both
Ashkenaz and Italy.*® The best known European biblical
manuscript of this type is Codex Reuchlinianus, written in Karls-
ruhe in 1105 CE.'** A range of manuscripts with Non-Standard
Tiberian vocalization that were written in the Middle East were
discovered in the Cairo Genizah by Kahle (1930, vol. 2), who
published descriptions of some of them. Descriptions of other
Genizah fragments were subsequently made by other scholars, in
particular Diez Macho (1956; 1963; 1971), Murtonen (1961) and
Revell (1969). Further work has been carried out by Blapp (2017;
2018) and Arrant (2020) on the Bible fragments with Non-Stand-
ard Tiberian vocalization from the Genizah at the University of
Cambridge.

The wide distribution of the non-standard type of Tiberian
vocalization in many medieval manuscripts written in Europe led

Kahle to believe that it must have been associated with a major

143 See Sperber (1956-1959). Additional manuscripts of this type from
Italy are described by Pilocane (2004).

144 Cod. Reuchlin 3 of the Badische Landesbibliothek in Karlsruhe; cf.
Sperber (1956-1959), Morag (1959). This type of vocalization is also
found in liturgical manuscripts from medieval Ashkenaz (Eldar 1978)
and some manuscripts of the Mishnah (Heijmans 2013b).
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stream of Masoretic tradition that is traceable in the Masoretic
sources. A common feature of the manuscripts is the vocalization
with hireq before yod in contexts such as 5% where standard
Tiberian generally has shewa followed by yod with hireq (5%79).
As we have seen, this is recorded in Masoretic treatises as a dis-
tinctive practice of Ben Naftali. For this reason, Kahle held that
this vocalization type was associated with the tradition of Ben
Naftali.'*® In reality, however, the manuscripts with Non-Stand-
ard Tiberian vocalization contain numerous features that are not
attributed to Ben Naftali or Ben Asher in the Masoretic lists, such
as the extended use of dagesh and rafe and the interchange of
games and patah, on the one hand, and segol and sere, on the
other. The attribution of the system to the Ben Naftali school was
subsequently followed by Prijs (1957). Diez Macho (1956; 1963)
maintained that the vocalization had its roots in the Ben Naftali
school but had undergone further development, and so he terms
it ‘Pseudo-Ben Naftali’. Morag (1959) argues against the attribu-
tion of the system to the Ben Naftali school and terms it ‘Fuller
Palestinian’. Dotan (2007, 645) believed that the vocalization
was a continuation of the Palestinian vocalization. Allony (1964)
termed the vocalization ‘Palestino-Tiberian’ on account of the
fact that in many cases, as remarked, they reflect a Palestinian
type of pronunciation. It is known that this type of pronunciation
existed in medieval Ashkenaz before the fourteenth century. The

term Palestino-Tiberian has been widely accepted (Eldar 1978;

145 He was following in this respect the identification by Delitzsch of the
non-standard features of the Codex Reuchlinianus with the Ben Naftali
tradition; see Baer and Delitzsch (1890, ix) and Ginsburg (1897, 640).
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Heijmans 2013b). Yeivin (1980; 1983), however, preferred the
term ‘Extended Tiberian,” on account of the fact that the vocali-
zation system in many of the manuscripts extends some of the
principles found in the standard Tiberian vocalization, such as
the use of the dagesh, rafe and hatef signs. It is this development
of principles of standard Tiberian vocalization as well as the
reflection of these principles in a less advanced stage of
development in the corpus of Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts
that will be of particular interest to us in this book. I shall refer
to the various vocalization systems of this type by the generic
term Non-Standard Tiberian, following Blapp (2017, 2018) and
Arrant (2020).

Despite the wide attestation of the Non-Standard Tiberian
system of vocalization in manuscripts written in the Middle East
that are preserved in the Genizah and in manuscripts written
Europe in the High Middle Ages, in both Ashkenaz and Italy,'* it
never had the same status as the standard Tiberian system and it
eventually fell into disuse. The existence of large numbers of
manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization indicates
that during the Masoretic period and for a period of time
immediately following it, a pluriformity of Tiberian vocalization
existed. Within this pluriformity the standard Tiberian system
was regarded as the most prestigious, due to its association with
the oral traditions of the Masoretic authorities, but there was no
systematic attempt to replace the Non-Standard Tiberian sign

systems. Indeed many of the manuscripts with Non-Standard

146 See Sperber (1956-1959). Additional manuscripts of this type from
Italy are described by Pilocane (2004).
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Tiberian vocalization have a monumental codicological form
(Arrant 2020). It was only after the primary base of authority
passed from the oral traditions of the Masoretes to the written
vocalization that textualized these traditions that the standard
Tiberian vocalization gradually began to replace the Non-Stand-
ard Tiberian sign systems, and indeed also other non-Tiberian

sign systems.

1.0.13.7. The Tiberian Reading Tradition in

Babylonian Vocalization

As remarked (81.0.9.), due to the prestige of the Tiberian reading
tradition, there was a tendency for other reading traditions to
converge with it. As a result, non-Tiberian systems of
vocalization were sometimes used in manuscripts to represent the
Tiberian tradition. The vocalization in such manuscripts cast
light on several aspects of Tiberian pronunciation. Of particular
importance are manuscripts that represent the Tiberian tradition
with a system of Babylonian signs known as ‘compound
Babylonian vocalization’. The ‘compound system’ of Babylonian
vocalization distinguished between long and short vowels, in that
it marked short vowels in open and closed syllables by the use of
different signs from those used to indicate long vowels. This sys-
tem, therefore, is helpful for the reconstruction of vowel length.
The longest and best known extant manuscript that represents
the Tiberian reading with this compound system of Babylonian
signs is the manuscript I Firkovitch Evr. I B 3 of the National
Library of Russia, which is generally known as Codex Babyloni-

cus Petropolitanus. This was published in facsimile by Strack
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(1876) and is a major source for the reconstruction of Tiberian

pronunciation (see, for example, A. Ben-David 1957a).

1.0.13.8. Tiberian Signs Used to Represent Other

Languages

In the Middle Ages, Tiberian vocalization signs were used in
manuscripts written in a variety of Jewish languages other than
the canonical biblical languages of Hebrew and Aramaic. Those
emanating from the medieval Middle East include manuscripts in
Judaeo-Arabic (Blau and Hopkins 1985; Khan 1992a; 2010;
2017a), Judaeo-Persian (Shaked 1985, 35-37) and Judaeo-Greek
(de Lange 1996). Of particular importance in this context are the
medieval vocalized Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts, since many of
these reflect the use of the vocalization signs with the phonetic
and syllabic value that they had in the Tiberian reading tradition.
This indicates that they were written when the Tiberian
pronunciation was still a living tradition. Many of these vocalized
Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts have been preserved in the Cairo
Genizah. The vowel signs in vocalized Judaeo-Arabic manu-
scripts from the later Middle Ages, by contrast, do not reflect the
Tiberian pronunciation, since by that period it had fallen into

oblivion.



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
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(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).



Consonants 159

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.
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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.
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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.
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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).



202 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

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.
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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).



Consonants 209

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).
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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).
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(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
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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.



Consonants 243

"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).



I.2. VOWELS AND SYLLABLE STRUCTURE

I.2.1. BASIC VOWEL SIGNS

I.2.1.1.

The Qualities of the Vowels

The basic vowel signs in the standard Tiberian vocalization

system indicated distinctions in vowel quality rather than

distinctions in length. The qualities of the various vowels can be

reconstructed as follows from the sources that are discussed

below (the signs are added to the letter x):

Patah nna (R): Open, unrounded front [a] or back [a]
Qames | ynp (R): Back, open-mid rounded [5]

Segol Hi30 (R): Front, open-mid unrounded [¢]

Sere " (R): Front, close-mid unrounded [e]

Hireq pm (R): Front, close, unrounded [i]

Holem D'gin (R): Back, close-mid rounded [o]

Shureq | p7w (18) Back, close, rounded [u]

Qibbus | prap (R):

These qualities correspond to the eight primary cardinal

vowels, which are represented diagrammatically according to

their position of articulation below:

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0

https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0163.02
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a ae

1.2.1.2. The Terms Patah and Qames

The terms patah and games are found in the early Masoretic and
grammatical sources. They are in origin Aramaic active
participles and are vocalized as such in some manuscripts, viz.
nna and ynp.' In some Masoretic treatises forms with a final he
are used, viz. nnpa and n¥np. The suffix may be the Aramaic
definite article or the feminine ending.? In Arabic sources such as
Hidayat al-Qari’ equivalent Arabic feminine participles are used,
viz. nnnKa fatiha and n¥nrp gamisa.® The terms referred to the
distinct lip positions of the two vowels, patah ‘opening’, games

‘closing, contracting’,* indicating that the patah was pronounced

! For examples in early Karaite grammatical texts (Khan 2000a, 28).

% For the sources see Steiner (2009).

% Eldar (1994, 123-24)

4 In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic the verb ynp is used in the sense of
‘closing (eye, mouth), e.g. 870 nnay XTN AP 7 ‘because (the sleeping

deer) opens one (eye) and closes the other’ (Palestinian Talmud, Shabbat
14b) (Sokoloff 1992, 496).
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with open, spread lips whereas the games was pronounced with
a smaller aperture of the mouth on account of some degree of lip-
rounding. The fact that the terms are Aramaic in origin indicates
that they must have been created in the early Masoretic period,
before the tenth century, when Aramaic was in productive use by
the Masoretes. By the tenth century, Masoretic treatises were
written in Hebrew or Arabic (81.0.13.1.). The names of these
vowels came to receive a variety of different vocalizations in later
sources. The practice developed of vocalizing the first syllable of
the names of vowels symbolically with the vowel it designated,
so patah came to be vocalized as nna. This type of vocalization,
which according to Dotan was used from the eleventh century
onwards,’ is the vocalization used, for example, by Elias Levita
(1469-1549). Subsequently, the vowel of the second syllable of
the names of vowels was also given a similar symbolic
vocalization. These often reflect pronunciation traditions that did
not distinguish between the pronunciation of the two vowels and

one finds vocalizations such as ynp, nna and npa.°

I.2.1.3. More on the Quality of Patah and Qames

Saadya and Hidayat al-Qari’ give details of the articulatory
distinction between the vowels within the oral cavity. Their
descriptions are based on a theory of the production of vowels,
which can be traced to the Muslim physician Ibn Sina (980-1037

C.E.), that involves both the position of buccal organs and the

> Dotan (2007, 634).

6 For details see Steiner (2009).
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direction of the dynamic flow of air.” The Hidaya states that the
place of articulation of patah is the ‘surface of the tongue at the
bottom (of the mouth)’.® Saadya similarly states that ‘its strength
(i.e. dynamic realization by airflow) goes over the surface of the
tongue moving downwards.” With regard to games the Hidaya
indicates that its place of articulation is ‘slightly above the root
of the tongue, that is the (back) third of the tongue, and its
movement is towards the (place) above the palate.’’° Saadya
indicates that the place of articulation of games is next to that of

holem:

‘If one wants to move the vowel from this place (of holem)
and then articulate it, the strength (i.e. realization) of
games comes about, and its movement (i.e. direction of
airflow) is towards the place above the palate in

particular.’"

According to the theory of the realization of vowels by
dynamic airflow, the realization of patah took place through the

free flow of air across the surface of the tongue in a low position,

7 For details see Eldar (1983).

& 5npr 10 eoYHR nvo, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.2.15.3.; Eldar (1994, 130).

° 5apHR HR TMIN IRDYHR MV HY AR 8mp (Dotan 1997, 445).

10 93m5x P19 Y58 RANDM IROYOR 15N 1M ROP 1RO5HR Der Mo, long version,
edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.15.2.; Eldar (1994, 130).

1 mnoan DRI papby mip nAnY KASED on YRINDR KT RN NRINY IR KW IR
nERD TINHR Y9YR O (Dotan 1997, 445).



248 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

whereas in the realization of games there was some obstruction
that directed the air upwards towards the palate.'?

From the vowel names and the aforementioned des-
criptions of articulation, it can be determined that Tiberian patah
was an open, unrounded vowel in the region of [a] or [a]
whereas games was a back half-open rounded vowel below holem
in the region of [2].

As indicated, it is likely that patah had both an open front
quality [a] and an open back quality [a]. The back quality [a]
would have been induced in particular by the environment of
consonants involving retraction of the tongue root, especially
pharyngeals and pharyngealized consonants. Indirect evidence
for this is found in the modern reading traditions of Middle
Eastern communities, in which the front open vowels have back
open variants in particular when adjacent to pharyngeal or
pharyngealized consonants. This is the case in the Sefardi type

traditions, in which patah and games have a default quality of [a],
e.g.
Baghdad
[a] quality:
'ja:fa bod (Morag 1977, 53 | L [BHS]: 7ap Exod. 21.2 ‘he
will work’)

$a'na: (Morag 1977, 56 | L [BHS]: mw Gen. 47.28 ‘year’)

12 For this interpretation see Eldar (1983, 47).
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[a] quality:
wajji'tab (Morag 1977, 54 | L [BHS]: dv™ Esther 1.21 ‘and

[the matter] was good’)

'ba:fara (Morag 1977, 56 | L [BHS]: nwa Esther 1.12 ‘[his

anger] burned’)
Aleppo
[a] quality:
jafa'qo:b (Katz 1981, 45 | L [BHS]: 2pw’ Gen. 47.28 ‘Jacob’)
fa'nim (Katz 1981, 45 | L [BHS]: oi¥ Gen. 47.28 ‘years)
[a] quality:
lezarfa'xa (Katz 1981, 46 | L [BHS]: Ju1 Gen. 48.4 ‘to
your (ms) seed’)
Jerba
[a] quality:

wena'fale (Katz 1977, 82 | L [BHS]: %211 Exod. 21.18 ‘and
he falls’)

jo'mar (Katz 1977, 83 | L [BHS]: "nx* Exod. 21.5 ‘[the

slave] will say’)
hif'fa (Katz 1977, 83 | L [BHS]: 1wx Exod. 21.3 ‘woman’)
[a] quality:

jiqqah (Katz 1977, 84 | L [BHS]: -np> Exod. 21.10 ‘he will
take”)

we'jas’i'ha (Katz 1977, 75 | L [BHS]: nxen Exod. 21.3 ‘[his

wife] will leave’)
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In the Karaite transcriptions long patah and gqames are

generally represented by mater lectionis “alif, e.g.

Jbelow o [vaprigga:'mazal] (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 2 | L

[BHS]: ‘7(;571 Gen. 21.8 ‘and he was weaned’)

The qualities of patah [a] and [a] would have been
allophones of Arabic long /a/, the latter in pharyngealized
environments (known as tafkhim). The choice of ’alif in the
Karaite transcriptions for the rounded games [5] was due to its
proximity to the normal range of allophones of Arabic /a/.

The back rounded open-mid quality of games and its
distinctness from patah is reflected by some of the medieval
Karaite transcriptions. The vowel is, for example, sporadically

represented by Arabic waw, e.g.

3L gl g [vo2or'sazaf] (Genizah MS 12, Khan 1990a, 151 | L
[BHS]: qp8) (Num. 19.9 ‘and he will gather up’)

[ u,a]b— 9,9 [varor'haias'] (Genizah MS 12, Khan 1990a,
151 | L [BHS]: pn) Num. 19.8 ‘and he will bathe’)

&) ea [hor?ar'hai@] (II Firkovitch Arab.-Evr. 1, Harviai-
nen 1994, 36 | L [BHS]: hnxi Gen. 4.19 ‘the one”)

J\ 9 [jisr'a:'?e:el] (II Firkovitch Arab.-Evr. 1, Harviainen
1994, 36 | L [BHS]: &1 ‘Israel’)
In the British Library manuscript Or 2554, the qualitative

distinction between the open vowel patah and the open-mid back

round vowel games is reflected by the fact that syllables with
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patah are marked by the Arabic vowel fatha, but fatha is not

marked on syllables with games, e.g.

0L [no:r'@azan] (BL Or 2554 fol. 38v, 1 | L [BHS]: jn3 Cant.
1.12 ‘it gave’)

L>J\3'>&§ [jalo:'Ga:aby2:] (BL Or 2554 fol. 87r, 9 | L [BHSI:

7077 Cant. 8.5 ‘she gave birth to you’)

I.2.1.4. The Quality of Qames in Other Traditions

The medieval Babylonian pronunciation tradition also had a
qualitative distinction between open patah and rounded games.
This is reflected by Babylonian terminology for the vowels, viz.
miftah pumma (8Md nnan) ‘opening of the mouth’, which
corresponds to the Tiberian term patah, and migpas pumma
(xma pap'n) ‘contraction (i.e., rounding) of the mouth’, which
corresponds to the Tiberian term games. The roundedness of
Babylonian games and its proximity in the vowel space to holem
is reflected also by the representation of the vowel with waw in
medieval Arabic transcriptions written by Muslims in the eastern
region of the Islamic world where Babylonian Hebrew
pronunciation was used, e.g. al-Biriini, Chronology of Nations
(Khan 2013d): 45 (7000 ‘the daily offering’), « s (A8 ‘AV’), s>
(7m0 ‘sun’), $sx (A%N3 ‘Virgo”). In Hebrew words in incantation
bowls from Babylonian datable to the pre-Islamic period of the
first millennium C.E. there are some occurrences of vav that

corresponds to games, e.g. T2 ‘blessed’ (Tiberian 7371), Wwimp
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‘holy’ (Tiberian wiTp) (Juusola 1999, 54-68; Mishor 2007, 219;

Molin 2020).
The roundedness of games and its proximity in the vowel

space to holem is reflected by numerous occurrences of vav in
biblical texts from Qumran where the Tiberian tradition has
games. Several of these are in the environment of labial
consonants, which could have conditioned the rounding of the

vowel, e.g.?

oun (11Q5 13.13 | L [BHS]: oin Psa. 119.161 ‘without

cause’)

orar[y (4Q27 f6-10.12 | L [BHS]: o2y Num. 16.1 ‘and
Abiram’)

orn (4Q57 f9ii+11+12i+52.40 | L [BHS]: on Isa. 24.14

‘from the sea’)

In many cases, however, it is likely that the vay reflects a
different morphological form or exegesis from that of the
Tiberian tradition (Kutscher 1979, 247, 473-74), e.g.

0w (1QIsa® 5.3 | L [BHS]: oiyad Isa. 5.17 ‘sheep’)

T3 (1QIsa® 41.16 | L [BHS]: 733 Isa. 49.17 ‘your [fs]
children’)

nmnTp (1QIsa* 18.11 | L [BHS]: AnnTp Isa. 23.7 ‘its former
time’)
win (4Q59 f4-10.2 | L [BHS]: wn Isa. 8.3 ‘Hash’)

22 (1QIsa? 5.17 | L [BHS]: 1ga Isa. 5.28 ‘like flint’)

13 Data supplied by Aaron Hornkohl.
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mmn (1QIsa® 11.12 | L [BHS]: nin Isa. 13.1 ‘[Isaiah] saw’)

0 (1QIsa? 19.3 | L [BHS]: 3n Isa. 24.6 ‘[and inhabitants

of the land] are scorched’)
1w (1QIsa® 27.29 | L [BHS]: 12w Isa. 33.24 ‘inhabitant’)
Y (1QIsa? 33.19 | L [BHS]: anY Isa. 40.20 ‘to prepare’)

In the ancient Greek transcriptions of Hebrew, long games
is generally represented by a. There are a few sporadic cases
where w or o correspond to Tiberian long games. Most of these,
however, are likely to reflect different morphological patterns or
have some other explanation rather than reflecting a back

rounded quality, e.g.'*
Septuagint (third century B.C.E.)

Twvav (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: 1m Gen. 10.2

‘Javan’)

TwPér (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: 52 Gen. 4.20
‘Jabal’)

Tavlav (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: 1%is Deut. 4.43
‘Golan’)

The exceptional case Iwuav may be explained as an
imitation of the Greek word with a similar meaning, iwv. The
examples IwPel and TavAwyv probably reflect different patterns
(Knobloch 1995, 181, 314, 394-395).

4 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.)

ovecoxnu (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS] opnws) Psa.
18.43 ‘and I crush them)

euwon (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: oynny Psa.
18.39 ‘I strike them’)

odwbai (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: '1aW Psa. 89.35
‘my lips’)
oAd (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 'r’m Psa. 49.2 ‘(the)

world’)

The first two forms most likely reflect an /o/ theme vowel
(rather than an /a/ theme vowel) in these verbs. The final two
forms are likely to reflect variant morphological patterns.'®

In the writings of Jerome (346-420 C.E.), there are a few
cases where the vowel o occurs corresponding to Tiberian long

qames, e.g.

zochor (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson,
VIIL.23.56 | L [BHS]: 721 Isa. 26.14 ‘male’)

chauonim (Jerome, Commentary on Jeremiah, ed. Reiter,
100.21-22 | L [BHS]: oi13 Jer. 7.18 ‘cakes’)

gob (Jerome, Commentary on Ezekiel, ed. Glorie, V.16.85 |
L [BHS]: 13 Ezek. 16.24 ‘pit’)

bosor (Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, X.14.82—
84 | L [BHS]: 1iya? Isa. 34.6 ‘flesh”)

!> Yuditsky compares cowbai to forms like na'mxawa and maw in the
Dead Sea Scrolls (Yuditsky 2017).
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In most cases, however, Jerome represents the vowel cor-

responding to Tiberian long games by q, e.g.

enach (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed.
Adriaen, Amos, II1.7, p. 318, line 178 | L [BHS]: 718 Amos
7.7 ‘plumbline’)

hissa (Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos, ed.
de Lagarde et al., 45.1 | L [BHS]: n¥& Gen. 2.23 ‘woman’)

ethan (Jerome, Commentary on Jeremiah, ed. Reiter, 72.14
| L [BHS]: & Jer. 5.15 ‘enduring’)

aiala (Jerome, Hebraicae Quaestiones in Libro Geneseos, ed.
de Lagarde et al., 70.20 | L [BHS]: nfzjzg Gen. 49.21 ‘doe’)

emsa (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed.
Adriaen, Zechariah, II1.12, p. 863, line 132 | L [BHS]: nyny
Zech. 12.5 ‘strength’)

There are also some cases where the vowel corresponding

to long games is e, e.g.

besor (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed.
Adriaen, Zechariah, II1.11, p. 849, line 25 | L [BHS]: -¢an
[lege 7*¥an] Zech. 11.2 ‘thick (ms)’)

ciceion (Jerome, Commentary on the Minor Prophets, ed.
Adriaen, Jonah, IV, p. 414, line 126 | L [BHS]: 1i"p Jonah
4.6 ‘gourd/plant’)

The cases of o corresponding to long games are, therefore,
marginal and it is likely that they either reflect morphological
patterns that are different from the Tiberian tradition or are

conditioned by the consonantal environment (Harviainen 1977,
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104-6). This applies, for example, to zochor and bosor, in which
the o may have been conditioned by the r. In Palestinian Aramaic
dialects and Rabbinic Hebrew resh often brings about such a
vowel shift.'®

The fact that long games had a back rounded quality in both
the Tiberian and Babylonian traditions of pronunciation could,
nevertheless, be proposed as an argument for this to be a shared
feature that the two traditions have retained from a proto-
Masoretic tradition of reading in Second Temple Palestine.

The open-mid back rounded quality [o] of games, distinct
from the open quality of patah, has been preserved in the modern
traditions of pronunciation of most Yemenite communities,

which have their roots in the Babylonian tradition, e.g.

midbo:rd: (Morag 1963, 100 | L [BHS]: m7aTn Isa. 16.1 ‘in
the desert’)

I.2.1.5. Segol and Sere

In the early Tiberian Masoretic sources the terms patah and games
were used not only for the vowels represented by the signs patah
and games in the Tiberian vocalization, but also for the vowels
segol and sere respectively. This early terminology appears to
have developed before the creation of the vowel signs and
indicated broad differences in lip-position of the vowels, as a

guide to instruct readers how to distinguish between the various

16 See §1.1.20 and Ben-Hayyim (1946, 194-96), Kutscher (1979, 496-
97) and Mishor (1998).
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vowel qualities.’” The vowels patah and segol were pronounced
with spread, open lips, whereas there was some degree of closure
of the lips in the pronunciation of games and sere. In a later
version of this terminology, segol was referred to as patah gatan
‘small patah’ and sere as games qatan ‘small games’ with Hebrew
adjectives qualifying the originally Aramaic term.'®

The term segol comes from Aramaic 130 ‘cluster of grapes’,
referring to the graphic appearance of the vowel sign rather than
its phonetic production. Its vocalization with shewa under the
samekh is attested in some early Masoretic treatises.'® In Hidayat
al-Qar?’ it has the form 15130 with a feminine ending.

The term sere is from the Aramaic verb 87 ‘to split’. Since
these terms are Aramaic, they are likely to have been created in
the early Masoretic period and they indeed appear in early

sources, such as the grammar book of Saadya.® It is not clear

17 Bacher (1974, 15), Steiner (2005b, 374, 377-78), Posegay (2020).
18 Baer and Strack (1879, §10), Dotan (2007, 634). The attribute gatan

‘small’ reflects the concept that the [¢] and [e] qualities were in some
way more attenuated and more closed than the [a] and [o] qualities
respectively. This theory of vowels can be traced back to Syriac
grammatical sources where the Syriac term gattin ‘narrow’ is used to
describe the higher front vowels (Posegay 2020). An Arabic version of
this terminology is found in the Masoretic treatise Kitab al-Musawwitat
(ed. Allony 1963, 140-42): al-qamsa al-kabira ‘big qames’ (= games), al-
gamsa al-saghira ‘small games’ (= sere), al-patha al-kabira ‘big patah’ (=
patah), al-patha al-saghira ‘small patah’ (= segol).

9 E.g. Allony and Yeivin eds. (1985, 96).

% Dotan (1997, 113; 2007, 634).
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what the original form of the name sere was. The author of
Hidayat al-Qari’ states that it means ‘splitting’ (Saqq) (through the
lips),! suggesting that he read it as a participle "%. In some
manuscripts of Hidayat al-Qari’, however, it is vocalized ™.?* It
is sometimes spelt, moreover, "¢ both in Hiddyat al-Qari’ and in
Saadya’s work, with mater lections yod after the sade, and this is
vocalized *'¢ in some places.?® In a Masoretic treatise published
by Allony and Yeivin (1985, 96) it has the form xx. It is likely
that the term is related to the Jewish Babylonian Aramaic word
&y ‘split, fissure.”?* The name refers to the contraction of the
lips to the extent that there is only a small aperture between
them. In later sources the practice developed of vocalizing the
first syllable with the vowels that the terms designated, i.e. 5i3p,
"x and eventually also changing the quality of the second
syllable in symbolic representation of the pronunciation of the
vowel, resulting in forms such as 930.%°

In some Masoretic treatises and early grammatical texts,
segol and sere are referred to by the phrases ‘three dots’ (wHw
M), thalath nugat) and ‘two dots’ (MTp1 nw, nuqtatani)

2! Short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.6.0.

2 E.g. Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
SII.LL.2.17.

% E.g. Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.L.1.7.8.; short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.S.6.0.

4 Eldar (1994, 124).

% Steiner (2009, 496). For other vocalizations of the vowels see Dotan
(2007, 634).
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respectively.?® This is probably a relic from a period in which
only the names patah and games were in existence.

Hidayat al-Qari’ describes the articulation of segol as being
on ‘the lower surface of the mouth,’? as is the case with patah,
but with ‘contraction of the sides of the mouth’.?® Saadya states
that the segol is articulated in the same position as patah when
the speaker ‘fills the lower sides of the mouth with it.”?® This can
be interpreted as referring to a smaller degree of opening of the
mouth in the pronunciation of the vowel and a consequential
protuberance of the cheeks. The smaller aperture is reflected also
in the term ‘small patah’ (jop nNna) in some Masoretic sources.*
The result is an open-mid unrounded [e].

In the Karaite transcriptions, long segol is represented by

mater lectionis “alif, e.g.

%6 Cf. Dotan (2007, 634), e.g. Baer and Strack (1879, 34-36), the treatise
on the shewa published by Levy (1936), the Masoretic fragments
published by Mann (1969, 2:44), the Digduq of Ibn Niih (ed. Khan 2000,
28).

27 23850058 DabR Moo *Hy, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.2.15.4., Eldar (1994, 132).

28 pabr arir o2, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.5.7.0,
Eldar (1994, 131).

29 mbaphR na 2IR KN K5 (Dotan 1997, 445).

%0 This interpretation of jop nna is in the Yemenite redaction of Hiddyat
al-Qar?’> known as the Arabic Mahberet ha-Tijan (J. Derenbourg 1871,
16; Eldar 1994, 123).
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J\)  » [bar'ze:el] (BL Or 2549 fol. 145r, 4 | L [BHS]: 512
Ezek. 4.3 ‘iron’)

The quality [¢] was an allophone of Arabic long /a/, due to
a process known by the medieval grammarians as ’imala
‘inclining’, i.e. inclining towards the vowel /i/.

Hidayat al-Qari’ presents the articulation of the vowels sere
and hireq as involving similar gestures. The place of articulation
of sere is ‘the teeth, without closure, because it breaks through
them”! whereas the articulation of hireq involves ‘the closure of
the teeth tightly.”**> Saadya likewise links the articulation of the
two vowels:

If the end of the tongue approaches the teeth but does not

cover them, sere is produced, but if it covers them, hireq is

produced.>®

The Masoretic term ‘small games’ (jop ynp) for sere would
refer to the lesser degree of closure of the lips than in the

articulation of games.

31 xpw 873 pwr maRh pRIOR K93 IRIORHR 11 ¥HR Hnn, long version,
edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.15.5.

32 mipa v10o85R pRavk, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.2.15.6.; Eldar (1994, 132).

33 RApaY 0Y1 MIRIDR HR IRDYHR 970 27p (Dotan 1997, 445-47). A similar
description of hireq is given by Dunash ibn Tamim in his commentary
on Sefer Yesira: oiwn in mynon Awa pwhn g0 ymanne ‘They articulate it
with the tip of the tongue with the help of (= in conjunction with) the
incisors’ (Grossberg 1902, 20-21; Eldar 1994, 133).
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1.2.1.6. Hireq

The original vocalization of the name hireq is uncertain. The
name is spelt p7n in the manuscript of Saadya’s grammar book.
The vocalization as a segolate form pan is found in some
manuscripts of Hidayat al-Qari’ and medieval sources,* or pn.>
In the Masoretic treatise published by Allony and Yeivin (1985,
92) it has the Aramaic form &pan. The form p7'n reflects the later
development of vocalizing the first syllable with the vowel the
name designates. In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, the verbal root
hrq in the pe‘al and pa‘el has the meaning of ‘to gnash (one’s
teeth)’, which is likely to refer to the tight closure of the teeth in
the articulation of the vowel referred to in the Hidaya.*® The
vowel is also referred to in some early sources as ‘one dot’ ( A1
nnR, nuqgta wahida).*” Abraham ibn Ezra (1089—-c. 1167) used the
Hebrew term 92w ‘breaking’ to refer to this vowel (Lambert 1889,
124-25).

In the Karaite transcriptions, both long sere and hireq are

normally represented by Arabic mater lectionis y&’, e.g.

3 E.g. Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§II.L.1.7.8. For other sources see Ben Yehuda (1980, vol. 4, 1783),
Dotan (2007, 634).

% E.g. Hidayat al-Qari’, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.S.6.0, MS S18, fol. 7r. MS S14, fol. 3r.

% Haupt (1901, 15) proposes that the name is related etymologically to
Arabic kharq ‘rent, fissure’ (cf. Rabbinic Hebrew pan ‘to cut a gap’)

referring to the narrow opening of the lips.

%7 Dotan (2007, 634), Khan (2000, 28).
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Jselea [higgor'mezel] (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3 | L

[BHS]: 5n3n Gen. 21.8 ‘to be weaned’)

du 38 [Vohot'Rizdu:] (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 105r, 7 | L
[BHS]: 179im Deut. 21.4 ‘and they will bring down”)

The choice of mater lectionis ya@ to represented the quality
[e:] of sere was no doubt due to its being perceived as approx-
imating more closely to the prototypical quality of Arabic /i/
than to that of Arabic /a/.

I.2.1.7. Holem, Shureq and Qibbus

According to Hiddyat al-Qar?’, the meaning of name holem o5 is

38 since the vowel ‘fills the mouth’.?® In the Masoretic

‘fullness
treatise published by Allony and Yeivin (1985, 92) it has the
Aramaic form xn%n. An alternative name for the vowel in some
Masoretic sources is 01 890 ‘filling the mouth’. This is presented
in opposition to & p1ap ‘contraction of the mouth’ (also called
Km0 pnp) which refers in these sources to the /u/ vowel of shureq
and gibbus.*° This terminology relates to the smaller rounding of

the lips in the production of the shureq quality. A few medieval

38 yHn, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.5.6.0, Eldar (1994,
120). Cf. the Hebrew root o%n ‘to be healthy (i.e. whole in health)’.

39 pabr 85N ®NIRY, ibid.

40 Bacher (1974, 16), Dotan (2007, 634), Eldar (1994, 121, 125).
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sources vocalize the name holem as a segolate 071 or 091.*! Some
early sources refer to holem by the description the ‘upper dot’
(navby mmps, al-nugta al-fawqaniyya) or similar phrases.*?

Hidayat al-Qari’ states that the place of articulation of the
holem is the root of the tongue and the ‘place of swallowing’, i.e.
the pharynx** and that the ‘movement of the vowel (i.e. the
airflow in its realization) is across the whole area of the mouth’.**
According to Saadya’s description, holem is the vowel that is
articulated furthest back in the mouth and its ‘strength (i.e.
dynamic airflow in its realization) moves forward without
deviating upwards or downwards.’*

The Hidaya interprets the name shureq as ‘whistling’,
because it ‘gathers the lips together’,* i.e. the lips are rounded in
the position they have when one whistles. The Hiddya uses this
as a general term to refer to the vowel quality /u/, including what

was later called specifically gibbus (i.e. the sign & without a vowel

“ Ben Yehuda (1980, vol. 3, 1466-67). The manuscript of Saadya’s
grammar book has o%n (Dotan 1997, 447). This vocalization is also

found in the Genizah fragment of a Masoretic treatise CUL T-S NS
301.69.

42 Dotan (2007, 634), Khan (2000, 28).

3 myoan mar pwhn apy oonbx Snn, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this
book, 8I1.1.2.15.1.; (Eldar 1994, 129).

# 152 oadx noo By nomy, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.2.15.1.; Eldar (1994, 129).

45 5K HR 89 P19 HR ATRA 3 ARRAR 12980 1Mp1 (Dotan 1997, 445).

* pnowdR pnin, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.14.;
Eldar (1994, 125).
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letter).*” It occasionally refers to the sign &, however, by the term
al-zujj (literally: ‘the arrow-head’).*® The term gqibbus was
introduced by Joseph Qimhi, who categorized them as two
separate vowels, the former long and the latter short.*

In some medieval sources, including manuscripts of the
Hidaya, the name shureq is vocalized as a segolate pw.>° In the
Masoretic treatise published by Allony and Yeivin (1985, 92) it
has the Aramaic form &p7w. According to the Hidaya, the place
of its articulation was ‘the lips (when) gathered together like (for)
whistling.”>*
‘between the teeth and the lips’.>?

Likewise, Saadya states that it is pronounced

In the Karaite transcriptions, long holem and long
shureq/qibbus are normally represented by Arabic mater lectionis

waw, e.g.

* In some manuscripts with Non-standard Tiberian vocalization the sign
is written reversed, with the three dots sloping up from left-to-right; see
Outhwaite (2020).

8 E.g. long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.2.12.1.6. This
term is also used by the author of the Treatise on the Shewa (ed. Levy
1936, v).

49 Joseph Qimbhi, Sefer Zikkaron (ed. Bacher 1888, 17), Bacher (1974,
17).

50 Dotan (2007, 634).

51 avhra pimingn pnawhy, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.L.2.15.7.; Eldar (1994, 133).

52 mnowHRI IRIOROR 12 8N o (Dotan 1997, 447).
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J j;Lgas [haggo:'do:0l] (BL Or 2544 fol. 74v, 2 | L [BHS]:

[

5730 Exod. 3.3 ‘the great’)

O > [tih'jurun] (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 93v, 5 | L [BHS]:
’nn Deut. 8.1 ‘you (mpl) will live”)

Sporadically mater lectionis ’alif represents holem in the

transcriptions, e.g.

(\:—\:‘4 [babo:'y2:om] (Genizah MS 12, Khan 1990a, 151 | L
[BHS]: 03ina Num. 19.10 ‘in their midst’)

Such a transcription could be an attempt to represented the
lower quality of holem compared to that of shureq/qibbus rather
than a fronted quality of holem. This is demonstrated by a
transcription of Hebrew liturgical poetry in the Genizah
manuscript T-S Ar.37.89,°® which represents holem by alif, e.g:
Leis (fwad), YW (0%19). In this text, the glide between holem and
a following furtive patah is transcribed by waw, demonstrating

that the holem was pronounced as a back [0:]: ¢ stles (RiaRY).

1.2.1.8. Medieval Classifications of Vowels

In some sources, the seven Tiberian vowels are classified into the
three groups (i) patah, segol, qames, (ii) sere, hireq and (iii)
shureq/qibbus, holem by associating them with three prototype
vowels. Saadya, for example, associates each of these groups with

the Arabic case vowels a (nasb ‘holding steady’), i (khafd

>3 The text was published by Razhaby (1983).
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‘lowering’) and u (raf* ‘raising’) respectively. He classifies them
further within these categories according to the notion of degree

of height of the airflow in their production,> viz.

al-raf® al-kabir ‘big raf® = holem

al-raf® al-’asghar ‘smaller raising’ = shureq

al-nasb al-’akbar ‘greater nasb’ = qames

al-nasb al-’awsat ‘intermediate nasb’ = patah

al-nasb al-’asghar ‘smaller nasb’ = segol

al-khafd al-’asghar ‘smaller khafd’ = sere

al-khafd al-’akbar ‘greater khafd’ = hireq>

Hidayat al-Qari’ makes a similar classification, using both
the names of Arabic case vowels (nasb, khafd, raf9) and also the
generic names of Arabic vowels (fatha, kasra, damma). The
Hebrew vowels patah, segol and games, for example, are identified
as variant types of fatha, which are termed ‘big fatha’, ‘medium
fatha’ and ‘small fatha’ respectively. This does not correspond to
Saadya’s classification of degrees of height but rather relates to

varying degrees of lip-spreading. The vowel patah was

pronounced with the maximal degree of lip-spreading and games

54 Eldar (1983), Dotan (1997, 113-14).

5 Dotan notes that the terms al-khafd al->asghar and al-khafd al-’akbar
appear to be referring to a reference point in the middle of the mouth,
from which hireq would constitute a greater lowering than sere. The

other terms have a reference point at the top of the mouth.
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with the lowest degree, with segol exhibiting an intermediate lip
position.*®

The basic Arabic vowel qualities a, i and u are also
associated with the Arabic vowel letters ’alif, y@’> and waw. Any
other qualities of Arabic vowels were variations (furii) of these
basic qualities, e.g. [¢] was termed ’alif mumala ‘inclining ’alif
(i.e. inclining towards i) and [a] or [0] °alif al-tafkhim “alif of
thickness’.”” The three-way classification of Tiberian vowel
qualities also corresponds to the three Arabic matres lectionis alif,
ya@ and waw that are the normal transcription of the vowels of
these three categories respectively in the Karaite transcriptions,
viz. ’alif = patah, qames, segol, ya’> = sere, hireq and waw =
shureq/qibbus, holem.

Hidayat al-Qari’ correlates these groups of vowels with the
Hebrew vowel letters (i) ’alef/he, (ii) yod and (iii) vav when the
vowels were pronounced long.>® This reflects the theory that long
vowels were the result of ‘soft letters’ (hurif al-lin), i.e. vowel
letters. This theory was borrowed from the Arabic grammatical
tradition and developed more systematically by the Hebrew
grammarian Hayyij (Spain, early eleventh century). Unlike in
Arabic, these vowel letters were sometimes elided in the

orthography, especially those of group (i).>°

* Hiddyat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.2.3.—
§II.L.2.8.

%7 Cf. Sibawayhi, al-Kitdb (ed. H. Derenbourg 1889, 452-53).

8 See Hidayat al-Qari’, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.S.4.2.

> Eldar (1994, 102-5).
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1.2.2. VOWEL LENGTH

I.2.2.1. General Principles

The length of vowels represented by the basic vowel signs (i.e.
vowel signs that are not combined with shewa) is to a large extent
predictable from syllable structure and the placement of stress.

The general principles are as follows:

Vowels represented by basic vowel signs are long when
they are either (i) in a stressed syllable or (ii) in an un-

stressed open syllable.

Vowels represented by basic signs that are in an unstressed

closed syllable are short.

Examples: 797 ['me:ley] ‘king’, 7wi ['na:far] ‘youth’, nnan
[hoy'md:] ‘wisdom’, &30 [ha:'hu:] ‘that’, n%pr [ya:fa'le:] ‘he goes
up’, v [fi:'he:du:] ‘they have ruined” (Nah. 2.3), 212
[be:rey jorhu:] ‘Berechiah’ (1 Chron. 2.24).

These principles are clearly reflected by the Karaite
transcriptions, which represent long vowels with Arabic matres
lectionis. They are also referred to in various other medieval
sources.®® Examples from the Karaite transcriptions are presented

below.

¢ In Hidayat al-Qari’, for example, it is stated that the pronunciation of
the stressed patah in words such as 9nY and 121 ‘indicates the existence
of “alef (short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, 8§11.S.4.0), i.e. it is
pronounced long with a hidden vowel letter. For further references see
Hommel (1917, 99f.), Ben-David (1957a, 21-23), Yeivin (1981b, 42);
also the Masoretic note to Lev. 1.11 quoted by Wickes (1887, 25): 'm %p
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When a long vowel occurs in a closed syllable, an epen-
thetic vowel is inserted after the long vowel before the syllable-
final consonant, e.g. 937 and 7MW should be represented as
[do:'vo:or] and [for'ma:ar] respectively. This feature of syllable

structure is discussed in detail in §1.2.4.

I.2.2.2. Stressed Syllables

(marked by shading in the roman phonetic transcription)
Qames

M [so:'Ro:] (Gen. 21.7 ‘Sarah’) — |, (BL Or 2539 MS A,

AT T

fol. 63r, 1)

13 [nis'sa:] (Gen. 22.1 ‘he tempted’) — s (BL Or 2539

MS A, fol. 66r, 7)

1270 [haddo:'vamnr] (Gen. 21.11 ‘the word”) — )\;\:\.m (BL

vy T T -

Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 8)

D7ax [?avro:'horom] (Gen. 21.11 ‘Abraham’) — (\.z\ J.;\ (BL

TA T:™

Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 8)

81802 DYYA a™RN ‘8 instances in Leviticus lengthen the particle 5» with
an accent’. Lengthening of vowels in open unstressed syllables is alluded
to by Saadya in his commentary on Sefer Yesira (ed. Lambert 1891, 76—
77; 1889, 125).
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Patah

un [vay'ya:fas] (Gen. 21.8 ‘and he made’) — um.c\.g 9 (BL Or

- ==

2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3)

‘w37 [han'na:far] (Gen. 21.17 ‘the boy’) — Jc\:.a (BL Or

2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 5)

o0 [ham'maijim] (Gen. 21.15 ‘the water’) — (,.3\.1.:& (BL Or
2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 1)
S [vajriggo:'mazal] (Gen. 21.8 ‘and he was weaned’) —

Jlel> s (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 2)

7202 [bassa'vaiay] (Gen. 22.13 ‘in the thicket’) — CL.....;
(BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68r, 3)
Segol

72i0 [hag'gerver] (Psa. 52.9 ‘the man’) — ,lea (BL Or

2551 fol. 9v, 3)

191 [mipp">:'neryo:] (Isa. 26.17 ‘before you’) — 5

o T

(BL Or 2548 fol. 186r, 4)

nnwn [mif't"e:] (Gen. 21.8 ‘feast’) — lzuis (BL Or 2539 MS

A, fol. 63r, 3)
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5173 [bar'zezel] (Ezek. 4.3 ‘iron’) — J\) » (BL Or 2549 fol.
145r, 4)
b>par [?avo:fe:'yeiem] (Exod. 3.16 ‘your fathers’) —

f\.x; 5 (BL Or 2544 fol. 77v, 8)

Sere

awm [vat't"e:fev] (Gen. 21.16 ‘and she sat’) — iy (BL

Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 4)

30 [higgo'mezel] (Gen. 21.8 ‘to be weaned’) — |.sl>en

(BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 3)

v [go'Reref] (Gen. 21.10 ‘cast out!’) — > (BL Or

Pl

2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 6)

Hireq
179im [voho:'Ri:du:] (Deut. 21.4 ‘and they will bring down”)

— 4y, 34 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 105t, 7)
129 [vajjiiven] (Gen. 22.9 ‘and he built’) — W ¢ (BL Or
2539 MS A, fol. 67r, 9)

by ['2i:im] (Gen. 15.4 ‘if’) — ("E‘ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 58r,

4)
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1 ['mi:in] (Exod. 2.7 ‘from”) — o (BL Or 2540, fol. 6r, 4)

Holem

iR2y [s'avo:'?0:] (Gen. 21.22 ‘his host’) — )f\i,wa (BL Or

2539 MS A, fol. 64v, 9)

Y1an [haggo:'do:ol] (Exod. 3.3 ‘the great’) — j;\qub (BL

(S

Or 2544 fol. 74v, 2)
niTy [wumigdo:'no:o0] (Gen. 24.53 ‘precious things”) —

& 5l dae s (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 76v, 4)

Shureq/qibbus
npn [Vajj:):'gu:mu:] (Gen. 22.19 ‘and they rose up’) —

> jsb 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68v, 6)

‘74;;} [ga'vu:ul] (Psa. 78.54 ‘border of’) — J 3+ (BL Or 2551

fol. 32v, 13)

DRJ [nu'?2uzum] (Jer. 2.22 ‘utterance of’) — ¢ jb (BL Or 2549

fol. 3v, 12)

O3> 2 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 87v, 4)
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I.2.2.3. Open Unstressed Syllables

(marked by shading in the roman phonetic transcription)
Qames

5730 [hagga:'do:ol] (Exod. 3.3 ‘the great’) — J §3>a (BL Or

2544 fol. 74v, 2)

o [jor'mizim] (Jer. 31.38 ‘days”) — (,.:»\; (BL Or 2549 fol.
93v, 8)
Trpa [befer'nenya:] (Gen. 21.12 ‘in your (ms) eyes’) —

5 LCxy (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 2)

Patah

xAn [hat'hiz] (Gen. 21.22 ‘that’) — u.;a\.b (BL Or 2539 MS
A, fol. 64v, 8)
Ton2 [k"a:r'heised] (Gen. 21.23 ‘like the kindness) —

3\ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3)

w1nY [lar'ho:def] (Neh. 9.1 ‘of the month”) — uﬂs ?Y (BL

Or 2556, fol. 52v, 8)
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Segol

27na [be:'hoirev] (Num. 14.43 ‘by the sword) — o ,\>L

(Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 26)

arpy [vane:Se'zonv] (Isa. 27.10 ‘forsaken’) — ol 9 (BL

Or 2548 fol. 187r, 12)

nnip) [ne:fes'0a:] (Num. 15.24 ‘it [f] was done’) — sl

(Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 27)

Sere
nj;y'g [1>:fe:'d2:] (Num. 14.27 ‘for the congregation’) —

|i.eY (Genizah MS 1, Khan 1990a, 23)
7% [2er'lezey] (Exod. 3.11 ‘I will go’) — 'C;li\ (BL Or 2540,
fol. 9r, 1)

Hireq

pinn [mir'huius®] (Deut. 23.11 ‘from outside’) — P

(BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 113v, 5)

binn [mir'huzut®] (Gen. 14.23 “from a thread’) — b 3> (BL

Or 2539 MS A, fol. 57r, 8)
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Holem

o) [2¢lor'hizim] (Gen. 21.22 ‘God’) — v.:.asjj\ (BL Or 2539

MS A, fol. 65r, 1)

miwr)n [homifor'ni:i®] (Jer. 25.1 ‘the first’) — g,.y 4 BV

(BL Or 2543 MS A, fol. 5v, 2)
Shureq/qibbus

12187 [Ru?u:'veien] (Exod. 1.2 ‘Reuben’) — O ;\ , (BL Or
2540, fol. 3v, 2)
oWnn [hamu:'fi:im] (Josh. 4.12 ‘those who are armed”) —

o go= (BL Or 2547 fol. 6v, 12)

5o [ju:'tazal] (Job. 41.1 ‘he will be hurled down”) — Jb 52

(BL Or 2552 fol. 85v, 4)

RT737 [duido:'?e:] (Jer. 24.1 ‘baskets of’) — L“;\S 9> (BL Or
2543 MS A, fol. 3r, 8)
172pm [vajpza:fa'vi:du:] (Exod. 1.13 ‘and they made to serve’)

— 949 (BL Or 2540, fol. 4v, 2)

1.2.2.4. Closed Unstressed Syllables

(marked by shading in the roman phonetic transcription)
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Qames®

"WTR [gad'fe:] (Num. 18.32 ‘the holy gifts of’ ) — &8 (BL

Or 2539 MS B, fol. 126v, 12)

-93 [k"I] (Isa. 38.17 ‘all’) — - |S” (BL Or 2548 fol. 32r, 12)

nnm [vat't">:maB] (Num. 20.1 ‘she died’) — &g (BL Or

T T

2539 MS B, fol. 128r, 10)

Patah
nRNN [vani:ham'thi:] (Jer. 26.3 ‘and I will repent’) —

S (BL Or 2543 MS A, fol. 8r, 5)
min [haz'ze:] (Jer. 23.32 ‘this”) — | 5» (BL Or 2543 MS A,
fol. 2r, 7)

Segol

1219 [wulney'di:] (Gen. 21.23 ‘to my posterity’) —L”gub'd 4

(BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3)

¢! The distinction between long and short games is expressed by the
terms games gadol and games hatef in the works of the early Hebrew

grammarians of Spain (Lambert 1889, 124).
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Tom2 [k"ar'heised] (Gen. 21.23  ‘like the kindness’) —

3w £S” (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65r, 3)

Hireq

nnwn [mif't"e:] (Gen. 21.8 ‘feast’) — liis (BL Or 2539 MS

A, fol. 63r, 3)

& [2asjil] (Gen. 22.13 ‘ram’) — | (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol.

68r, 2)
Shureq/qibbus

mmown [hafful'hodn] (Exod. 25.30 ‘the table”) —QBULZA

(BL Or 2544, fol. 125r, 5)

121 [vapjuk'’k™u:] (Exod. 5.14 ‘and they were beaten’) —

359 (BL Or 2540, fol. 14v, 6)

The vowels holem and sere are invariably long and have no
short variants. This also is essentially dependent on stress and
syllable structure, in that they occur only in the aforementioned
environments that condition vowel length, e.g. 8an [me:'vi:]
‘brings’, nnw [fa'0e:] ‘drink!’, #Aipn [mago:'mo:] ‘his place’.
I.2.3. VOWEL PHONEMES

In order to establish the synchronic phonological representation

of the vowels of the Tiberian reading tradition one must
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distinguish between (i) vowels which are invariably long and
include length in their underlying phonological representation
and (ii) vowels whose length is determined by syllable structure
and stress so are of unspecified length at a phonological level
(Khan 2013g).%?

I.2.3.1. Vowel Phonemes with a Specified Length

Feature

The long vowel phonemes with a length feature specified in their
underlying representation include: long qames /5/, holem /o/,
sere /é/, long shureq /i/, long hireq /i/ (typically written with
yod), e.g.

nnw /§505/ [§2:'02:] ‘he drank’

n7p /$€d5/ [Te:'do:] ‘community’

in"a /bébo/ [be:'Bo:] ‘his house’

P /qami/ ['quimu] ‘arise!”

R /jird/ [jir'ro:] ‘he fears’

%2 For an alternative analysis of the phonemes of Tiberian Hebrew based
on the phonetic realizations I have reconstructed from medieval sources
see Suchard (2018). For phonemic analyses based on earlier views of
the phonetic realization of the vowels see, for example, Morag (1962)
and Schramm (1964, 63).
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I.2.3.2. Vowel Phonemes without a Specified Length

Feature

The vowel phonemes unspecified as to length include: patah /a/,
segol /¢/, hireq /i/, qibbus/shureq /u/. In principle, these are long
when they bear stress, e.g.

Y /§5mad/ [$a:'ma:ad] ‘he stood’

079 /15hem/ [lo:r'heiem] ‘to them’

11 /min/ ['mizin] ‘from’

The length of the vowel, therefore, is a phonetic phenome-
non induced by stress and is not a feature of the underlying vowel
phoneme.

As shown above, vowels of this category represented by
basic vowel signs that occur in unstressed closed syllables are
short, whereas those that occur in open unstressed syllables are
realized as long.

An open syllable with a long vowel (CV) can be considered
to have the same weight as a closed syllable with a short vowel
(CVQ). Their codas both contain two weight components, known
as morae, and both types of syllable are termed bimoraic. Bi-
moricity is, in fact, not obligatory in open syllables. There are
some cases of short lexical vowels in open unstressed syllables,
mainly rounded vowels with the quality of games, indicated in
the vocalization by hatef games, e.g. ™y [sO'Ri:] ‘balm’, 'n7
[do'mi:] ‘silence’ (§1.2.7.). The lengthening of the vowels of un-
specified length in open syllables must, therefore, be conditioned
by factors other than the need to conform to a principle of canon-

ical bimoricity.
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One subset of vowels of this category that are lengthened
in open syllables occur before gutturals that were historically
geminated, but have now lost their gemination. In traditional de-
scriptions of Hebrew, this is referred to as ‘virtual doubling’ of
the guttural, i.e. the vowel is the type one would expect in a syl-
lable closed by gemination of the following consonant. The pho-
netically long realization of the vowel can be explained as having
arisen due to spreading of the vowel in compensation for the lost
gemination. This can be represented as the replication of the pho-

neme thus:
*/hahhii/ > /haahii/ [ha:'hu:] 8300 ‘that’

*/(ihhedn / > /fiihédd/ [fiihe:bu:] annw ‘they have ruined’
(Nah. 2.3),

This can be regarded as a morphologically motivated
replication of the vowel, in order to bring the morphological
pattern of a word or prefixed particle (definite article or
preposition) into line with the pattern of these forms in other
contexts, in which they are typically followed by a geminated
consonant, e.g. nan /habbajid/ ‘the house’, ndn /mipp"6/ ‘from
here’, 72w /{ibber/ ‘he shattered’, or have a long vowel phoneme,
e.g. ovn /h3¢5m/ ‘the people’, 2'vn /meéfir/ ‘from the city of’, xn
/mé?én/ ‘he refused’.

A second subset of vowels of this category that are
lengthened in open syllables occur before gutturals with a hatef
vowel, e.g. 1 ‘they go up’, nYvn ‘he brought up’, 0™37¥ ‘noon’.
Here the lengthening is conditioned by metrical factors. This will
be discussed below (81.2.5.4.).
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A third, marginal, subset of vowels of this category that are
lengthened in open syllables occur in segolate forms that do not
bear the main stress, e.g. 3272 [beireyjorhu:] ‘Berechiah’ (1
Chron. 2.24). This also appears to have a metrical motivation
(81.2.6.).

To the category of vowel phonemes that lack a specified
length feature we should add also /e/ and /o/. These are repre-
sented by the sere and holem vowel signs respectively in the
stressed syllable of certain forms. Since stressed vowels are al-
ways long, on a phonetic level these are not distinguishable from
sere and holem representing phonemes with underlying length.
This is necessary to account for apparent discrepancies in the his-
torical development of vowels in several morphological forms, in
which patah (a vowel with no specified length feature) occurs in
parallel with sere and holem (Sarauw 1939, 56-64; Khan 1994).
This applies, for example, to nouns with an originally doubled
final consonant. In forms deriving from the *qall pattern the
vowel is patah, e.g. 29 ['rRa:av] ‘much’, and in forms deriving from
the *qill and *qull pattern, the vowel is sere and holem respec-
tively, e.g. 2% ['lezev] ‘heart’, 1§ ['To:0z] ‘strength’. Such words
would all have a vowel of unspecified length on the phonological
level /rav/, /lev/, /Soz/ and the length would have been a con-
sequence of stress. There is, therefore, no discrepancy in their
pattern. The same applies to the underlying phonological repre-
sentation of the patah, sere and holem in verbal forms of the pat-
terns Svp, Svp, Hop; Hop, Yop, Hopr and in segolate nouns of the
patterns 11, 190, WP, 91 [pausal form], which would have the

phonemes /a/, /e/ and /o/ respectively:
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7Y /$5mad/ [fa:'ma:ad] ‘he stood’

723 /k"5ved/ [k">:'ve:ed] ‘it became heavy’
10R /g3t'on/ [go:'t'o:on] ‘it became small’
23vr /jifk"av/ [jif'’k"a:av] ‘he lies down’

1 /jitthen/ [jit't"ezen] ‘he gives’

aAY /jif'mo:r/ [jif'mo:or] ‘he guards’

Tvi /nafr/ ['na:far]®® ‘youth’

190 /sefr/ ['seifer] ‘book’

WP /qod|/ ['qo:def] ‘holiness'

i1 /holy/ ['ho:li:] ‘sickness’

In syllables that do not have the main stress, the vowels /e/
and /o/ are generally realized phonetically as [¢] or [2] respec-

tively, which overlap in quality with the phonemes /¢/ and /3/,
e.g.

T /vajjéred/ [vaj'ie:ired] ‘and he came down’

TR /qodfo/ [ad'fo:] ‘his holiness’

"1 /holy/ [ho'li:] ‘sickness’

oWTpR /qod3'fim/ [qodo:'firim]

A secondary stress may be marked on short [5], and in such
cases it is generally lengthened to [:] rather than [o:], as in oW Tp
[,g2:90:'fi:im] ‘holinesses’ (Exod. 29.37).

8 The second vowel in segolates is epenthetic and does not appear in

the underlying phonological form; see §1.2.6.
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There are some marginal cases in the Tiberian tradition
where short [¢] and short [o] are realized as [e:] and [2:], rather
than [e:] and [o:], with the main stress of an accent. The accent
in such cases is usually a conjunctive, though sporadic cases of
disjunctives are attested, e.g. seven cases of {3 ‘son’ (Gen. 17.17,
Lev. 1.5, Lev. 24.10 [disjunctive yetiv], Isa. 8.2, Esther 2.5, 1
Chron. 9.21, Neh. 6.18), three cases of n§ object marker/‘with’
(Psa. 47.5, Psa. 60.2, Prov. 3.12) and at least two cases of 53 ‘all’
(Psa. 35.10, Prov. 19.7),%* e.g.

'R 12 (Esther 2.5 ‘son of Yair’)
003 0K NR (Psa. 60.2 ‘with Aram-naharaim’)
Wi 52 (Prov. 19.7 ‘all the brothers of a poor man’)

This phenomenon is likely to be due to the fact that, in the
Tiberian prosodic chant, words that were originally unstressed in
an earlier form of the reading tradition were occasionally as-
signed an accent. Such prosodic ‘transformations’, according to
DeCaen and Dresher (2020), occurred due to the length of a verse
and the desire to slow down the chant.

Conversely there are a few sporadic cases of /o/ and /e/
realised with the qualities of [o:] and [e:] in syllables two sylla-

bles back from the main stress that may be considered to be the

64 These are listed in Masoretic treatises, e.g. Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed.
Dotan 1967, sections 6-8), Hiddyat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol.
2 of this book, §I1.L.3.2.5., §I1.L.3.2.6. The sources differ regarding the
number of cases of 3 with a main stress. Psa. 87.7, which is one of the
three cases cited in Digduge ha-Te‘amim, has a maqgef in L [BHS]: -3
1on (Psa. 87.7 ‘all my springs’).
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result of lengthening by a secondary stress (81.2.8.2.), although
this is not always indicated by the accentuation, e.g.

ook [20:hor'liim] (Gen. 25.27 ‘tents’); cf. singular 5ni
/’ohl/ (see 81.2.6. for further details concerning the
underlying form)

n5pn [he:Sa'luz] (Hab. 1.15 ‘he has brought up’) (see

81.2.5.4. for further details concerning the underlying form)

Vowel phonemes without a specified length feature in their
underlying form, which have been lengthened through stress or
compensatory reduplication (e.g. /haaht/ [ha:'hu:] xA7), are
vowels that appear to have acquired phonetic length relatively
late in the history of the Tiberian tradition. In the Greek
transcriptions of the Hexapla of Origen (c. 185-254 C.E.) they
are still represented as short where length distinctions could be
made in Greek, viz. between the short and long ‘e’ and ‘o’ vowels
(Khan 1994). Where Tiberian had lengthened /e/ [e:] and
lengthened /o/ [o:], the Hexapla generally has ¢ and o
respectively, which represented short ‘e’ and ‘o’, as opposed to

and w, which represented long ‘e’ and ‘0’. Examples:®°

Verbal forms

aadel (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 550 Psa. 89.35

‘T will [not] profane’)

ovieBbev (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ipn Psa. 18.33
‘and he set’)

% Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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ouBapey (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 7721 Psa. 28.9

‘and bless! (ms)’)

oux*ooes (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: pyp) Psa. 46.10
‘and [he] shatters’)

1dafPep (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 137’ Psa. 49.4
‘[my mouth] will speak”)

iwadet (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: v%n Psa. 89.49
‘The] will rescue’)

exalef (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: a1o8 Psa. 89.36
‘I will lie”)

eelex (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: pmn Psa. 35.2
‘take hold of! (ms)’)

epdod (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 7iT1% Psa. 18.38

‘I chase’)

1edop (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: o Psa. 30.13 ‘[it

will not] be silent’)

opod (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 79 Psa. 46.10
‘[he] burns’)

nlxop (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 191 Psa. 89.51

‘remember! (ms)’)

*qill and *qull nominal forms

Aef (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 1% Psa. 32.11
‘heart”)
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er. (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: of Psa. 35.14
‘mother’)

Baes (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: wxa Psa. 46.10
‘with fire’)
o{ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: t Psa. 30.8

‘strength’)

Aayol (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 53% Psa. 18.31 ‘for
all)

Segolate forms

iefep (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: an' Psa. 31.24

‘remainder/abundance’)

peye (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: psj Psa. 30.6 ‘a

moment’)

xesb (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: nwp Psa. 18.35
‘bow of (cstr.)’)

weveyd (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 7a3n Psa. 31.23

‘from before’)

depy (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 777 Psa. 89.42
‘(the) way’)

Bext (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 23 Psa. 30.6

‘weeping’)

Boxp (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 9pa Psa. 46.6

‘morning’)
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xop (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: m{ Psa. 49.1 ‘Ko-
rah’)
Contrast other adjectival and nominal forms, which have »,

representing long ‘e’, as the counterpart of Tiberian sere, and w,

representing long ‘o’, as the counterpart of Tiberian holem, e.g.
an) (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ™&n Psa. 18.31
‘God”)
exxns (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: wpy Psa. 18.27
‘crooked’)
xw)\ (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: ’71@ Psa. 28.6
‘voice’)
naluwp (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 9inm Psa. 31.1
‘melody/psalm’)

¢ediwv (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 1i1a Psa. 49.9
‘the redemption of (cstr.)’)

The counterpart of stressed sere and holem in most verbal
forms that are pausal in the Tiberian tradition are transcribed by

the long vowels » and w respectively in the Hexapla, e.g.

sits’)

10afPnpod (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 137 Psa.
35.20 ‘the speak’)
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teAAnhou (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 1550 Psa. 89.32
‘they violate’)

leouwpov (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: iy Psa.
89.32 ‘they (do not) keep’)

This evidence supports the assumption that the sere and
holem in such forms are the phonemes /&/ and /6/ with a length
feature. Segolate nouns and nouns with the historical pattern *qill
and *qull that are pausal in Tiberian tradition, by contrast, are
transcribed in the Hexapla with ¢ and o (see the lists above).

There is one possible case in the Hexapla corresponding to
forms such as oni ‘he was comforted’ yinn ‘outside’ with ‘virtual

doubling’ of the guttural. The case in question is the following:

nepesd (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: nwan Psa. 31.5
‘from (the) net’)

Here the resh has lost its gemination and the transcription
represents the preceding vowel as short. This form is interpreted
by Kantor (2017, 223) as equivalent to forms with hireq in
Tiberian such as pin, i.e. the forebear of a hypothetical form
nwan. If this is correct, this would be evidence that the vowel
before ‘virtual doubling’ that we are proposing was a vowel
phoneme without a specified length feature in Tiberian was
represented as short in the Hexapla like other vowels of this

category.

I.2.4. LONG VOWELS IN CLOSED SYLLABLES

When long vowels with the main stress occur in closed syllables,

there is evidence that an epenthetic with the same quality as that
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of the long vowel occurred before the final consonant in its
phonetic realization, e.g. (syllable boundaries are marked by
dots):

5ip /qol/ ['qo:.ol] ‘voice’

T /338/ ['jo:.08] ‘hand’

oy /15qtim/ [13:.'gu:.um] ‘to rise’

TaWn /hifmid/ [hif.'mi:.id] ‘he destroyed’
n'a /béb/ ['be:.eB] ‘house of

This syllable split on the phonetic level was not
represented in the vocalization notation since it did not change
the vowel quality. On account of the lack of change in phonetic
quality across the syllable boundary the epenthetic syllable could
not have been very distinct perceptually.

The most compelling evidence for the insertion of an
epenthetic in a closed syllable with a long vowel phoneme is the
so-called furtive patah, e.g. M ['Rw:.ah] ‘spirit’. This short [a]
vowel is to be interpreted as the epenthetic vowel, which has
shifted quality through assimilation to the vocal tract
configuration of the following laryngeal or pharyngeal. If the
whole of the vowel nucleus were a unitary long vowel in the same
syllable, one would have expected the assimilation to affect it as

a unit.%®

% The splitting of a long vowel into two syllable nuclei is a phenomenon
that is attested in the Samaritan reading tradition, e.g. ré’os ‘head’ (=
Tiberian w&1), which, according to Ben-Hayyim (2000, 67), developed

from *roos with the first nucleus dissimilating.
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The occurrence of this epenthesis appears to reflect a con-
straint against syllables heavier than two morae. An open syllable
with a long vowel (CV) and a closed syllable with a short vowel
(CVC) are bimoraic, i.e. they have two morae in their codas,
whereas a closed syllable with a long vowel (CVC) would have
three morae. The constraint causes the CVC syllable to be broken
into two bimoraic syllables on the phonetic level CV.VC.

The underlying syllable structure of a word such as %ip
could be represented thus: /q0.1/, with a stray extrasyllabic con-
sonant. This follows from the assumption that the epenthetic
vowel must have been added at the phonetic level and the afore-
mentioned constraint against superheavy syllables must have ex-
isted also at the underlying level. Following the analysis by
Kiparsky (2003) of Arabic syllable structure, we may say that
such unsyllabifiable consonants at the underlying level, or ‘word-
level’ according to Kiparsky’s terminology, are licensed by morae
adjoined to the higher node of the prosodic word rather than the
syllable node. Kiparsky refers to these consonants as ‘semisylla-
bles’. In the following tree w = prosodic word, ¢ = syllable, and

@ = mora:

9

/gc').l/ ‘voice’
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We may postulate that the epenthetic is added at the pho-
netic level, or ‘post-lexical level’ according to the terminology of
lexical semantics used by Kiparsky, to turn the semisyllable into
a syllable, i.e. /q0.1/ [qo:.0l], since in Tiberian Hebrew semisyl-
lables were not allowed at the phonetic level. The underlying syl-
lable structure of the other examples given above would, there-
fore, be /j3.0/, /15.gﬁ.m/, /hif.mi.d/ and /bée.6/.

It will be argued (81.2.6.) that in the metrical parsing the
epenthetic in the phonetic syllable structure of a word such as
['go:.ol] belonged together with the preceding long vowel in the
same prosodic foot.®” This foot would have consisted of a trochaic
metrical pattern with a strong syllable followed by a weak epen-
thetic syllable. This can be represented as follows, where brackets

enclose the foot and * = strong beat:
['go:.ol]
()

In the examples given above of epenthesis the closed sylla-
bles have a vowel phoneme with inherent length. There are some
words with furtive patah in a word-final stressed closed syllable
that, according to their etymology, would be expected to have an
underlying vowel phoneme without a length specification. This
applies to the *qull noun forms v1 ['rRo:af] ‘badness’ (< *ru, root
yy1) and nh ['mo:ah] ‘marrow’ (< *muhh, root nnn). The con-

straint against syllables heavier than two morae and the splitting

67 J. McCarthy (1979, 155) also proposed that such syllables were feet
containing ‘two rhyme nodes’, though he did not identify an epenthetic

in his framework of analysis.
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of the final consonant from the rest of the syllable would have
operated here at the phonetic level only after the phoneme had
been lengthened at the phonetic level by stress, i.e. /ro%/
['ro:.af]. We should analyse, therefore, the syllable structure of
short vowel phonemes that are lengthened by stress in syllables
without a furtive patah as having epenthetic vowels with the

same quality of the vowel on the phonetic level, thus:
7Y /$3.mad/ [$2:.'ma:.ad]
039 /15.xem/ [lo:."xerem]
1w /Soz/ ['o:.0z]
35 /lev/ ['lei.ev]

The existence of the vowel split on the phonetic level in
closed syllables with a long vowel is also reflected by the
phenomenon of nesiga. This is a metrical measure to avoid the
clash of two accents, whereby the stress represented by a con-
junctive accent in the first of a sequence of two words is retracted
when the second word has initial stress (Praetorius 1897; Revell
1983; Yeivin 1980, 236-40). It most regularly occurs when the
first word ends in an open syllable or else a closed syllable that
contains a vowel phoneme without a length specification, in par-

ticular patah and segol, e.g.
o 891 (Psa. 65.10 ‘full of water’)
19 8277 (Gen. 39.14 ‘he has brought for us’)
on? %2R (Gen. 3.19 ‘you will eat bread”)

AP non (1 Sam. 25.3 ‘beautiful of form)
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i opivy (Jud. 9.16 ‘you have done to him’)

The accent is in principle not retracted when it falls on a

closed syllable containing a long vowel phoneme, e.g.
7Y 7Yy (Gen. 27.5 ‘to hunt for game”)
77 2Wx (Zech. 9.12 ‘I will restore to you’)
T o1 (Psa. 74.8 ‘we will oppress them together’)
wx nioqw (Isa. 1.7 ‘burnt by fire’)
oW av* (1 Kings 17.19 ‘he is dwelling there”)

Praetorius (1897, 16) already suggested that the long
vowels in stressed closed syllables that fell adjacent to another
stressed syllable, as in the examples cited above, had an accent
with ‘two peaks’, which tended to split it into a disyllable. Ac-
cording to our formulation, this second syllable can be identified
as the result of the insertion of an epenthetic vowel, and this
would have acted as a buffer between the two stresses, thus

rendering nesiga unnecessary:
Ty v [lon's*ur.ud 's'a:.jid].
Likewise, the accent is not retracted from the final syllable

when the epenthetic vowel is clearly discernible in the form of a

furtive patah, e.g.

AAAAAA

We have seen that nesiga takes place when a vowel
phoneme without a length specification occurs in a final closed
syllable, e.g. on% 5a8n (Gen. 3.19). When stressed, such a vowel
would be phonetically long and split by an epenthetic, which
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would have rendered retraction unnecessary. The fact that nesiga
does take place is most easily explained as reflecting that the
retraction took place at an earlier historical period, when vowels
that are phonemes with unspecified length in the Tiberian
tradition were still pronounced short when stressed. The position
of the accents would have been fixed at this period.

There is a considerable degree of variation in the occur-
rence of nesiga when a word-final closed syllable contains sere.
Some of this variation reflects the fact that sere is the realization
either of a long vowel phoneme /€/ or of the vowel phoneme /e/
of unspecified length that is lengthened by stress. Retraction
often takes place when the sere belongs to the latter category, as
one would expect from the discussion above. This is the case, for
example, in verbal inflections. Since the /e/ phoneme is not

stressed, it has the allophone [¢], which is represented by segol,
e.g.

% 798 (Cant. 4.6 ‘I go”)

A3 70y (Zech. 13.8 ‘it will be left in it)

A3 wny (Hos. 9.2 ‘it will fail them’)

In some cases, there is retraction of an accent on sere in a
closed syllable even where it would be expected to be a long /&/
phoneme. This is found especially in participles, which are
nominal forms. When this occurs, the sere remains long

(generally indicated by a ga‘ya), since its length is not dependent

on stress, e.g.
np71 ank (Prov. 12.1 ‘loves knowledge”)

270 99 (Jud. 8.10 ‘drawing a sword’)
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"3 2pnnY (Isa. 49.7 ‘one abhorred by the nations’)

Retraction even takes place in such forms where the sere

occurs before a guttural and has a furtive patah, e.g.
o'h ppia (Isa. 63.12 ‘cleaving the waters’)
73 i (Prov. 11.26 ‘one who holds back grain’)

This retraction in forms with a long /&/ phoneme in
participles may be due to analogy with the retraction in verbal
forms with sere, where the sere is a realization of the phoneme
/e/ without a specified length feature. It is significant to note that
the vowel corresponding to the sere in the final syllable of
participles in the Greek transcriptions of the Hexapla is normally
n, Which represents a long vowel, but in one case &, which

represents a short vowel, e.g.®

avwwbny (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: jnisn Psa. 18.48

‘the one who gives’)

vwoyp (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 7¢i Psa. 31.24
‘preserving’)

w{np (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 71y Psa. 30.11
‘helper’)

aadns (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: yani Psa. 35.27
‘the one who delights’)

pedapued (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: Ta%n Psa.
18.35 ‘trains (ms)’)

% Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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In the Hexapla, ¢ is the counterpart of Tiberian sere also in
verbal forms (81.2.3.2.). This isolated use of ¢ in a participle may
likewise reflect the fact that the vowel has undergone partial
analogical levelling with that of the verbal inflections.®® Other
nominal and adjectival forms regularly have », representing long

‘e’, as a counterpart of sere in the Tiberian tradition, e.g.

and (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]:"'?:;:D Psa. 18.31
‘God”)
exxns (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: wpy Psa. 18.27

‘crooked’)

A typological parallel to the hypothesized insertion of an
epenthetic vowel in closed syllables containing a long vowel in
Tiberian Hebrew existed in Classical Arabic. According to the
medieval Arabic grammars and works on the recitation of the
Qur’an, when a long vowel occurred in a closed syllable on
account of a subsequent geminated consonant, e.g. Sabbatun
‘young woman’, qissa ‘he was avenged’, the long vowel was
pronounced longer than a long vowel in an open syllables.”® The
grammarian Ibn Jinni in his work al-Khas@’is states that this
phenomenon arose from the fact that syllables such as sab and

qis contained the inadmissible sequence of two quiescent letters.

8 Yuditsky (2017, 153-54) and Brgnno (1943, 260) argue that the short
vowel is because the form is in construct with what follows. Such an
explanation, however, is not totally satisfactory because other nominal
forms with final » in the Hexapla transcription do not necessarily

shorten in construct (Ben Kantor, personal communication).

7% See the sources cited by Roman (1983, 720-21).
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In the Arabic grammatical tradition, a long vowel was thought to
consist of a short vowel + quiescent letter of extension (harf al-
madd) or ‘soft’ letter (harf al-lin), i.e. §a (\%) would be analysed as
Sin + a + quiescent soft “alif. This theory was introduced into
the medieval tradition of Hebrew grammar by Hayyiij. The extra
length of the vowel in closed syllables is said by Ibn Jinni to have
occurred ‘as a substitute for the short vowel that is necessitated
by the clustering of two quiescent letters’.”* The Arabist André
Roman has proposed that the syllable structure described by Ibn
Jinni should be represented as Saa-ab etc.,’? i.e. the overlong
syllable is split by an epenthetic vowel of the same quality as the
preceding long vowel. This sequence of long vowel + epenthetic
would have been perceived as an extra-long unitary vowel.
Roman suggests that the onset of the syllable of the epenthetic
vowel was constituted by a light constriction of the vocal folds.
This form of syllable onset was attested elsewhere as a weak
variant of the glottal stop (hamza), called by Sibawaihi hamza
bayna bayna (‘sound between hamza and zero’). Although the
virtually null articulation of the hamza bayna bayna was, in effect,
simultaneous with the beginning of the subsequent vowel, it
formed sufficient division between two vowels for the resultant
structure to be scanned as two syllables in poetry.”

It is reasonable to assume that the onset of the phonetic
syllable arising from the insertion of the epenthetic after a long

vowel in closed syllables in the Tiberian reading tradition of

71 See Roman (1983, 722-23).
72 Roman (1983, 723).
73 For the hamza bayna bayna see Roman (1983, 333).
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Hebrew was analogous to the Classical Arabic hamza bayna
bayna, i.e. a very light constriction of the vocal folds. As in
Arabic, this would have been hardly perceptible but nonetheless
sufficient to mark a syllabic boundary for metrical purposes.
When the epenthetic in such syllables in the Tiberian
tradition was a furtive patah, the onset of the phonetic syllable
containing the epenthetic would have been a glide homorganic
with the quality of the preceding vowel. The medieval Karaite
lexicographer al-Fasi refers to the existence of a bilabial glide in
words in which the vowel before the furtive patah is shureq or

holem:

Whenever the accent is on the letter before a vav, its
pronunciation is light, between the lips, as in n¥ ‘spirit’

and nin» ‘soothing’.”*

Glides before furtive patah are mentioned also in a Genizah

fragment of a Masoretic treatise:

If one of the letters 1, n or Y occurs at the end of a word
and under the letter before it there is either & or &, then
they are separated by x* (i.e. [jal), as in vnw) ‘and he
heard’, nn Goyful’, mad ‘flourishing’, »'nYn ‘causing to

hear’. If & is over it, they are separated by &1 (i.e. [wa]), as

74 Kitab Jami¢ al-’Alfagz, ed. Skoss (1936, vol. 2, 451-452): 1155% 112° 111 92
nin m) SOn PnawhK 112 4930 1ind p nYap IR 0K 0. See §1.1.6. for
further details.
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in piny ‘hearing’, ni': ‘fragrant’, and it R occurs, cases

such as pwin ‘Joshua’.”

Such a glide is the result of a slight dip in the sonority of
the preceding vowel. This can be represented in the phonetic
transcription of a word such as m7 thus: ['rRu:wah]. A word with
a hireq or sere before furtive patah can be represented with a
palatal glide thus: n'w ['sizjah] ‘plant’.

In most modern reading traditions in Arabic-speaking
Jewish communities the glide before the furtive patah is

geminated (Morag 1952), e.g.
Baghdad

jeso'hejjah (Morag 1977, 55 | L [BHS]: npit* Isa. 53.8

‘[who] considers ... ?)

'ruzwwah (Morag 1977, 55 | L [BHS]: n) Ecc. 11.4 ‘spirit’)
Jerba

ha'rejjas (Katz 1977, 87 | L [BHS]: v17 Isa. 1.16 ‘doing

evil)

'ruwwah (Katz 1977, 87 | L [BHS]: n1) Deut. 34.9 ‘spirit of")

In some traditions, the gemination of the glide alternates

with the lack of it, e.g.

75 CUL T-S NS 301.32: 158 575K nnn jR31 P17 102 990 7nba 108 pank iR
R 1"9Y 182 RTRY DAY MIH MY LAY SNn K12 RDAP NNDT R IR & RAR 793P
PYIM HNn IR PANK IR NN PINY SN K12 8NN 00D,
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Yemen

rejjah ~ re;jah (Morag 1963, 134 | L [BHS]: n™) Cant. 2.13

‘fragrance’)

jagdijjah ~ jadsdsizjah (Morag 1963, 134 | L [BHS]: my
Isa. 13.10 ‘[he] will lighten’)

newwah ~ na:wah (Morag 1963, 134 | ni ‘Noah’)
ruwwah ~ ru:wah (Morag 1963, 134 | i1 ‘spirit’)

In some of the Karaite transcriptions, an Arabic shadda sign
is written over the glide, indicating that it was read as geminated
in some variations of the Tiberian tradition already in the Middle

Ages, e.g.

73 (BL Or 2555 fol. 23r, 1 | L [BHS]: n Ecc. 4.4 ‘spirit’)

c;'eu (BL Or 2555 fol. 86v, 10 | L [BHS]: 31 Ecc. 8.14

‘that which reaches’)

(% 5 (BL Or 2559, fol. 5v, 13 | L [BHS]: bjim Lev. 22.4
‘whoever touches’)

It is attested also in some medieval manuscripts of Rabbinic
Hebrew, e.g. mvn (Mishnah, Kelim 5.10 ‘the plastering’).”®

The strengthening of the glide by gemination can be
regarded as a measure to preserve it. It results in the fortition of
the second vocalic mora of the preceding long [u:] or [i:] vowel,
thus:

76 Epstein (1950), Morag (1952, 236).
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[Cuu] > [Cuw], e.g. ['Ru:wah] > ['ruwwah]
[Cii] > [Cij], e.g. [mag'gi:jaf] > [mag'gijjas]

The geminated [j] would, according to the normal
principles of Tiberian pronunciation be realized as [33], so a more
accurate transcription would be [mag'gija$].

A similar type of gemination of glides is reflected in other
contexts in the standard Tiberian vocalization, e.g. o¥nIxy (1
Kings 11.17 ‘Edomites’), nn1 (Job 13.7 ‘deceit’), mnwm (Esther
1.8 ‘and the drinking’). This too is likely to have developed as a
measure to preserve the glide. The vulnerability of such glides is
shown by gentilic forms such as bmynn (Gen. 12.14 ‘the Egyp-
tians’ < *hammisriyim).

In the Samaritan reading tradition, gemination of the glides
[w] and [j] is normal between vowels. In many such cases an
original guttural has been lost between the vowels (Ben-Hayyim
2000, 38-39), e.g.

muwwab (axin Gen. 19.37 ‘Moab’)

>Eluwwam (o' Gen. 1.1 ‘God’)

ruwwi (117 Gen. 6.3 ‘my spirit’)

miyygldé’lm (b78n Gen. 6.7 ‘from man’)

miyyor (M&n Gen. 11.31 ‘from Ur’)

miyyélab (27nn Gen. 49.12 ‘than milk’)

A possible example of the opposite process is the reading
by Ben Naftali of the word 79" (Exod. 19.13 ‘he will be shot’) as

77 without gemination of the second yod, which is reported in
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Kitab al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschiitz 1965, 2-&*). This would reflect an
original [Cij] shifting to [Cii].

In modern reading traditions in the Middle East, the furtive
patah often receives a secondary or, in some cases, a second main

stress, e.g.

Jerba
ha'rejja¢ (Katz 1977, 87 | L [BHS]: v1n Isa. 1.16 ‘doing
evil)
ho'feij'jas (Katz 1977, 87 | L [BHS]: bbin Deut. 33.2 ‘he
shone forth’)

This phenomenon is reflected already in some Karaite
transcriptions, in which the furtive patah is represented by mater

lectionis °alif, e.g.

CL“..;.&-\ (BL Or 2551 fol. 42r, 7 | L [BHS]: p71o& Psa. 81.15 ‘I

shall subdue”)

CLP'f C\.sﬁ-j.h (BL Or 2551 fol. 66r, 3 | L [BHS]: n3in
n*oin Lev. 19.17 ‘you shall surely rebuke”)

It is likely that the purpose of this measure was to preserve
the furtive patah.

In some manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocal-
ization, a furtive patah is not marked before a guttural where it

occurs in standard Tiberian vocalization, e.g.
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Genizah manuscripts

npa (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 48 | L [BHS]: npna Job 39.5 ‘he

has loosened’)

m3in (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 47 | L [BHS]: m3in Job 40.2

‘he who reproves’)

Py (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: b3n Ruth 2.10
‘why?”)

vinra (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: pia Psa.
89.11 ‘with an arm of’)

European manuscripts

pbi% (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]:

"3* (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]: iy
Isa. 13.10 ‘it (does not) shine’)

nea (ASCAMO 57.2 v, Pilocane 2004, 29 | L [BHS]:npa 2
Sam. 9.13)

As can be seen, in some cases a shewa is marked on the final
guttural, which is a common practice in Non-Standard Tiberian
manuscripts (81.1.8., 81.1.16.). The vocalization, however, re-
flects the absence of furtive patah. A furtive patah is absent also
in many manuscripts with Palestinian vocalization.””

It is also omitted in some modern reading traditions of the

Mishnah, e.g.

77 Morag (1959, 233), Katz (1977, 87), Bauer and Leander (1922, 112-
13).
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Yemen

patheth (Morag 1963. 128 | nnia Mishnah, Megillah 4.6,

‘clad in rags (ms)’)

The development of the furtive patah after close ([i:], [u:])
and close-mid ([e:], [0:]) long vowels before gutturals in the Ti-
berian tradition was the result, as remarked above, of giving the
epenthetic after the long vowel a quality that is compatible with
the vocal tract configuration of the guttural. This is likely to have
had the orthoepic motivation of increasing the perceptibility of
the guttural in order to ensure that it was preserved in the read-
ing. The reading traditions that lacked furtive patah were more
lax in the measures they took to preserve the gutturals in this
respect. It is significant to note that the Samaritan tradition,
which in its modern form has lost a large proportion of the gut-
turals, does not reflect the historical presence of a furtive patah
(Ben-Hayyim 2000, 38-39), e.g.

wri (BHS: n11 Gen. 1.2 ‘and the spirit of")
z&'ru (BHS: i1 Deut. 33.20 ‘arm’)

St (BHS: »w Gen. 38.2 ‘Shua’)

maz'ri (BHS: v Gen. 1.11 ‘producing seed’)

’arqi (BHS: 'R Gen. 1.6 ‘expanse’)
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I.2.5. SHEWA AND HATEF VOWELS

I.2.5.1. Principles of Phonetic Realization and

Graphical Marking

1.2.5.1.1. Default Realization of Shewa

The shewa (81) sign (&) in the Tiberian vocalization system was
read either as a vowel or as zero.”® When shewa was read as vo-
calic, its quality in the Tiberian tradition was by default the same
as that of the patah vowel sign, i.e., the maximally low vowel [a],
e.g.

nean [thayas'se:] ‘you (ms) cover’ (Job 21.26)

o™271n [madabba'ri:im] ‘speaking’ (mpl) (Esther 2.14)

This [a] vowel is the outcome of a type of vowel reduction.

Vowel reduction processes cross-linguistically usually result in

78 Various other terms are used in the early sources to refer to the shewa
sign, such as the Arabic terms nuqtatayn q@’imatayn ‘two dots standing
upright’ and jazm ‘cutting off’, both found in the works of Saadya. More-
over in some sources the word shewa is spelt with a bet (8aw). For details
see Dotan (1953), Allony (1973, 105, n.165). In the early medieval
sources a terminological distinction was made between shewa and the
vowels, the latter being referred to by Hebrew terms such as oabn
‘kings’, oun'o ‘signs’, MW ‘melodies’, nyun ‘movements’ or Arabic
terms such as mulitk ‘kings’, naghamat ‘melodies’, musawwitat ‘sounding
forms’, harakat ‘movements’ and ’anhd@’ ‘inflections’. See, for example,
Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.2.1.,
also Allony (1963), Posegay (2020).
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loss of prominence, involving centralization and truncating dura-
tion. It has been recognized, however, that in some languages
reduction involves pushing the vowels to the edges of the vowel
space.” In some documented cases, this involves lowering vowels
to [a], which is the vowel quality with the highest sonority.® This
can be regarded as a strategy for preventing loss of prominence
and maintaining duration. Such a strategy would be compatible
with the conservative nature and orthoepic tendencies of the Ti-
berian tradition.

Other pre-modern traditions of Hebrew generally exhibit a
less sonorous realization of vocalic shewa.

In the Greek and Latin transcriptions, it is frequently repre-

sented as an [e] quality, e.g.5!
Septuagint

T'épapa (GOttingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: 1773 Gen. 26.1 ‘to

Gerar’)

Netwdea (Gottingen Septuagint | L [BHS]: naby Ezra 2.22
‘Netopha’)

Origen

79 See, for example, Crosswhite (2000; 2001; 2004).

80 E.g. in the unstressed syllables of Belarussian: 'kol ‘pole’ > ka'la ‘pole’
(genitive); 'fept ‘whisper’ > [ap'tats’ ‘to whisper’. This phenomenon is
discussed in the context of Tiberian Hebrew by Himmelreich (2019),

although he does not apply it to the vocalic shewa.

8 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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yedoud (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 7373 Psa. 18.30 ‘a
troop’)

oepouda (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: no3y Psa. 18.31
‘refined’)
Jerome

bethula (Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, I11.16.21 |

n71n3 ‘virgin’ [comments on Isa. 7.14])

mecchenaph (Commentary on Isaiah, ed. Gryson, VIII.7.11
| L [BHS]: qian Isa. 24.16 ‘from the edge of")

In Origen, there is sometimes no vowel where Tiberian has

a vocalic shewa, e.g.

Bdau (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: "272 Psa. 30.10 ‘in
my blood’)

$Aayav (Ambrosiana Palimpsest | L [BHS]: 1j%a Psa. 46.5

‘its streams’)

In medieval Palestinian vocalization, an [e] (represented
below by R) or [i] vowel (represented below by &) is often used

where Tiberian and vocalic shewa, e.g.5*

n[1]3nn (T-S NS 249.6, Dietrich 1968, 78*
1 Chr 6.16 ‘of the resting of’)

L [BHS]: mian

A230° (T-S 12.195, Kahle 1930, 84 | L [BHS]: jaaio? Psa.
55.11 ‘they will go round’)

82 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.
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The older layers of the Babylonian vocalization tradition
appear to reflect a tendency to have zero where Tiberian has vo-
calic shewa. This can be inferred, for example, from a vocalization
such as the following (Yeivin 1985, §8.13):

10° [i:s0:8] (Yeivin 1985, §8.13 | L [BHS]: Tiv* Lev. 4.25
‘the base of’)

Here the yod is vocalized with hireq, which appears to have
arisen due to the fact that this initial consonant clustered with
the second consonant without an epenthetic [jso:8] > [i:s0:8].

A few modern reading traditions realize vocalic shewa as

the sonorous [a] vowel, as in Tiberian, e.g.
Yemen

[rafs.'im] (Ya’akov 2013, 1014 | L [BHS]: o'x91 Isa. 26.19
‘shades’)

[la'ma$lo] (Ya’akov 2013, 1014 | L [BHS]: nYwnY Ezra 9.6
‘higher/above’)

Western Kurdistan

Salomo (Sabar 2013, 480 | %W ‘Solomon’)

nasama (Sabar 2013, 480 | nnw1 ‘soul’)
Eastern Kurdistan

tafillim (Sabar 2013, 481 | 5an ‘phylacteries’)

barit mila (Sabar 2013, 481 | n%'n ™3 ‘circumcision’)
Kerala (festive reading)

[ga:do:'lo:] (Forsstrom 2013, 462 | L [BHS]: n%i73 ‘large (fs)’
Esther 8.15)
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[ta'xe:le:de:] (Forsstrom 2013, 462 | L [BHS]: noan ‘blue’
Esther 8.15)

In most Sefardi reading traditions vocalic shewa is realized
higher in the region of [e], e.g.

Baghdad

motte'mol (Morag 1977, 67 | L [BHS]: Yhan Exod. 21.29

‘from yesterday)
Jerba

?0g gedo'la: (Katz 1977, 101 | L [BHS]: %730 Exod. 14.31
‘the big (fs)")

Aleppo

fe'ne’ (Katz 1981, 54 | L [BHS]: 11w Gen. 48.1 ‘years of")
Tripoli

$e'lumu (Artom 1922, 6 | nh%w ‘Solomon’)
Tunisia

werox'bu (Henshke 2013, 864 | L [BHS]: 1271 Exod. 15.1

‘and its rider’)

Karaite traditions (Lithuania, Poland, Ukraine, Crimea and
Istanbul)

ble-torat (Harviainen 2013, 457 | L [BHS]: naina ‘in the
teaching of’ Psa. 119.1)

Italy

metunim (Ryzhik 2013, 363 | oynn ‘moderate’ (mpl))
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Kerala (regular reading)

[fefi'pon] (Forsstrom 2013, 461 | L [BHS]: 150w ‘adder’
Gen. 49.17)

In Morocco, vocalic shewa is frequently realized as the high

vowel [i], e.g.

hagiduld (Akun 2010, 186 | L [BHS]: n’?"r;},j Exod. 14.31 ‘the
big (fs)")

Ashkenazi reading traditions often have zero where Tibe-

rian has a vocalic shewa, e.g.
Northeastern Ashkenazi
[krej'vo] (Katz 1993, 74 | n2ip ‘close’)
[gvul] (Katz 1993, 74 | 533 ‘border”)
In some traditions, it is often realized as the central vowel
[a], e.g.
Mideastern Ashkenazi
[madi:'nu] (Glinert 2013, 194 | ny1n ‘country’)
Central Ashkenazi

[madi:'no:] (Glinert 2013, 196 | N1 ‘country’)

1.2.5.1.2. Contextually-Conditioned Realization of

Shewa

In the Tiberian tradition, when vocalic shewa occurs before a gut-
tural consonant or the letter yod, it was realized with a different

quality through an assimilatory process. Before a guttural (i.e.
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ynnR) it was realized as a short vowel with the quality of the

vowel on the guttural,® e.g.
727w32 [beferkPa'ya:] ‘by your evaluation’ (Lev. 5.15)
M [voho'jo:] ‘and it became’ (Gen. 2.10)
aR81 [be'?eier] ‘well’
Tikn [mo'?0:00] ‘very’
71 [mi‘hiir] ‘price’
73m [vihik'k"e:e] ‘and your palate’ (Cant. 7.10)
n2wn [mufu:'yo:] ‘pressed’ (1 Sam. 26.7)

Before yod, it was realized as a short vowel with the quality

of short hireq [i],%* e.g.

8 Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.L.2.12.1, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.S.5.1. Some
Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts substitute a vowel sign for the
shewa in such contexts, explicitly marking the assimilation in quality,
e.g. [7]nnxa (T-S AS 68.100 | L [BHS]: gn7nx3 Psa. 119.76 ‘according
to your promise’), "2 (T-S AS 68.100 | L [BHS]: "2 Psa. 119.80
‘let my heart be’), mnwe) (T-S AS 68.100 | L [BHS]: m9nwxi Psa. 119.88
‘and I will keep’), mw3 (T-S AS 68.100 | L [BHS]: mwa Psa. 119.92 ‘in
my affliction”) (Outhwaite 2020).

84 Hidayat al-Qar?’, short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.5.5.2.
Saadya, Kutub al-Lugha (ed. Dotan 1997, 468-72). Treatise on the Shewa
(CUL Or 1080.13.3.2, fol. 2v.). Some Non-Standard Tiberian manu-
scripts explicitly mark this pronunciation before yod by vocalizing with
a hireq, e.g. o2 (T-S AS 44.35 | L [BHS]: o'a Lam. 3.57 ‘on the day’)
(Outhwaite 2020).
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oia [bijoiom] ‘on the day’ (Gen. 2.17)

ORI [lijisro:'2eel] ‘to Israel (Gen. 46.2)
o nn [hatt"ijo:'fizim] ‘the goats’ (Gen. 30.35)
TR [t"adammi'juiun] ‘you liken’ (Isa. 40.18)

According to the introduction to Kitab al-Khilaf, where Ben
Asher vocalized a preposition 5 or 2 followed by yod thus &7
‘to Israel’, Ben Naftali vocalized the first letter with hireq with no
vowel on the yod, i.e. 5815 (Lipschiitz 1965, 18). The pronun-
ciation of the reading of Ben Asher was [lijisra:'?e:el], the shewa
being pronounced as [i] before the yod. In the reading of Ben
Naftali, the sequence [iji] was contracted to a long vowel. As we
shall see below, long vowels in syllables closed by a shewa must
have had an epenthetic of the same quality, as was the case with
long vowels in closed syllables in word-final position (81.2.5.6.).
Ben Naftali’s reading, therefore, can be represented [li:is-
r'o:'2ezel].

Among the early model manuscripts, C frequently exhibits
the type of reading of shewa before yod attributed to Ben Naftali.
Such vocalizations are common also in manuscripts with Non-
Standard Tiberian vocalization after the prefixed particles 5, 2

and 1, i.e. types of vocalization such as 5879, S8, SR

% For this type of vocalization in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts
see Ginsburg (1897, 578), Kahle (1930, 58*), Morag (1959, 233-34),
Blapp (2017, 40-41, 76, 204).
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[.2.5.1.3. Hatef Signs

The shewa sign is combined with some of the basic vowel signs
to form the so-called hatef signs. In the standard Tiberian vocali-

zation these compound signs include:

hatef patah ®) | [a]
hatef segol ® | [e]

hatef games | (®) | [0]

In such signs the vocalic reading of the shewa is made ex-
plicit and also its quality.

In the Aleppo Codex (A) there are sporadic examples of a
hatef hireq sign,®® e.g.

A:  wpnnannwn (Psa. 14.1 ‘they have acted corruptly and
have done abominable deeds’ | L [BHS]: 13 wi7 inrmwin)

In hatef signs the shewa sign is normally placed to the right
of the vowel sign. There are, however, some isolated variant
forms of hatef signs in the early manuscripts in which the shewa

sign is placed under or above the vowel sign. When the

% There are five cases of this sign in A; cf. Yeivin (1968, 21). Hatef hireq
is attested also in some manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian

vocalization.
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component signs are stacked in this way, one of the components
is sometimes placed inside the open space of the letter under
which it is marked. Variants of this nature are attested, for
example, in A (Yeivin 1968, 17). In L several of the hatef patah
signs are the result of later corrections of an original simple shewa
sign by the scribe of L, Samuel ben Jacob, or a later hand. In
many such cases, the hatef sign is misshapen with the vowel sign
component often squeezed into the space above the shewa sign
(Phillips 2020).

A:  h)iang ‘it was rent asunder’ (Isa. 24.19)

noaT

L:  n%p ‘the curse of (Jud. 9.57)

The stacking of shewa above the vowel sign and writing in-
side the letter, especially het and he, is common in Non-Standard
Tiberian manuscripts.®”

The default pronunciation of vocalic shewa with the quality
of [a] was equivalent to that of the hatef patah sign (&). Both the

87 Kahle (1930, 58+), Diez Macho (1963, 37) and Blapp (2017, 79).
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vocalic shewa and the vowels expressed by hatef signs were short
vowels that, in principle, had the same quantity as short vowels
in closed unstressed syllables, which were represented in stand-
ard Tiberian vocalization by a simple vowel sign. So, the vocalic
shewa in a word such as npan ‘you cover’ (Job 21.26) would have
been read with the same quality and quantity as the patah in the
closed syllable that follows it: [thayas'se:]. Likewise, the hatef
patah in 7907 [ha'me:ley] ‘interrogative + king’ would have been
read with the same quality and quantity as the patah in 7997
[ham'me:ley] ‘the king’. Evidence for this is found in the Treatise

on the Shewa published by K. Levy:

It is an established fact that every letter that has a ‘light’
(i.e. short) vowel requires a shewa unless this is precluded
by a dagesh (in the following letter), as we exemplified at
the beginning of our treatise, 7on0—7727, or by a shewa
that is adjacent to it, i.e. after it, as in 073728; the ’alef has
a short vowel, and were it not for the shewa that comes

after it, we would have given it a shewa.®®

The author of this treatise did not feel that there was a
quantity difference between the vowel written with the hatef sign
and the vowel represented by the full vowel sign. In his view, it
was the syllable structure that necessitated the notational

distinction and not the quantity of the vowel segment. The

88 vy RIONA RN WATHOR AYINY IR ROR N3 KW 1A 19 72 895 5201 H2 I8 nam
AOROR DINAR TNPD TP PR N2IRI DR N2 RW APINTIR TR0 77070 RINP MR
RIW 1Y KI5V TP TTOR RIWOR R a3, ed. Levy (1936, 12). The lacunae
in Levy's text can now be supplied from the Geniza manuscript, CUL Or
1080.13.3.2, fol. 2v; cf. Yeivin (1981, 46), Eldar (1988, 127).
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shortness of the vowel in a closed syllable was indicated by the
dagesh or shewa on the subsequent consonant. For the sake of
economy of notation, no additional sign was added to the vowel
sign.

Further evidence for the quantitative equivalence of shewa
and hatef vowels, on the one hand, and short vowels represented
by full vowel signs in closed unstressed syllables, on the other,
can be found in the use of the hatef signs and shewa in a variety
of Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts from the Cairo Genizah.
These manuscripts sometimes represent short vowels in closed
unstressed syllables with a hatef sign and represent short [a] in a

closed unstressed syllable by a shewa sign, e.g.

o77aRy (T-S A21.14, Khan 1991, 863 | L [BHS]: omiaxy
Gen. 35.12 ‘to Abraham’)

ovan (T-S A2.30 | L [BHS]: ovan Exod. 9.27 ‘this time’)*

mnK) (CUL Or 1080.A3.21 | L [BHS]: pn&) Num. 6.2 ‘and
you will say’)

mwa (T-S AS 67.133 | L [BHS]: mwa Deut. 14.28 ‘in the
year’)

In manuscripts with vocalization, both those in the Genizah

and those written in Europe, a hatef qames sign is frequently

marked on a closed syllable, e.g.

8 The data for this and the following two examples were supplied by

Estara Arrant.



Vowels and Syllable Structure 317

Genizah manuscripts

nn3n (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: nnan Psa.
90.12 ‘wisdom’)

oanM (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: nan7) Psa.
90.10 ‘their strength’)

European manuscripts

™31 (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 230 | L [BHS]: ™21
2 Sam. 15.19 ‘foreigner’)

n%3m (ASCNON B.1.1r, Pilocane 2004, 29 | L [BHS]: n23m
Num. 27.1 ‘Hoglah’)

Even some of the Standard Tiberian Masoretic codices
contain a few cases of hatef signs and shewa in closed unstressed

syllables,” e.g.
onvna (L [BHS], Exod. 9.11 ‘on the magicians’)
o27wn (L [BHS], Exod. 30.8 ‘the evening’)
i (L [BHS], 2 Sam. 10.11 ‘they are strong’)
7721 (L [BHS], Josh. 7.25 ‘he brings trouble on you’)
130m (L [BHS], Jud. 16.2, ‘and we will kill him’)
7535 (B | L [BHS]: 75915 Lev. 20.3 ‘to Molech’)

The hatef games representing a short games in a closed syl-
lable occurs in a number of imperatives in the model manuscripts
in forms that could be confused with suffix conjugation forms

with a long games. In such cases, the use of the hatef in a closed

% Yeivin (1968, 18), Dotan (1985).
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syllable clearly has orthoepic motivations. Hatef qames signs are

marked frequently in this context in A (Yeivin 1968, 19), e.g.
177Y1 (A | L [BHS]: 37701 Jer. 49.28 ‘and destroy!”)
1wn (A | L [BHS]: 12wn Ezek. 32.20 ‘drag away!”)
m321 (A | L [BHS]: 7921 2 Chron. 6.42 ‘remember!”)
They are found occasionally in L, e.g.

7w (L | A: 7w 1 Chron. 29.18 ‘keep!’, Masora parva in
L and A: qon % ‘unique with short [games]”)

According to a medieval source, the Rabbanite authority
Hai Gaon (tenth—-eleventh centuries) recommended the use of
hatef games in such words to ensure that the vowel was read cor-
rectly with a short vowel (Harkavy 1970, 24).

In the Masoretic literature, the root h-t-p is, in fact, is
employed not only to describe short vowels in open syllables but

also those in closed syllables, e.g.

qon AR WY Ha Rp3 AR Y 5
Whenever the verb is from the root ‘to fear’, (the prefix)
has a long vowel (e.g. 387 [ji:r'?u:] ‘they fear’), whenever
it is from the root ‘to see’, (the prefix) has a short vowel
(e.g. w7 [jir'?u:] ‘they see’).”
Furthermore, in medieval Judaeo-Arabic texts with Tibe-
rian vocalization, shewa and hatef patah are used to represent Ar-

abic short /a/ in both open and closed syllables, e.g.

! Baer and Strack (1879, 31); cf. Ben-David (1957a, 14-15).
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7198 [?alduid] ‘the worm’ (T-S Ar. 8.3, fol. 16v, Khan
1992a, 107)

1npYa [yalaqtani:] ‘you created me’ (T-S Ar. 8.3, fol. 16v,
Khan 1992a, 107)

The use of hatef signs to indicate short vowels in unstressed
closed syllables was the regular practice in the so-called ‘com-
pound system’ of Babylonian vocalization. In this variety of Bab-
ylonian vocalization, short vowels in both open and closed sylla-
bles were regularly represented by different signs from those used
to indicate long vowels. Most of the signs marking short vowels
were formed by combining a vowel sign with the Babylonian hitfa
sign, equivalent to Tiberian shewa, and so were formally equiva-
lent to the Tiberian hatef signs. The hitfa sign was placed over the
vowel sign in unstressed syllables closed by dagesh in Tiberian or
under the vowel sign in unstressed syllables closed by shewa in

Tiberian or by a word-final consonant,*? e.g.

v'an (Tiberian: v*an [hib'bizit®] ‘he watched’)

anv» (Tiberian: 7inw [jif'mo:or] ‘he guards’)

In such compound Babylonian vocalization, the consonant
following the vowel is typically not marked by a dagesh sign or
shewa sign (digsha and hitfa in Babylonian terminology). The

compound Babylonian system, therefore, marked on the vowels

what the Tiberian system marked on the following consonant,

2 For further details see Yeivin (1985, 364-69) and the summaries in
Khan (2013f) and Heijmans (2016).
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one of the purposes of both being to indicate the shortness of the

vowel.

I.2.5.2. Syllabification and Metrical Structure

In the Tiberian Masoretic literature a consonant with a vocalic
shewa or a hatef vowel sign was not considered to stand inde-
pendently, but was said to be bound to the following consonant.
Thus the word 1aon ‘you shall count’ (Lev. 23.16) was consid-
ered to have been composed of two prosodic units [tis—paru:].
The sources refer to these prosodic units by the Arabic term
magqta‘ (literally: ‘point of cutting off’), which is used in the Ara-
bic grammatical literature to refer to a syllable. The treatise
Hidayat al-Qari’ notes that syllables thus formed have the status

of words, i.e., they can stand independently:

‘Another of its [i.e. the shewa’s] features is that it divides a
word into (units) that have the status of words. This is
because every letter at the end of a word is quiescent when
itis deprived of an accompanying vowel and this letter that
is deprived of a vowel is the stopping point (mahatt) of the
word and its place of division (magqta9, as in n"wx93, in
which the tav is the stopping point of the word, and 1y, in
which the resh is the stopping point of the word, and so
forth. A quiescent shewa in the middle of a word has the
same status, for it is in a sense a stopping point on account
of its quiescence, for example o3277WnR7 ‘and the satraps’

(Esther 9.3), ovayayni ‘those who chirp’ (Isa. 8.19). Each
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of these two expressions has the status of three words (ka-

lim) on account of the quiescent shewa’.*®

In various passages in Hidayat al-Qari’ there are references
to the fact that a vocalic shewa or hatef vowel is read more quickly
than a following full vowel sign, e.g. ‘The shewa makes a letter
mobile and causes it to be uttered quickly, so that one cannot
tarry on that letter’,** ‘The shewa moves quickly forwards’.?> By
contrast, a vowel is read more slowly, e.g. ‘A vowel has an indis-
soluble feature, namely slowness and steadiness’.”® A vocalic
shewa was considered to be in a subordinate relationship to a fol-
lowing vowel. In some Masoretic treatises, the shewa is referred
to as a khadim ‘servant’ and the vowels are mulitk ‘kings’.*” This
would be analogous to the relationship of a conjunctive accent,
also referred to in the treatises as a khadim, with a following dis-
junctive accent.

These descriptions can be interpreted as referring to the
rhythmic structure of the prosodic unit consisting of a vocalic

shewa followed by a vowel whereby this unit is a prosodic foot

% Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.2.10.3.

% Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.2.12.4.2.: 7572 N2 X TNR 1212 8D *NA Ap0Ia P07 §INOR T RIWHR
qIMOR.

% Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.2.12.4.2.: DRTP "OR 1P103 TN RIWOHR.

% Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,

§I1.1L.2.12.7.: nRanHR1 *oRaNHR ' ApaRan 8H 75y 7on%5.

% E.g. CUL T-S NS 301.84.
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consisting of an iambic metrical pattern with a weak syllable fol-
lowed by a strong syllable. This can be represented thus: (. *),
where the brackets enclose the syllables of the foot, the star *
represents the strong prominent syllable and the dot the weak
syllable. On a prosodic level, therefore, the phonetic realization
of a word such as 115on would consist of three syllables parsed

into two feet:*®

[(this.) (p"a.'ru)]

) (")

A number of features reflect the prosodic weakness of the
syllable of a vocalic shewa. One feature is the neutralization of
the original vowel quality (see below). Another feature is the oc-
casional loss of gemination of a consonant with vocalic shewa.
This applies in particular to sibilants, sonorants (yod, lamed, mem,
nun) and qof, which constitute relative weak consonants. The

omission of the dagesh in such forms varies across the medieval

manuscripts, e.g. in L:
oa%wn ‘the frames’ (1 Kings 7.28, < oa%wn)
23711 ‘and he spoke (Gen. 8.15, etc. < 137)

12707 ‘the one speaking’ (Gen. 45.12, etc. < 737n7 ‘the one
speaking’)

o'Awna ‘with bronze fetters’ (Jud. 16.21 < o'mwnia)

% Even though he was unaware of the medieval sources described here,
J. McCarthy (1979, 162) recognized that the vowel of shewa was not
shorter in quantity than other short vowels but rather was prosodically
weak due to its being bound to the following vowel in a foot.
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%590 ‘sing praise’ (Jer. 31.7, < 15%5n)
Wp2 ‘let them seek’ (1 Sam. 16.16, < Wpa)

The Masoretic notion of magta, therefore, can be equated
with the notion of foot in the prosodic hierarchy rather than
syllable.

In the representation above of the prosody of the 1aon it
will be noticed that the first syllable by itself has the status of a
foot, i.e. [(t"is.) (p"a.'ru:)], where feet are marked by rounded
brackets. This is in conformity with the current state of research
on the typology of the metrical phonology of the world’s lan-
guages. The foot (p"a.'ru:), as remarked, is iambic, i.e. it consists
of two syllables, of which the second is the stronger. It is a binary
foot consisting of a light syllable with one mora, viz. CV, and a
heavy syllable consisting of two morae, viz. CVV. In many lan-
guages with metrical phonology with binary feet, the feet may be
binary either in the number of their syllables, as in the foot
(CVCVV), which is known as a syllabic foot, or in the number of
their morae, known as a moraic foot. This means that a heavy
syllable with two morae, viz. CVV or CVC, normally represented
in metrical phonology by (*), could function as a foot in the met-
rical scansion of a word alongside a syllabic foot.*® The metrical
parsing of 1aon [t"is.p"a.'rRu:] would, therefore, be [(*), (. *)].

The CVC syllable with a vowel [t"is], which constitutes an
independent foot, would be metrically stronger than the first syl-

lable of the foot (. *), which is represented by a shewa sign. This

% For the typology of feet in iambic metrical systems see Hayes (1985;
1995), Kager (1993, 383; 2007, 200-201).
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would conform to the medieval descriptions cited above, which
state that a vowel has the feature of ‘slowness and steadiness’
whereas a shewa ‘moves quickly forwards’. The CVC syllable
[this] would, however, be lesser in prominence than the final CVV
syllable with the main stress ['Ru:]. These differences in promi-
nence can be represented by a metrical grid.'® In the grid the
relative prominences are marked by differences in heights of col-

umns of index marks:

Level 3 X

Level 2 X X

Level 1 X X X
) (. )
(this) (pha. 'RUZ)

As can be seen, the syllable with the main stress is the most
prominent. This stress occurs on the strong syllable of the (. *)
foot.

The foot is of relevance for some phonological processes in
the Tiberian pronunciation tradition, such as the conditioning of
the allophones of resh (81.1.20.) and the retraction of stress
(81.2.6.). This is a key justification for the reality of such metrical
constituents (Nespor and Vogel 2012).

19 For hierarchical arrangement of linguistic rhythm on a grid see, for
example, Liberman and Prince (1977), Hayes (1995, 26-31) and Halle
and Vergnaud (1987). In a study of the metrical phonology of Tiberian
Hebrew, Hovav (1984, 87-211) argues for the need to combine foot

structures with grids.
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As remarked, the phonetic realization of a word such as ip
['go:.ol] should be parsed metrically as a single trochaic foot con-
sisting of a strong syllable and a weak epenthetic syllable, which
can be represented (* .). The weak syllable [0l] is bimoraic, so,
in terms of its morae should be classified as heavy. It is somewhat
unusual for a moraically heavy syllable to be the weak syllable
of a binary foot (Kager 2007), but it is preferable to consider it
as belonging together with the preceding syllable in the same foot
constituent. The epenthetic syllable [VC] is weak and never
stressed. Moreover, there is evidence from the distribution of the
allophones of resh (81.1.20.) and the pattern of the retraction of
accents (81.2.6.) for the parsing of two heavy syllables together
as a single trochaic foot (* .). As for the occurrence of a trochaic
foot in the foot inventory of Tiberian Hebrew together with the
iambic foot (. *), it should be noted that the moraic foot consist-
ing of CVV or CVC, which is a very frequent foot, is, in fact, best
analysed as trochaic, although by convention it is normally rep-
resented (*). This is because the main prominence is on the first
vowel mora, which is the most sonorous segment of the syllable,
i.e. CVV, CVC (Kager 1993). A word-final syllabic sequence such
as ['go:ol] can be preceded by a vocalic shewa, e.g. 5ipa ‘with a
voice’, which should be analysed metrically as an amphibrach

G *).

1.2.5.3. Phonological Principles

In the vast majority of cases, vocalic shewa and hatef vowels can
be regarded as having the synchronic status of epenthetic vowels.

Very often, vocalic shewas in the Tiberian reading tradition occur
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where historically there were originally lexical vowels. These

vowels were of different qualities, e.g.
1any [yixtha'vu:] ‘they (m) write’ (< *yaktubi)
o390 [safd:'Rizim] ‘books’ (< *siparim)
0927 [davo:'Ri:im] ‘words’ (< *dabarim)

The vocalic shewa, however, does not preserve the quality
of the historical lexical vowel; rather, the shewa is a vowel with
a neutralized quality, i.e., the maximally open vowel [a], in some
circumstances modified by assimilation to its phonetic
environment. As remarked, before a guttural, it was realized as a
short vowel with the quality of the vowel on the guttural and
before yod it was realized as a short vowel with the quality of
short hireq [i]. Shortness and non-rounded vowel quality and also
the copying of the quality of an adjacent vowel are characteristic
features of epenthetic vowels (Hall 2011, 1581). In examples
such as those cited for the reduction of lexical vowels to epen-
thetic vocalic shewa, the motivation for the vowel is no longer
lexical but rather phonotactic, in that it breaks illicit clusters of
consonants on the phonetic level. Lexical vowels can be reduced
to zero in contexts where licit sequences of consonants are the

result, e.g.
350 [malye:] ‘kings of’ (< *malake)
Hxanwh [lifmu:'?ezel] ‘to Samuel’ (< *la-Samir’el)

According to this analysis of vocalic shewa, it would have
to be assumed that the original vowel is absent at some

underlying level of the phonological derivation of words and an
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epenthetic vowel is introduced at the phonetic surface level. A
/CC/ cluster at the onset of a syllable in word-initial position is

broken by an epenthetic and this can be represented thus:'"*
/mqo.mo6/  [ma.qo:.'mo:] ‘his place’ nipn
/yiy.tvi/ [yiy.ta.'vu:] ‘they write’ 33nY
/sfa.ri.m/ [sa.fo.'Ri.im]  ‘books’ nil[o]
/dva.rim/  [da.vou'Ririm] ‘words’ ™27
The only exception was the shewa in forms of the feminine
numeral oY / "NV ‘two’ and the first component in 7wy onY
‘twelve’, which was silent ['(ta:jim] / [fte:] / [fte:em]. It is for

this reason that in many medieval manuscripts the accent yetiv is

written on these words, e.g.
L: o'y (Lev. 23.17)
L, A: onw (Ezek. 1.11, 41.24)

The rule of the accent yetiv is that it occurs on a vowel that
is in the first syllable of a word. If the accent syllable is preceded
by another vowel, including vocalic shewa, yetiv cannot occur but
is replaced by pashta, e.g. hxra ‘with this’ (Num. 16.28) (Yeivin
1980, 198-99). According to some sources, the word was

pronounced by the Tiberian Masoretes with a prosthetic vowel:

191 Such underlying representations without the epenthetic vowel are
adopted in analyses of Tiberian Hebrew made within the framework of
generative phonology and optimality theory, e.g. Prince (1975),
Greenstein (1992), Malone (1993), Coetzee (1999), Edzard (2013).
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[?¢f't"a;jim],'°? although this vowel is not written in the
manuscripts. According to the author of Hidayat al-Qari’ old and
reliable codices (al-masahif al-‘utuq al-jiyad) mark pashta (b:hw)
rather than yetiv (o'n¥) on this word,'* and this is occasionally

found in the extant early codices, e.g.
C: bhw (Ezek. 1.11)

This can be interpreted as reflecting that the word was read
with a prosthetic vowel, on account of which the accented vowel
was not the first vowel of the word.

An anonymous Masoretic treatise indicates that there was

variation in the way the word was read:

As for o'nw, some people read this word with a mobile shin
(i.e. a mobile shewa on the shin) on account of the necessity
(of doing so) due to the fact it occurs in initial position and
with strengthening of tav (i.e. with dagesh). Some people
do not permit the reading of the shin as mobile and add a
hamza (i.e. glottal stop, °alef) before pronouncing it,
although it is not written, in order to be able to pronounce
the shin as quiescent (i.e. pronounce the shewa on the shin

as quiescent). This (latter) is our reading.'®

192 Cf. the Treatise on the Shewa and the other sources discussed by Levy
(1936, 31-33), also Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of
this book, §I1.1.2.12.5, and an anonymous Masoretic treatise CUL T-S
NS 301.21.

193 1,ong version, MS II Firkovitch, Evr.-Arab II 418, fols. 21r-21v.

104 11 Firkovitch, Evr.-Arab II 365, fol. 6r: jn oRiHR 0 nnvabR n7n onw
™Ino 8 1 DRI RODR TTWN YA RTNAROR 7791785 PwWHOR TnNa RARP
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The silent shewa in oY / 'Y / 0w could be explained by
the analysis of the shin as extrasyllabic and not part of the onset
of the syllable. Moreover, if the cluster /{t"/ were considered an
onset, this would violate the normal principle of rising sonority
of syllable onsets (Ewen and Hulst 2001, 136-41, 147-50;
Hoberman 1989):

/f.the/ [f.'the:] Y

By contrast, in the imperative verbal form nfw ‘drink (ms)!’
(Gen. 24.14) the shin and the tav form the onset of a syllable and
are split by an epenthetic: /{6€/ [fa.'Oe:].

The variant reading of o'nvw / 'nY / o'nw with a vocalic
shewa reported in the aforementioned Masoretic treatise could be
regarded as an epenthetic that was introduced late the transmis-
sion of the reading tradition after the rule of fricativization of
post-vocalic na3732 consonants had ceased to operate.'®

When the preposition 1n ‘from’ is prefixed to the word o'nw
/nY / mw onw and the nun is assimilated to the shin, two
processes are attested. In Jud. 16.28. the shin is geminated and
the shewa is read vocalic, resulting in the pronunciation of the

tav as a fricative:

L, A: rp 'nwn nnrop) [miffa'Ge:] ‘avenge of one of my eyes’
(Jud. 16.28)

AT PWOR 17200 HR 7572 S¥'h anon 851 82 por Hap At Tra PYHR 7NN
RINRTP .

195 For this phenomenon after guttural consonants see §1.2.5.4. below.
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In Jonah 4.11 the shin remains ungeminated and the hireq
of the prefixed preposition is lengthened in compensation. The

lengthening is indicated by a ga‘ya:

L: 17 myopwn H270 ‘more than twelve myriads’ (Jonah
4.11)

The author of the aforementioned anonymous Masoretic
treatise states that in the tradition he is familiar with the shewa
of the shin in o'nwn is silent. He indicates, however, that some
people read the shewa here vocalic and maintain the dagesh in
the tay.'

In word-internal position, the sequence /CCC/ is in
principle syllabified /C.CC/, i.e. the second consonant is
syllabified as an onset, and the cluster of the second and third
consonants at the onset of the second syllable are split by a

vocalic shewa, e.g.,
/yixtvi/  [yix.tha.'va]l  anD
‘They write’

A shewa under a geminated letter with dagesh within a word

was likewise vocalic, e.g.
/ham.ml3.xi.m/ [ham.ma.lo:.yiiim] ©7%0

‘The kings’ (Gen. 14.17)

I.2.5.4. Hatef Signs on Guttural Consonants

The discussion above concerning the epenthetic vocalic shewa

has been concerned so far with cases in which it has developed

196 11 Firkovitch, Evr.-Arab. II 365, fol. 21r.
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from a historical lexical vowel. Another motivation for an
epenthetic vowel was to introduce an ahistorical vowel between
two consonants for orthoepic purposes. This applies in particular
to the frequent insertion of an epenthetic after a guttural
consonant (nynX) where there was no historical lexical vowel in
a sequence where the guttural originally closed a syllable in
word-medial position and was in contact with a following
consonant. These epenthetics are regularly written with hatef
signs in the standard Tiberian tradition. The process can be

analysed as involving the following stages.

(i)  The historical syllable structure reflects the morphological
pattern of the grammatical form in question, e.g. the prefix
conjugation verb 15y ‘they go up’ would have the historical
syllable structure *jaf.ld, in line with, for example, 1w
‘they drink’. This can be regarded also as the underlying
phonological syllable structure /jaf.1i/.

(ii) A short epenthetic is added after the guttural. This creates
a short open phonetic syllable [CV], viz. [ja.fa.lu:].

(iii) The vowel in the syllable preceding the guttural is
lengthened, viz. [ja:.fa.lu:]. This is likely to have come
about due to a metrical constraint on having a sequence of
a light CV syllable and a following weak epenthetic sylla-
ble.

In such syllabifications involving gutturals in word-medial

position the epenthetic copies the quality of the preceding vowel:
/jas.la/ > [jarfa.lw:] 35 ‘they go up’
/heS.15/ > [he:.Ce.'Io:] n'wn ‘he brought up’
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/toh.r3/ > [trho'rx] 737V ‘cleansing’

A similar process applies to sequences in which a monocon-
sonantal preposition is attached to a word beginning with a gut-

tural, e.g.

/be?.80.m/ > [be.?e.'80:.0m] DiTRa

‘in Edom’ (Gen. 36.32):

The fact that an underlying short /e/ and short /o/ in forms
such as /heS.1i/ and /toh.r3/ surface in the phonetic form with
a segol and games quality respectively, rather than as sere and
holem, suggests that the lengthening was a late rule, both dia-
chronically and synchronically, in the derivation. The derivation

can be posited to be as follows:

/het.la/ > @) [he.Se'lu:] > (i) [he:.Se."Tu:]

/tioh.r3/ > (1) [t%.ho.'Roz] > (ii) [t%:.ho.'rRo:]

The short vowel phonemes /e/ and /o/ are normally
realized with the quality of [€] and [o] respectively when they
are short and [e:] and [o0:] when they are lengthened in syllables
with the main stress, e.g. 1% /lev/ ['lei.ev] ‘heart’, 1 /Soz/

['So:.0z] ‘strength’ (§1.2.3.2.). In a few sporadic cases the /e/ and

/o/ vowels before gutturals are realized as [e:] and [o:], e.g.
n%vn (Hab. 1.15 ‘he has brought up’)
N9 (Jud. 6.28 ‘it was offered up’)

Here the epenthetic hatef on the guttural has its default
quality of [a], since a hatef does not have the qualities of holem
or sere. These forms could be interpreted as reflecting a grammat-

icalization of the phonetic syllable structure in the environment
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of gutturals with a lengthened vowel before the guttural,
whereby it is encoded in the underlying phonological form as a

long vowel phoneme, viz.
/hé.Sla/ [he:.fa.'lu:]
/ho.515/ [ho:.fa.'12:]

Manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization exhibits many
forms in which stage (ii) posited above for the development of
most Tiberian forms (e.g. /heS.li/ > (i) [he.Se.lw:] > (ii)
[he:.Se.'lu:]) does not seem to have taken place, with the result
that the vowel before the guttural remained short or was elided.
This is reflected in the following pattern of vocalization of gut-
tural consonants (Yeivin 1985, 313). Such a syllabification was
allowed because in the Babylonian tradition there was no con-
straint on the sequence of two weak CV syllables or on clusters

of consonants in syllable onsets (Khan 2019):

A Y3 [nSa'ra:] or [naSa'ro:] ‘young woman’ (1 Kings 1.3 | L
[BHS]: mw1)

703 [j$a'mi:d] or [jaa'mi:d] ‘He will build up’ (Prov. 29.4
| L [BHS]: Tny)

In the metrical scansion of medieval Hebrew poetry in
Spain, the vowel before a guttural with a hatef vowel is, likewise,
treated as a short vowel, e.g. nwpn is scanned as CVCVCV
(Delgado 2020).

The Greek transcriptions in Origen’s Hexapla also reflect a

pronunciation in which the lengthening of the vowel before the
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guttural had not taken place. This is seen in the following exam-

ples, in which epsilon reflects a short vowel:'%”

eetnf (Ambrosiana palimpsest | L [BHS]: n'vpi Psa. 89.46
‘you wrapped’)

geMd (Ambrosiana palimpsest | L [BHS]: n*'wn Psa. 30.4
‘you lifted up’)

eeueded (Ambrosiana palimpsest | L [BHS]: n7apn Psa. 31.9
‘you established”)

This suggests that the late lengthening of the vowel before

the guttural is a feature specific to the careful reading of the Ti-

berian tradition.

The motivation for the introduction of the epenthetic be-
tween a guttural and a following consonant was orthoepic. Gut-
turals were weak consonants in the reading tradition and efforts
were made to ensure that they were not slurred over. Acoustically
the epenthesis made the gutturals more perceptible when sepa-
rated from the following consonant'® and this facilitated their
preservation in the reading.

Although there is a tendency for gutturals to be followed
by epenthetic vowels where parallel forms have silent shewa, this
is not a universal rule. It is sometimes possible to identify addi-
tional phonotactic and metrical factors that appear to have con-
ditioned the occurrence of the hatef vowels in certain forms with
gutturals in contrast to other forms that have silent shewa.

197 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
198 Cf. Hall (2011, 1577-78), who discusses this function of epenthesis

in languages.
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As shown by DeCaen (2003) and Alvestad and Edzard
(2009), one factor that conditions the occurrence of hatef vowels
on gutturals, at least on het, is sonority of the following
consonant. They have shown that a hatef vowel tends to occur
when the following consonant is high in sonority, e.g. in Wi ‘he
ploughs’ (Hos. 10.11), where the consonant is a sonorant rhotic,
but exhibits a greater tendency to be omitted when the following
consonant is lower in sonority, e.g. 57m ‘he ceases’ (1 Sam. 9.5).
This is motivated by the principle that the optimal contact
between two adjacent syllables is where the onset of the second
syllable is stronger than the offset (coda) of the preceding syllable
(Vennemann 1988, 40), and so the contact with a following weak
sonorous onset is eliminated by an intervening hatef vowel.

Variations, however, occur in inflections of the same verb,
where the same consonants are involved, e.g. 1Wm ‘they
consider’ (Isa. 13.17) vs. pawn ‘they consider’ (Psa. 35.20). In
such cases the hatef appears to have been motivated by a metrical
factor, namely the disfavouring of a rhythmic clash. This is seen
in a metrical grid representation of the two forms. In these grids
feet are marked in the first row. It will be assumed that feet after
the main stress are extrametrical (marked with angular brackets

< >). Evidence for this extrametricality is presented below.

Level 3 X

Level 2 X X X
Level 1 X X X
Feet: ™ ™) <*>

jah. 'for.  vu
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Level 3 X
Level 2 X X X
Level 1 X X X X X
Feet ™ @ *) *
jai.  ha for.  'vui. un

The grid representation displays the varying degrees of the
relative prominence of syllables. These include epenthetic sylla-
bles, syllables containing a vowel without the main accent, and
syllables with the main accent (represented as levels 1, 2 and 3
respectively in the grids above). It is likely that the insertion of
the syllable with the hatef vowel in the second form was favoured
since it created grid euphony by repairing a potential rhythmic
clash caused by two syllables of the same prominence before the

stress,'?® as shown in the following grid:

Level 3 X

Level 2 X X X

Level 1 X X X X

Feet ™ ™ ¢ )
*jah. for.  'vui. un

In the standard Tiberian tradition a shewa is in principle
silent on a guttural when the syllable of the guttural receives the

main accent and it is followed by another syllable, e.g.

1ppw [for.'ma:.af.nu:] ‘we heard’ (Deut. 5.24)

199 A clash is the occurrence of two adjacent metrically strong elements
with the same prominence. A lapse is the occurrence of two adjacent
metrically weak elements; cf. Prince (1983), Selkirk (1984).
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anow [fo:.'lasah.thi:] ‘I sent” (Num. 22.37)

If the accent moves forward after the attachment of a suffix

in such forms, however, a hatef appears, e.g.

mapnY [fa.ma:.fa.'nu:ho:] ‘we heard it’ (Psa. 123.6)

These phenomena can also be explained on metrical
grounds if we posit, as remarked above, that syllables after the
main accent are extrametrical and unfooted.''® The word 11wpw

can be represented thus (extrametrical syllables in angular
brackets):

for. 'ma:. af. nu
(7':) (7‘: ‘) <7':>

Here, since the syllable following the guttural is extramet-
rical and unfooted there is no rhythmic motivation for a hatef,
which is a weak syllable that is obligatorily footed and metrically
bound to a following strong syllable.

The metrical structure of nuYNY is:
fa. ma: Sa. 'nu. ho:

C N ¢ <>

110 For extrametrical syllables at the right periphery of words see Kager
(2007, 204).
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Here the accent on the syllable after the guttural licenses
the hatef in that it can be footed and bound metrically to this
strong footed syllable.!!!

Apparent exceptions to this are cases where a conjunctive

accent are retracted by nesiga onto a syllable before a hatef vowel,
e.g.
79 nippa-nn (Jonah 1.11, ‘what shall we do to you?’)
R npm (Job 21.16, ‘it is far from me’)

This could be explained by a hypothesis of rule-ordering,
whereby the syllabification and foot structure is fixed on the pro-
sodic word level before the main stress retraction on the prosodic
phrase level.

In many cases where a guttural occurs after the main stress
in forms with an unstressed suffixed directive he particle the gut-

tural does not have a hatef, e.g.

i (Deut. 25.7 ‘to the gate’; contrast "10w Neh.
13.19 ‘the gates of’)

nwnk (Exod. 25.20 ‘above’; contrast noun Lev.
11.5 ‘it brings up’)

noum (Exod. 38.26 ‘and upward’)
nwn nHn (Deut. 28.43 ‘above and higher)

1 According to J. McCarthy (1979, 164) the hatef vowel on a guttural
is bound prosodically with the preceding syllable rather than the fol-
lowing syllable. The descriptions in the medieval sources and the pro-

cess described here constitute counterevidence to such an analysis.
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i (Josh. 17.15 ‘to the forest’, silent shewa
also with stressed suffix, e.g. AW Jer.
46.23 ‘her forest’)

omyn non: (Num. 34.5 ‘to the brook of Egypt’)
e (Num. 21.23 ‘to Jahaz’)

There are, however, two exceptions to this, in both cases
the stressed vowel is holem:

R (Gen. 19.23 ‘to Zoar’)
nonkn (Gen. 18.6 ‘into the tent’)

There is general agreement across the model Standard Ti-
berian manuscripts regarding the marking of hatef signs on gut-
turals. The reason a composite hatef sign was written rather than
a shewa is likely to have been that the Masoretes considered that
readers would have had greater difficulty predicting the
realization of shewa under gutturals than in other contexts. As we
have seen, there were differences conditioned by variations in
the sonority of the consonant following the guttural. There were
also variations within forms of the same root, e.g. in different

inflections of verbal forms such as
wam [ vaijaiha.'voiof] (Gen. 22.3 ‘and he saddled’) —
wann [vaj.jah.ba.'fu:] (1 Kings 13.13 ‘and they saddled’)
mwn [jah.'forvu] (Isa. 13.17 ‘they consider’) — pawmn
[ja:r.ha.fo:.'vui.un] (Psa. 35.20 ‘they consider’)
There were variations also across different grammatical

categories, such as the distinction between the verb a1 ‘he sup-

plants’ (Jer. 9.3) and the proper name 2pp’.
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The quality of the epenthetic vowel on gutturals deviates
from the normal rules, which likewise motivated the addition of
a vowel sign to the shewa. A shewa on a guttural, for example,
retained the quality of [a] even if it preceded a guttural that was
followed by a vowel of a different quality, e.g. sxnn [jim.ha.?u:]
‘they clap’ (Psa. 98.8). Moreover, as we have seen, an epenthetic
vowel on a guttural became assimilated to the quality of a
preceding segol or games, e.g. Tnpn [he:.fe.'mi:.id] ‘he set up’,
7Apn [ho:.92.'ma:.ad] ‘it was set up’.

In some extant manuscripts with Non-standard Tiberian
vocalization, simple shewa is frequently marked on a guttural

where standard Tiberian vocalization has a hatef sign, e.g.

fmn (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 44 | L [BHS]: rnmn Job 39.23

‘spear’)

pWww (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 44 | L [BHS]: pwy» Job 40.23

‘it will oppress’)

AIv8 (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 43 | L [BHS]: njux Job 40.5 ‘I

will answer’)

55m: (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 124 | L [BHS]: 55m Psa. 90.5

‘it passes away’)

This could be regarded as reflecting a more primitive stage
of the development of the Tiberian vocalization system, in which
the reading of a shewa on a guttural was not marked explicitly as
vocalic by the addition of a vowel sign next to the shewa sign. In
the standard Tiberian system a vestige of a more primitive stage
of development can be identified in the vocalization of the gere

of the Tetragrammaton with shewa corresponding to the hatef
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vowel on the °alef in the standard vocalization of the words
representing the gere (nim = I8, i’ = ©YR). One can
compare this to the continuing use of the early Hebrew script to
write the Tetragrammaton in Qumran manuscripts that are
otherwise written in square script (Tov 2012, 205).!!2

In L a hatef segol is sporadically written on the Tetragram-
maton when the gere is 0'%&. This is marked on the first two
cases where it has this reading (Gen. 15.2, 15.8) and thereafter
is vocalized with shewa:

L: M 1R (Gen. 15.2)
L:  1im 3R (Gen. 15.8)

In some Standard Tiberian manuscripts the Tetragramma-
ton is vocalized with hatef segol when the gere is o'i%&% more reg-
ularly than in L, e.g. I Firkovitch Evr. I B 52.

In some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts the Tetragram-
maton is vocalized with a hatef patah (7i°) when the gere is "1,
e.g. I Firkovitch Evr. II B 3. Likewise, in Non-Standard Tiberian
manuscripts, hatef segol is written on the Tetragrammaton more
frequently than in L when the gere is o5& (Blapp 2017, 151).12

Conversely, in some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts a
hatef sign is marked on a guttural where the standard Tiberian

tradition has a silent shewa, e.g.

112 Also in early manuscripts of Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible
the Tetragrammaton is written in Hebrew script, in some cases even in
the early type of script (Roberts 1951, 173-174).

13 Some manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization represent the initial

vowel of the gere on the Tetragrammaton (Yeivin 1985, 912).
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Genizah manuscripts

mne (T-S Al2.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: mqno Prov.
31.18 ‘her merchandise’)

nva (T-S Al2.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: a%a Prov.
31.23 ‘her husband’)

nivnw1i (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: ni“ny1i Prov.
27.6 ‘and excessive’)

s (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 74 | L [BHS]: niny Ruth 2.13
‘T will be”)

AIvawn (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 71 | L [BHS]: nyvawn Prov.
27.20 ‘will [not] be satisfied’)

European manuscripts

1pRYw (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 224 | L [BHS]:
3wnw Josh. 1.17 ‘we heard”)

A™arn (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 224 | L [BHS]:
mhaxn Jer. 2.31 ‘darkness’)

oFpn (BL Add MS 21161, fol. 160v | L [BHS]: oywn Psa.
104.10 ‘springs’)

The occurrence of a dagesh in the na>13a letter after the
hatef in forms such as ninnpii and 77598 indicates that the gut-
tural must originally have been vowelless and the epenthetic
hatef vowel was inserted at a late period after the rule of frica-
tivization of na3732 consonants following vowels had ceased to

operate. The same applies to the occurrence of the Non-Standard
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Tiberian dagesh in the nun of 4pAwW, which would normally occur
only after a vowelless letter (81.3.3.).

In manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, there are sev-
eral attested cases of the phenomenon of late insertion of an ep-
enthetic and preservation of a plosive na3732 in word-internal
position marked by dagesh (a miniature gimel over the letter)
(Yeivin 1985, 342), e.g.'**

ipifivn [hii'thi:qu:] ‘they moved away’ (L [BHS]: 3nyy Job
32.15)

vrvipn [mSaglo:'0o:w] (L [BHS]: vrbswn Prov. 5.21 ‘his
paths’)

ohyaar [?arbaSa't™>:m] (L [BHS]: onpa7r Dan 1.17 ‘the

four of them’)

1.2.5.5. Hatef Signs on Non-Guttural Consonants

Hatef signs are occasionally marked on non-guttural consonants
in the Standard Tiberian vocalization. Many of these are
epenthetic vowels, which had the purpose of disambiguating the
reading of a shewa under a non-guttural consonant, i.e. to
indicate explicitly that it was vocalic and to indicate its quality.
This was an orthoepic measure to ensure correct reading. The
model manuscripts differ as to the number and distribution of
hatef signs on non-guttural consonants, and the Masoretic
treatises refer to differences in this regard among the Tiberian
Masoretes. The existence of these differences can be interpreted

as indicating that hatef signs on non-guttural consonants emerged

114 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.
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at a later stage in the development of the Tiberian vocalization
system than hatef signs on guttural consonants.

The main difference in the marking of hatef signs on non-
guttural consonants is the extent to which the vocalic shewa with
its default pronunciation of [a] was replaced by a hatef patah sign.
The Aleppo Codex (A) exhibits a particularly advanced tendency
to mark hatef patah in such contexts, and there are many exam-
ples where A has hatef patah but L and other manuscripts have
simple shewa, e.g.

A: ngnn (L [BHS]: ngann 2 Kings 6.32 ‘the murderer’)

A:  oonnh (L [BHS]: onnnY Job 33.22 ‘to those who bring
death”)

A:  onpna (L [BHS]: opbna 1 Chron. 16.5 ‘with the
cymbals’)

A:  n%pan (L [BHS]: ba'rpa n%pan 1 Sam. 18.23 ‘does it seem to
you a little thing?’)

n7w1 (L [BHS]: nw1 2 Kings 9.17 ‘and send”)

T9nnn (L [BHS]: 1900 Jer. 22.15 ‘are you a king?’)

A:  ppy (L [BHSI: pp% 1 Kings 21.19 ‘they licked”)

The manuscript L marks hatef patah in place of vocalic
shewa in a number of cases, e.g.

L:  127anm (Gen. 22.18 ‘they shall bless themselves’)
L, A: wava (Job 33.25 ‘his flesh became fresh’)

L, A: nawy (Jud. 5.12 ‘and take captive!’)
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In some model manuscripts, however, hatef patah never oc-
curs on non-gutturals, e.g. MS Sassoon 507 (S) (Shashar 1983,
20).

The Masorete Pinhas Rosh ha-Yeshiva is reported in the
Diqduge ha-Te‘amim to have added a patah sign to many instances
of vocalic shewa under non-guttural consonants, some of which
have simple shewa in L (ed. Dotan 1967, §20), e.g.

0230 (Exod. 25.20 ‘covering’ | L [BHS]: 0'22b)

m1iann (Isa. 24.19 ‘it has been rent asunder’ | L [BHS]:

e

"Wp (Deut. 9.27 ‘stubbornness’ | L [BHS]: *wp)

There are also differences in the manuscripts and among
the Masoretic authorities with regard to the replacement of a
vocalic shewa by a hatef sign on a non-guttural consonant before
a guttural consonant with the purpose of indicating the quality
of the shewa. This is referred to in Diqduqe ha-Te‘amim, which
states that there was no consistency among the Tiberian

Masoretes in the marking of hatef games in words such as (ed.
Dotan 1967, §19):

nnpan (L [BHS]: hnnan Gen. 43.21 ‘and we opened’)
npnw (L [BHS]: npnw Psa. 39.13 ‘hear’)
nxIpa (L [BHS]: nxpa Zech. 8.3 ‘and it will be called’)

This was a measure to ensure that the shewa was read with

the quality of the games after the guttural rather than its default
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pronunciation with the quality of patah.''> Here L generally ex-
hibits the more conservative practice of leaving the words with
simple shewa with the expectation that the reader would know
the correct pronunciation. There are, however, some cases of

hatef games in this context in L, e.g.
mnnw (Jer. 20.15 ‘he made him happy’)

The Aleppo Codex exhibits a greater tendency to use a hatef

sign in these circumstances (Yeivin, 1968, 35), e.g.
A:  nnpn (L [BHS]: "nnpn Josh. 21.4 ‘the Kohathite’)

As we have seen, A even uses an innovative hatef hireq. The
purpose of this was to mark explicitly that a shewa was vocalic
and that, since it was followed by a guttural with a hireq, the

shewa was to be read with the quality of hireq (Yeivin 1968, 21),
e.g.
12'pnn [hin6i.'firva:] (L [BHS]: 12°pni Psa. 14.1 ‘they have

done abominable deeds’)

Some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts use the simple
vowel sign hireq in place of the shewa sign where the shewa has

the pronunciation of short [i] before a guttural with hireq, e.g.

115 Compare the remarks of David Qimhi (Sefer Mikhlol, ed. Rittenberg,
1862, 138b): 191 qon pnph MO 030 NR™MP T2 WA I q0N PRp TP 1N
qon PP AP YRunw oprTa omav wi i ‘Likewise with hatef games,
as in 73-w3m “and from rebuking you” (Isa. 54.9), the reading of the
[vowel on] the gimel is similar to hatef games on account of the ‘ayin.
There are accurately vocalized codices in which the gimel is vocalized

with hatef games.’
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w1 (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 75 | L [BHS]: w1 Prov. 29.13

‘and a man’)

In Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts shewa before yod,
which is pronounced as [i], is frequently replaced by hireg, e.g.

Genizah manuscripts

i (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 75 | L [BHS]: 711 Prov. 31.20
‘and her hands’)

5min (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 151 | L [BHS]: 511 Psa. 69.4
‘waiting’)
European manuscripts

73707 (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 234 | L [BHS]:
n37e" Josh. 6.26 ‘he will found it)

%55 (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 234 | L [BHS]: %
Isa. 15.2 ‘wails’)
I.2.5.6. Silent Shewa after a Long Vowel

When shewa occurred within a word after a long vowel, it was as

a general rule silent,''® e.g.
2w [jetef'vu:] (Gen. 47.6 ‘let them dwell)
77 [j9:08"x0:] (Gen. 49.8 ‘your hand’)
1Y [forom'ru] (Jud. 2.22 ‘they guarded’)

"W [fo:om're:] (2 Kings 25.18 ‘the guards of’)

116 The evidence for this in the various medieval sources is discussed in
Khan (1987, 54-55).
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As can be seen in the transcriptions above, we should
assume that an epenthetic vowel of the same quality of long
vowel occurred before the consonant with the silent shewa after
the long vowel. The presence of the epenthetic in such word-
medial syllables is demonstrated by the fact that the first syllable
can take a secondary stress in the form of a conjunctive accent,
e.g.

mvba [k"o,fo:ot™jo:] ‘like one wrapped’ (Cant. 1.7)

A secondary stress cannot clash with the main stress but
must, in principle, be separated from it by intervening syllable
on the phonetic level.

This phenomenon may be compared to the insertion of an
epenthetic after a long vowel in a closed syllable at the end of a
word, e.g. 5ip [qo:.0l] ‘voice’ (§1.2.4.). The underlying syllable
structure of words such as MY [{o:.om.'ru:] could, therefore, be
represented /{3.m.rii/, with a stray extrasyllabic consonant, just
as it has been proposed to posit the existence of an extrasyllabic
consonant in word-final position, viz. /qo.l/. Following the
analysis by Kiparsky (2003) of Arabic syllable structure, we may
say that such unsyllabified consonants, which he terms
‘semisyllables’, are licensed by moras adjoined to the higher node
of the prosodic word rather than the syllable node:

N
7 i/”

/j:').m.ru/ [fa:.om.Rru:] they guarded’
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On the phonetic level the extrasyllabic consonant was syl-
labified by means of an epenthetic. There was a constraint
against word-final short epenthetic vowels in open syllables
[CV], since such syllables had to be combined in an iambic foot
with a following bimoraic syllable, i.e. a syllabification such as
[go:.la] or [ro:.fa] was not licit. So the epenthetic came before
the consonant, forming a closed syllable [VC]: ['go:.ol], which
constituted a trochaic foot (* .) metrically. In principle, the word-
internal consonants in a sequence such /CVCCV/, as in mnv,
could have been syllabified /CV.CCV/ with an epenthetic break-
ing the cluster in the onset of the second syllable /CCV/ on the
phonetic level, thus [(CV:).(CV.CV:)], with the feet indicated by
the round brackets. This is because a short open syllable [CV] is
licit in this position. Such a syllabification, indeed, occurs in
some words (see below). The normal syllabification of word-in-
ternal sequences such as /CVCCV/ and /CVCCVC/ as /CV.C.CV/
and /CV.C.CVC/ rather than /CV.CCV/ and /CV.CCVC/ is likely
to have developed by analogy with the obligatory syllabification
/CV.C/ in word-final position.

The metrical parsing of a form such as [{>:.om.'rRu:] would
be [(* .) '(M], i.e. [(Jo:.om).('ru:)]. As remarked already, the
second syllable in the trochaic foot (* .) is heavy since it is
bimoraic, but it would have been of relatively low prominence.
The relative differences in prominence can be reconstructed on a

metrical grid as follows:'!”

117 J, McCarthy (1979, 157) also proposed that such word-internal syl-
lables were feet containing ‘two rhyme nodes’, though he did not iden-
tify an epenthetic in his framework of analysis.
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Level 3 X
Level 2 X X
Level 1 X X X
Feet (* J) )
for. om. 'RU:

I.2.5.7. Vocalic Shewa after a Long Vowel

1.2.5.7.1. On Guttural Consonants

In certain cases, a shewa after a long vowel in word-internal
position was pronounced vocalic. This applies to all cases where
the consonant after the long vowel is a guttural. In such cases, as
is the rule with gutturals, the vocalic reading is explicitly

indicated by hatef signs, e.g.
o172 [k"oha'ni:im] ‘priests’
o'pu¥ [s'o:fa'qizim] (Gen. 4.10 ‘crying out’)
oy [lotha's®i:im] (Exod. 3.9 ‘pressing’)
DAR3 [k"o:?a'vi:im] (Gen. 34.25 ‘being in pain’)

Hypothetically it could have been possible for a type of fur-
tive patah vowel to have been inserted before the guttural, i.e.
[lo:wah's*i:im], by analogy with gutturals in word-final position,
as in, for example, [mo:wah] ni ‘marrow’. The insertion of the
epenthetic after the guttural had an orthoepic motivation. It was
a more optimal position to make the guttural maximally percep-
tible before the following consonant. This also put the guttural in
the onset of a syllable, which is a stronger position than the syl-

lable coda and thus more optimal from an orthoepic point of
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view. The placement of the epenthetic before the guttural in
word-final position, i.e. furtive patah, is due to the fact that the
constraint on word-final, unfooted CV syllables outranked the or-
thoepic principle of putting the guttural in onset position. The
Babylonian reading tradition did not have such a constraint on
word-final CV syllables and placed furtive patah after a guttural
in word-final position. This is attested where the final consonant
is ‘ayin (Yeivin 1985, 327-28), e.g.''®

Y5 [jag'gi:fal (L [BHS]: 1y Isa. 8.8 ‘it will reach’)

11 [mad'du:Sa] (L [BHS]: v37R Jer. 2.14 ‘why?”)

1.2.5.7.2. On Non-Guttural Consonants

The Masoretic sources list a number of cases where the shewa on
non-guttural consonants after a long vowel is vocalic rather than
silent according to the general rule. The early Tiberian Masoretic
manuscripts vocalize many of these cases with hatef patah to
indicate that the shewa should be read as vocalic (81.2.5.1.). As
remarked above, some manuscripts vocalize in this way more

frequently than others and it is particularly common in A.

1.2.5.7.3. Long Vowel before Two Identical Consonants

One notable case is a shewa under the first of a pair of identical
consonants, which was vocalic if the preceding vowel was long,
e.g.

L:  ppY [lo:ga'qui] ‘they licked’ (A: 1pRy, 1 Kings 21.19)

118 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.
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L: 3110 [sowva'vu:] ‘they surrounded’ (A: 1230, Josh. 6.15)
L: v [foit'a't*u:] ‘run to and fro!” (A: 1dviv, Jer. 5.1)
L:  ni% [fo:la'lo:00] ‘gleanings’ (A: niY%y, Jud. 8.2)

L:  pph [ho:ga'qi:] ‘one who carves’ (A: *pph, Isa. 22.16)
L: D22ina [baBorya'ye:em] ‘in your presence’ (Gen. 23.9)
L: 9250 [hoilirya'yo:] ‘he caused you to go’ (Deut. 8.2)

The insertion of the epenthetic between the consonants was
most likely favoured since it made the two identical consonants
more perceptible and so ensured that they were not slurred to-
gether and contracted in the reading. The vocalic shewa, there-
fore, here has an orthoepic motivation. In a CVCC sequence one
repair strategy of the overlong syllable CVC would have been to
elide the consonant in the coda. This would have been easier
where there was a sequence of two identical lexical consonants.

If the preceding vowel was short, the shewa was silent.'?
This was due to the fact that the syllable CVC with a short vowel
was bimoraic and not subject to any change to optimalize its

weight, e.g.

L: 17 [hin'ni:] ‘behold me’ (Gen. 6.17)

9 Digduqe ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §5), Saadya, Kutub al-Lugha
(ed. Dotan 1997, 466-67). Treatise on the Shewa (ed. Levy 1936, 1-10).
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L, A: o7p~110 [harre:] ‘the mountains of old’ (Deut. 33.15)

L, A: o™a8 ni117 [Riv'vo:oB] ‘the ten thousands of Efraim’ (Deut.
33.17)

L, A: nx~ppn [higqe:] ‘decrees of iniquity’ (Isa. 10.1)
L, A: an%y [jillo:'@omh] ‘its wailing’ (Isa. 15.8)
L: 377w [vafod'du:] ‘and devastate!’ (A: 377w, Jer. 49.28)

Note that in the last example, A indicates the shortness of
the vowel in the closed syllable by hatef games sign.

In six words, however, shewa on the second of two identical
letters after a long vowel is silent, in all of which the long vowel

has the main stress. These are the following:'°

L, A: »nxen [jims®:'?uunni:] ‘they (m) will find me’ (Prov. 8.17)
L, A: 2w [jafatha'r*uiunni:] ‘they seek me’” (Hos. 5.15)

L, A: »3725 [ jayabba'do:onni:] ‘he honours me’ (Psa. 50.23)

L, A: 1Ry 891 10nw L omRp: [jigro:'2wiunni: ...
jafarha'r*uwunni: va'lo: jims®:'?urunni:] ‘they call me ... they

seek me but do not find me’ (Prov. 1.28).

This can be explained on metrical grounds in the same way
as the difference between niwnw and 1wnw (81.2.5.4.) The occur-
rence of vocalic shewa after the main accent in *138¥R’ is not op-
timal since the final syllable after the accent is extrametrical and
unfooted and a vocalic shewa is a weak syllable that is obligato-

rily footed and metrically bound to a following strong syllable.

120 Digduqe ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §5), the Treatise on the Shewa
(ed. Levy, 1936, ).
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When the accent on a word is retracted by nesiga onto a
long vowel before two identical consonants, A marks the shewa
on the first consonant as vocalic by hatef patah in virtually all

cases, €.8.

L: 12 ma ['boizazu: 'baiaz] ‘they took plunder’ (A: i3, Isa.
33.23)

L: i3 nooj ['noisaso: 'vor] ‘it drove it on’ (A: nooj, Isa. 59.19)

L: 7w aaion [vir'sorvavu: 'Si:r] ‘and they go around the city’
(A: 121iom, Psa. 59.7)

L p73ppi [jo'horqaqu: 's'edeq] ‘they decree what is just’ (A:
PR, Prov. 8.15)

In one case that is extant in A, however, a shewa is written
rather than a hatef patah. The consonant following the retracted

accent here is the sonorant nun:
L:  n323ann ‘you will understand it’” (A: 13iann, Jer. 23.20)

It is clear from the vocalization in A of the majority of ex-
amples that the retraction of the accent did not cause the shewa
to become silent.'?! As noted above (§1.2.5.4.), in the sequence of
rules of derivation, the retraction of an accent appears to have
taken place after the syllable structure had been established.
With regard to 1m3iann (Jer. 23.20), in which A has a simple shewa
sign, it is likely that here too the shewa was read as vocalic, since

the Treatise on the Shewa states that the shewa on the first of two

21 This is contrary to the claim of Dotan in his notes to his edition of
Digduge ha-Te‘amim (1967, vol. 2, 192) that the shewa was silent in all
these cases.
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identical letters after the vowel holem was read in all cases with-

out exception as vocalic (ed. Levy 1936, r-1v).

1.2.5.7.4. Long Vowel in a Prefixed Particle before
Resh

According to the Treatise on the Shewa published by Levy (1936),
if resh with shewa is the first letter of a noun and is preceded by
a prefixed grammatical particle that is vocalized with games or
sere, the shewa was pronounced vocalic. The relevant passage is

as follows (Levy 1936, n*-1):

Rule concerning the resh that causes shewa to be vocalic:
Whenever resh has shewa under it and is the second letter
of the word, the shewa is always pronounced like patah, as
in 15%im oo (Job 26.5 ‘the shades tremble’), and as in
opwnn (Psa. 1.4, etc. ‘the wicked’), win (2 Chron. 35.7
‘from the possession of’), w1373 (Ezra 1.6 ‘with goods’),
2in72 (Gen. 19.2, etc. ‘in the street’), niana (Prov. 7.12,
etc. ‘in the streets’), onn1a (Neh. 4.15 ‘[held] onto the
spears’), onn7M (Neh. 4.10 ‘and the spears’), and other
cases. Know that this rule applies only when it [i.e. resh] is
preceded by games or sere [lit. two dots]. If it occurs
without these two signs (preceding it), it is never
pronounced like patah, as in o771 (Jud. 9.37 ‘coming
down’), o'77i (Neh. 2.19 ‘rebelling’), 2in7a (Ezra 10.9, etc.
‘in the open square of’), jix12 (Esther 1.8 ‘according to the
will of), 1i¥7% ‘for the will of (cf. 13¥1% Lev. 1.3), §7mn (1
Sam. 23.28, etc. ‘from pursuing’), 570 (Deut. 16.20, etc.
‘you shall pursue’). The whole of Scripture follows this

rule. The words that I have just shown you, under which
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the shewa is vocalic, are only nouns. Do not mix these with

verbs and fall into error.'?

The intention of the statement that the shewa is pronounced
as patah (yuftah) is that the shewa was pronounced vocalic. This
was the default pronunciation of vocalic shewa and was the pro-
nunciation of most of the cases cited, e.g. o'yw1n [ho:rafo:'Tizim],
w137 [me:rayu:uf]. In some of the cases cited in the Treatise on
the Shewa, however, the vocalic shewa occurs before a guttural
and so one would expect that it would have had the quality of
the vowel after the guttural, e.g. 2in7a [vo:ro'ho:ov]. In some
cases in the early manuscripts, the quality of the vocalic shewa
before the guttural is made explicitly by a hatef sign, e.g. 072
[bo:roho:'t'izim] (L [BHS] Gen. 30.38 ‘in the troughs’).

The reading of the shewa as vocalic in these forms appears
to have had a morphological motivation. It was a strategy to keep
the morpheme boundary perceptually distinct, aligning the pros-
ody with the morphology by creating a foot boundary between

the grammatical affix and the stem of the word:
ho:. rRa.  fou 'Cir.  im

() C *) o 9]

122 Hnbabr 1 IRADR §INOKRD K1Y ANND WA 52 :RIWHR 70 THR wHR 0w
A12iM72 2in72 w1372 w1370 Hnm 0w 1595 o're1n Snn ovyh KR nng?
.OPA MMPI NW IR PP RAYIAP NI’ IR RAVIW (8 DHYRI .RATTH DM 0NN
I¥72 21113 07D TR YN RTIR NNDY KD PATOOR TN A IRD IR RDRY
0 IRIMR YTHOR DRYIOR RTM RIPAIR 53 0IWHR KT DY TN 9iT0 1iv)?
"IN HRYAROR YN VHIN RYD VP RNDKR RIA ANAN TN RIWHR IR "Hap.



Vowels and Syllable Structure 357

In the same phonological conditions, i.e. resh preceded by
long games or sere, in other contexts the shewa was generally si-
lent and the resh footed with the preceding syllable, e.g. in the

following verbal forms (feet indicated by round brackets):
177 [(j2:.0R).('0u:)] ‘they went down’ (Exod. 15.5)

177 [(er.er).('du:)] ‘they (m) will come down’ (1 Sam.
13.12)

o171 [(jo:.oR).'(8i:.im)] ‘coming down (mpl)’ (Jud. 9.37)

The statement at the end of the passage from the Treatise
on the Shewa implies that the reading of the shewa as vocalic after
a prefixed grammatical particle only applied to nouns, suggesting
that in forms such as nik7n (Isa. 21.3 ‘from seeing’), nivn (Ezek.
34.10 ‘from feeding’), N1 (Gen. 46.3 ‘from going down’) the
shewa would be silent, viz. [me:er'?20:00], [me:er'T0:00],
[me:er'do:]. In the Hebrew Masoretic treatise §11 in Baer and
Strack’s (1879) corpus, however, it is stated that the shewa in
nikn (Isa. 21.3) and nivan (Ezek. 34.10) is read vocalic.

The strategy of reading the shewa as vocalic to mark the
morpheme boundary only applied to cases where the particle had
a vowel phoneme with inherent length, i.e. long games /5/ or
long sere /&/. In such cases, the reading of an epenthetic after the
resh would be achieved by syllabifying the resh in the onset of the
initial syllable of the noun, e.g. W n /mé.ryi.f/ [me:.-
ra.'yu:.uf]. When the particle had a short vowel phoneme, e.g.
2inn3, the syllabification of the resh in the onset would require

compensatory lengthening by the replication of the short pho-
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neme to fill the slot of the resh, i.e. /bir.ho.v/ > /bii.rho.v/. Ev-
idently, there was a constraint against this additional adjustment
of the syllable structure.

The Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, §20) includes
some cases of constructions consisting of a prefixed particle with
qgames or sere before resh as examples of the practice of the Mas-
orete Pinhas Rosh ha-Yeshiva to use hatef patah to indicate that

a shewa on a non-guttural consonant was vocalic, viz.
ora7n ‘from Rephidim’ (L [BHS]: o571, Exod. 19.2)
nnmy ‘the respite’ (L [BHS]: nnmj, Exod. 8.11)
w277 ‘the fourth’ (L [BHS]: »'a77, Gen. 2.14, etc.)

w1277 ‘the property’ (L [BHS]: w1211 Num. 16.32, w317 1
Chron. 27.31, ¥1377 2 Chron. 21.17)

owwan ‘the bad ones’ (L [BHS]: owwni, Exod. 9.27, etc.)

With the exception of v1277 (Num. 16.32), L vocalizes all
cases of resh in these constructions with a simple shewa. Even in
Num. 16.32 the hatef patah is misshapen and the patah appears
to have been added during a later revision. As one would expect,
A marks a hatef patah in many cases to indicate explicitly that the

shewa was vocalic. The extant examples include:
290 ‘the fourth’ (L [BHS]: n*r277, 1 Kings 6.37)
0'0277 ‘and the rough places’ (L [BHS]: o'o27m Isa. 40.4)
o'wwam ‘and the wicked’ (L [BHS]: owwnm, Isa. 57.20)

o'ww1a ‘(do not envy) the wicked’ (L [BHS]: owwna, Prov.
24.19)
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npwan ‘the evil (way)’ (L [BHS]: npwnn, Ezek. 3.18)

m? ‘to relief’ (L [BHS]: mm, Psa. 66.12)

w175 ‘the property’ (L [BHS]: w337, 1 Chron. 27.31)
W17 ‘the property’ (L [BHS]: 3377, 2 Chron. 21.17)
w1271 ‘from the property of’ (L [BHS]: w121, 2 Chron. 35.7)

It is significant to note, however, that a proportionally
larger number of cases of these constructions are vocalized in A

with simple shewa. Some selected examples include:
w277 ‘the fourth’ (Josh. 19.17 + 20 other cases)
293 ‘on the fourth’ (Ezek. 1.1)
290 ‘the fourth’ (1 Kings 6.1, + 8 other cases)
o'pwn ‘the evil ones’ (Zeph. 1.3 + 3 other cases)
oy (Isa. 48.22 + 1 other case)
opwIn ‘from wicked ones’ (1 Sam. 24.14 +5)

These include cases in which a preposition is attached to a
verbal infinitive and so, judging by the statement in the Treatise

on the Shewa, one would expect the shewa to be read as silent:
niran (Isa. 21.3 + five other cases)
niwvn (Ezek. 34.10)

It is possible that the use of simple shewa in A before many
nominal forms is due to inconsistency of the marking of hatef
patah on non-guttural consonants. There are also a number of

cases in A in which a vocalic shewa would have had the quality
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of [o] before guttural with holem. In such cases, there was no

available hatef sign to represent this quality, e.g.
o'pinTn ‘the distant ones’ (Isa. 46.12, 66.19)
niannal ‘and in the squares’ (Cant. 3.2)
ann ‘from the square of’ (2 Sam. 21.12)

Some of the Karaite transcriptions use the Arabic sukiin
symbol to mark explicitly that a shewa is silent. It is significant
that examples can be found in the manuscripts of the sukiin
marked on the transcription of resh where, according to the rule
in the Treatise on the Shewa just described, one would expect the

shewa to be vocalic, e.g.

& s 525k s [wuvorhor'vo:o8] (BL Or 2554 fol. 56v, 9 | L

[BHS]: niafnnai Cant. 3.2 ‘and in the squares’)

This indicates that in some streams of the Tiberian tradition
the shewa was not consistently pronounced vocalic after a long

vowel of a prefixed particle.

1.2.5.7.5. Shewa in Inflections of Specific Verbal Roots

A shewa on the medial radical of the verbal roots "33 ‘to drive
out’, 5"ax ‘to eat’, 7"12 ‘to bless’, 7" ‘to go down’, and 7"91 ‘to
go’ is vocalic after a long vowel in certain circumstances, accord-
ing to Ben Asher. In some of the cases where Ben Asher read the

shewa as vocalic, Ben Naftali read it as silent.
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In forms with shewa on the resh following a long vowel from
the root 7"12 ‘to bless’,'? if the accent is on the bet, the shewa is
silent. This applies to cases where the accent has been retracted
by nesiga, e.g.

L: i3 372nm [vihi®'boryu: 'vo:] ‘they will bless themselves

in him’ (A: 127anm, Jer. 4.2)

L: 92 307anm [vijie'booryw: 'voi] ‘and may they bless them-

selves in him’ (A: 107anm, Psa. 72.17)

L: &332 ['badryu: 'nd:] ‘bless!” (A: 31373, 1 Chron. 29.20)

If, however, the accent is on the kaf, the shewa after a long
vowel is vocalic.'** The manuscript A regularly indicates the vo-
calic realization by a hatef patah sign and this is frequently the
case alsoin L, e.g.

L: 13712 [boira'yermni:] ‘bless (ms) me!” (Gen. 27.34)

L:  ninv3o72 [bara'yw:] ‘bless the Lord’ (A: 1973, Psa. 103.20)

L:  qws1°3372n Mapa [tavorra'ya:anni:] ‘in order that your soul
blesses me’ (Gen. 27.19)

L: M 1372 [boira'yu:] ‘bless the Lord’ (Jud. 5.2)

123 For this rule see Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, §21), Treatise
on the Shewa (ed. Levy, 1936, 5-v2).

124 According to Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §21) the only
exception in the Bible is the Aramaic form n372 ‘I blessed’ (Daniel 4.31),
in which the accent falls on the syllable beginning with the kaf but the

shewa is silent.
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The marking of hatef patah is not completely regular in L
and, moreover, many cases seem to be corrected from an original
simple shewa sign. Other manuscripts written by the scribe of L,
Samuel ben Jacob, mark the hatef patah more regularly, such as

the manuscript known as L17:%°
L: 3371 [wuvorra'yu:] ‘and bless’ (L17, A 12723, 2 Sam. 21.3)
L:  adan Ny [Pavorra'yerennu:] ‘do not bless him’ (L17, A
1372n, 2 Kings 4.29)
The shewa was vocalic also when a secondary accent oc-
curred on the syllable beginning with the bet. This is the case, for

example, in the following form, although it is written with a sim-

ple shewa in L:'?°

L:  7'37an [ma vora'yeryo:] ‘and I will bless those that bless
you’ (Gen. 12.3)

According to Masoretic sources,'?” Ben Asher read a shewa

on the resh in forms from the root "33 ‘to drive out’ as vocalic

125 The manuscript in the I Firkovitch collection labelled L17 by Yeivin
(1968) has recently been identified by Phillips (2017) as being written
by Samuel ben Jacob. See Phillips (2020) for a study of distribution of
hatef patah in L, L17 and other manuscripts attributed to Samuel ben
Jacob.

126 This is confirmed by Hiddyat al-Qari’, which states that 7372n ‘has
two accents and the shewa is vocalic’ (Long version, edition in vol. 2 of
this book, §I1.L.3.2.7.).

27 Baer and Strack (ed. 1879, §52), Kitab al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschiitz 1965,
17).
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when the third radical has segol before a suffix with a geminate

nun, i.e. in the following three forms:

L: uyu &9 [2agora'feennu:] ‘I will not drive them out’
(Exod. 23.29)

L:  uyuk [2agxra'feen.nu:] ‘I will drive them out’ (Exod.
23.30)

L: 1IN [2aoira'feen.nu:] ‘and I will drive them out’ (Num.
22.6)

Elsewhere Ben Asher read a shewa on the resh of forms from

this root as silent, e.g.
L: W [vajeomnr'fu:] ‘and they drove out’ (Jud. 11.2)

L: w7y [Keier'funiz] ‘they have driven me out’ (1 Sam.
26.19)

There was one exception, in which Ben Asher read the

shewa as vocalic (indicated by hatef patah in L and A):
L, A: an$p [ vaijeoira'fethu:] ‘and he drove him out’ (Psa. 34.1)

By contrast, Ben Naftali read the shewa in all forms of the
root w3 as silent.'?®

The same applies to the root 5"2x.1? Ben Asher read the
shewa as vocalic in forms in which the third radical has segol
before a suffix with geminate nun. These amount to 24 cases in

total in the Hebrew Bible. All cases that are extant in A are

128 Kitab al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschiitz 1965, 17, 1 ,nn).

12 Digduqe ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, §22), Treatise on the Shewa (ed.
Levy, 1936, H).
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vocalized with a hatef patah. In L the marking of hatef patah is not
systematic. The hatef sign is found in only 14 cases out of 24, and
in some of these the hatef appears to be a later modification of an

original simple shewa sign:'*°

L:  n3%a8n [thorya:'lerenna:] ‘you shall eat it’ (Gen. 3.17)

L: ng‘?g&’ [jorya:'le:enno:] ‘he may eat it’ (Lev. 6.11)

L: %8R [torya:'leiennu:] ‘you may eat it’ (Num. 18.10)

L, A: n39axn [thorya'lerenno:] ‘you (ms) shall eat it” (Ezek. 4.12)
Examples from L with simple shewa:

L: -u:g;&’ [jorya:'le:ennu:] ‘he may eat it’ (Lev. 7.6)

L: %8N [vanorya:'lerennu:] ‘that we may eat him’ (A: 192K,
2 Kings 6.28)

L: %K1 [vanorya:'lerennu:] ‘that we may eat him’ (A: 19281,
2 Kings 6.29)

In other contexts, Ben Asher read the shewa as silent. In L
and the extant portions of A a simple shewa sign is regularly

marked in such cases:

L: 19380 [Bo:0y'lu:] ‘you shall [not] eat’ (Deut. 14.21)

L:  pYaNn [t"o:ox'lui.un] ‘you shall [not] eat’ (Num. 11.19)
L, A: 19287 [vapo:oy'lu:] ‘and they ate’ (Jos. 5.11)

L, A: 1%93x [joroy'lu:] ‘they will eat’ (1 Kings 21.23)

130 Cf. Phillips (2020), who notes that simple shewa is marked in these
forms in the extant portions of other manuscripts written by Samuel ben
Jacob, the scribe of L.
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The sources indicate that also in the following form, where
the lamed has segol but is not followed by a geminated nun, Ben
Asher read the shewa as silent:

L:  hair [20:0y 'le:ho:] ‘those (m) who eat it’ (Ecc. 5.10)

By contrast, Ben Naftali read the shewa as silent in all forms
of the root 572x, including those that are followed by a suffix with
segol and geminated nun.'®

According to Diqduqge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, §25),
when forms from the roots 7" ‘to come down’ and 7"5n ‘to go’
are in dehiq constructions (81.2.8.1.2.) and are followed by a
word beginning with a consonant with dagesh, then a shewa on
the medial radical is vocalic. In L all of the cases are vocalized

with hatef patah, but most of these are the result of later correc-

e.g.

tions from an original simple shewa sign,'*

L: 8377778 [?e:rador-'nno:] ‘I will go down’ (Gen. 18.21)
L:  xi 005 ['?ela.yo-'nno:] ‘let me go’ (Exod. 4.18)'%
L:  x§-n2%1 [neilayor-'nno:] ‘let us go’ (Exod. 3.18)

In the extant portions of A and in L17 (written by the scribe
of L) they are regularly vocalized with hatef patah, e.g.

131 Kitab al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschiitz 1965, 17, 3). Phillips (2020) suggests
that the frequent lack of hatef patah in this verb in L. where Ben Asher
read the shewa as vocalic may reflect that the scribe of L intended the

vocalization to reflect a tradition corresponding to that of Ben Naftali.
132 Dotan (1967, 276), Phillips (2020).

1% In BHS the word is vocalized na%y according to the vocalization of

the first hand in the manuscript.



366 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

L, A: 19195 (1 Sam. 26.11)
L, A: 83-12%1 (2 Kings 6.2)
L, A: &3 129 ‘I shall go’ (Jer. 40.15)'*

L, A, L17: oW 1291 ‘let us go there’ (1 Sam. 9.6)
L, A, L17: &3 125 ‘I shall go’ (7258, 2 Sam. 15.7)

Digduge ha-Te‘amim only mentions these two verbs in this
rule. Saadya, however, in his Kutub al-Lugha gives the general
rule that shewa after a long vowel is always vocalic when the
vowel two syllables after it is stressed and is preceded by dagesh
(ed. Dotan 1997, 464-69). In addition to forms of the verb 775n,

he cites the following examples:

L: % nw; ['nitrafor 'llomnu:] ‘let us take possessions for our-
selves’ (A: Ny}, Psa. 83.13)

L:  m3-nni [no@ar’>-'bbomh] ‘there is left in it” (A: nni,
Ezek. 14.22)

L: 9 np7 [jorrofo 'llo:] ‘[his soul] trembled’ (A: my7, Isa.
15.4)

Only the first of these examples is vocalized with hatef
patah in A. Saadya also cites the following Biblical Aramaic form
as a case that follows the rule and so has vocalic shewa after the
long vowel. This form is not a dehiq construction, but has a dagesh

in a suffix:

134 In BHS the word is vocalized na%& according to the vocalization of

the first hand in the manuscript.
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L:  g3aryr [jaferzavin'no:y] ‘he will deliver you’ (Dan. 6.17)

There are numerous other cases attested in the Hebrew Bi-
ble with the structure that according to Saadya’s formulation of
the rule would be expected to have a vocalic shewa, although he
does not refer to them explicitly. In all such cases, both L. and A
have a simple shewa sign, suggesting that these manuscripts re-

flect a reading with silent shewa, e.g.
L, A: "5 npwy ‘it has oppressed me’ (Isa. 38.14)
L, A: n81 nnwy ‘it did that’ (Isa. 41.20)
L, A: i3 naw; ‘it breathed upon it’” (Isa. 40.7)
L, A: "% naw ‘it was pleasant to me’ (Jer. 31.26)
Some Karaite transcriptions explicitly mark the shewa as si-
lent in such forms by an Arabic sukiin sign, e.g.
O}B lzs\e (BL Or 2548 fol. 50v, 7 | L [BHS]: n§1 nnwy Isa.
41.20 ‘it did’)
The manuscripts L and A sporadically mark a hatef patah in

place of shewa after a long vowel in forms that are not mentioned

in the Masoretic sources, e.g.

L, A: 127pR ‘I would approach him’ (Job 31.37)

L, A: niyn'm ‘columns’ (Joel 3.3)

A: T n7x ‘the power has gone’ (L [BHS]: 7% n18, Deut. 32.36)
In most cases where the shewa is vocalic in the forms cited

in this section, one of the consonants involved is a sonorant 3 /r/

or 5 /l/. The general rule given by Saadya, however, would
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potentially include cases where the sequence of consonants does
not include a sonorant, and he indeed cites one such example
from Biblical Aramaic (7321w Dan. 6.17). The consonants in
potential contact here, nevertheless, are still relatively weak
(fricatives). The distribution of hatef patah in A, on the other
hand, appears to indicate that shewa was frequently read as silent
in the context that Saadya claims would have a vocalic shewa,
including several cases where one of the consonants is a sonorant.

There was variation with regard to the reading of the shewa
in these contexts in various streams of the Tiberian tradition, as
shown, for example, by the differences between Ben Asher and
Ben Naftali in this regard that are referred to in Kitab al-Khilaf.
Saadya presents a type of reading in which the shewa was more
regularly read as vocalic than in the traditions of Ben Asher and
Ben Naftali and the evidence reflected by the early Bible codices.

The result of the reading of the shewa as vocalic was to
break the contact between two consonants. This would have
ensured that each consonant was flanked by vowels. The
motivation for this may have been to increase the salience of the
sonorants, which were weak consonants and vulnerable to loss or
inadequate realization in certain circumstances.

In many of the forms discussed above, the shewa is read as
vocalic where the form in question contains a geminated conso-
nant in a suffix (e.g. 73%38n Gen. 3.17) or a following word to
which the first word is bound prosodically by maqqgef or dehiq
(%3-12%1 2 Kings 6.2, 8§ 129 Exod. 4.18). This may have induced
a quicker reading of the syllables and so increased the potential

weakness of the sonorants. The Hidayat al-Qari’ refers to the
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quick reading and compression of vowels in constructions with
dagesh associated with dehiq (see §1.2.8.1.2.). Furthermore, long
vowels in closed syllables in words read with a quick tempo were
particularly vulnerable to contract due to their suboptimal struc-
ture. In the Karaite transcriptions, for example, a long vowel in a
closed syllable in a word bound by maqqgef to what follows is
sometimes transcribed without a mater lectionis, reflecting the

shortening of the vowel, e.g.

Ja (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]: -T7in Psa.

111.3 ‘majesty’)

o» (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]: -jin Psa.

112.3 ‘wealth’)

This potential contraction would have been prevented by
reading the shewa as vocalic.

In forms with suffixes such as n3928n it could be hypothe-
sized that the prolonged timing of the gemination resulted in a
corresponding quickening of reading of the rest of the word.

With regard to the rules relating to the reading of forms
from the root 7793, in a form without the stress before the resh
such as 1272 (Gen. 27.34) the resh may have been weaker than
in a form in which the stress is placed before the resh, such as
2 107anm (Jer. 4.2), and this motivated a reading with vocalic
shewa that made the sonorant resh more salient in the first type

of form.
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1.2.5.7.6. Eliphelehu

In A a hatef patah is written on the pe after a long vowel in the
proper name n99%x81 [ve:?e liifalehw:] ‘and ‘Eliphelehw’ (L
1n99%K1, 1 Chron. 15.18). This indicates that the shewa was read
as vocalic although it is preceded by a long vowel. The etymology
of this name is not fully clear (possibly: ‘God distinguishes him’
< 5% + m9n). The vocalic shewa evidently reflects the interpreta-
tion of the name as a compound with a morphological division

after the initial element .

1.2.5.8. Vocalic Shewa after Short Vowel Phonemes

A shewa in the middle of a word on a consonant without dagesh
after a short vowel is normally silent and syllabified with the con-

sonant that precedes it, e.g.,
8701 [mam. 're:] (Gen. 13.18) ‘Mamre’

In some circumstances, however, a consonant with shewa
after a short vowel is syllabified in the onset of the following
syllable. In such cases, the preceding short vowel is lengthened

in compensation. This applies to the following cases.

1.2.5.8.1. The Definite Article

When the definite article is attached to a word beginning with
the sonorant consonant mem with shewa, the gemination of the
mem expected after the article is often lost, but the mem is syllab-

ified with what follows, e.g.

73700 [haimadab'be:er] ‘the one speaking’ (Gen. 45.12)



Vowels and Syllable Structure 371

As can be seen, the patah of the article is lengthened by
compensation. This can be analysed as the replication of the short

/a/ phoneme to take the place of /m/, i.e.
/ham.mdab.bé.r/ > /haa.mdab.bé.r/

This compensatory lengthening is regularly marked by a
ga‘ya sign in the manuscripts. Yeivin (1980, 257-264) refers to
the ga‘ya in his context as a ‘phonetic ga‘yd’, i.e. it reflects
lengthening for the sake of resyllabification rather than musical
cantillation. A patah in an unstressed syllable followed by shewa
would otherwise be read as a short vowel in a closed syllable. As
with the case of a shewa on resh after the article (§1.2.5.7.4.), here
also the motivation for this syllabification is morphological. Plac-
ing the mem in the syllable following that of the article creates a
prosodic division between the article and the stem of the word
following it. The compensatory lengthening, moreover, makes
the article bimoraic and so brings it into line with its normal
weight in other contexts, i.e. [hVC] or [hVV].

This resyllabification and compensatory lengthening do not
take place in all cases where the gemination in mem is lost after
the article. According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the length of the word

is a conditioning factor:

In words containing not more than five letters the shewa is
vocalic, as in nAm™n 12000 ‘he who is impoverished in
respect to offering’ (Isa. 40.20), 92717 ‘the one speaking’
(Gen. 45.12, etc.), except for one case, namely 717 pawnin
‘this madman’ (2 Kings 9.11).'%

135 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.L.2.13.1.
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In all such words in L a ga‘ya occurs on the patah after the
he, with the exception of pywnin (2 Kings 9.11). In A the vocalic
shewa in such forms with an article is represented by hatef patah,
e.g. 12000 (Isa. 40.20), 73770 (2 Sam. 14.10), but in yywnn (2
Kings 9.11) simple shewa is marked, reflecting the fact that it was
read as silent.

Hidayat al-Qari’ was referring to cases where the article is
not preceded by a prefixed preposition. There are more excep-

tions among forms that have such prepositions before the article,
e.g.

L, A: T¢na ‘in the stronghold’ (1 Chron. 11.7)

L, A: 7¥nY ‘to the stronghold’ (1 Chron. 12.9)

L, A: nginy ‘to the choirmaster’ (Psa. 4.1, and passim)

L, A: 1nY “for destiny’ (Isa. 65.11)

As in p3wna, the shewa in these words without gaya was

silent. The passage in Hidayat al-Qari’ continues:

As for words beginning with he and mem that have more
than five letters, ... when the accent is on the fourth letter,
the shewa is vocalic, for example, o"anni ‘those who wait’
(Job 3.21), o*1ani ‘those who remove’ (Amos 6.3), and the

like.'%¢

Again A has hatef patah in the cited words (o217, ©*7317).
In the medieval manuscripts words fitting the description in this
passage have ga‘ya and vocalic shewa (indicated by hatef patah in

the extant sections of A), with only a few exceptions, e.g. hTynn

136 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.2.13.1.
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‘the midwife’ (Gen. 35.17) and, if the vowel letter is ignored,
~9iwnn ‘the singer’ (L and A, 1 Chron. 6.18), which do not have
ga‘ya and so the shewa was silent.
With regard to longer words, Hidayat al-Qari’ states the fol-
lowing:
As for words beginning with he and mem that have more
than five letters, the rule concerning these is that if the
accent is on the fifth letter or later, the shewa is silent, for
example b™a1n7n ‘those who speak’ (Exod. 6.27), o™ gnn
‘those that curse’ (Num. 5.19), apart from some exceptions

that deviate from this rule, for example owpania ‘those
who seek’ (Exod. 4.19, etc.).!™”

In a form such as b™21n7 the ga‘ya reflects the lengthening
of the patah after the he but the shewa on the mem is silent. The
key factor that conditions the reading of the shewa as silent
emerges more clearly from Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967,
814), where a more detailed list of forms with silent shewa on the
mem is given. The full list of these forms with silent shewa is as

follows:!3®

L:  bmatnn [ ha'mdabba'ri:im] ‘those who speak’ (Exod. 6.27)
L:  hynn [hamjalla'do:00] ‘the midwives’ (Exod. 1.17)

L, A: niyami [ ha'mzamma'ro:00] ‘the snuffers’ (2 Kings 25.14),
nivamn (Jer. 52.18)

137 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I.L.2.13.1.

138 A similar list is cited in the treatise on the shewa (ed. Levy 1936, v2).
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L, A:

L, A:

L, A:

L, A:

L, A:

L, A:

L, A:

L, A:

L, A:

L, A:
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ovpnn [ha'mqatt’a'ri:im] ‘those who burn incense’ (2
Kings 23.5)

o%9nnm [va harmha:la'lizim] ‘those who praise’ (A o%5mnm,
2 Chron. 23.12)

o9wann [ ha'mva(fa'lizim] ‘those who cook’ (Ezek. 46.24)

nipnvnn [,ha'msazha'go:oe] ‘the ones (fpl) playing’ (1 Sam.
18.7)

Somnn [ ha'mhul'lo:ol] ‘the one profaned’ (Ezek. 36.23)

nivwany [ha'mvassa'ro:08] ‘those who bear tidings’ (Psa.
68.12)

o™wwnp [ harmfassa'ri:im] ‘those who collect tithes’ (Neh.
10.38)

ownn [ ha'm?o:ira'Riiim] ‘those that curse’ (Num. 5.19)
oo [ ha'mfo:ra'rizim] ‘the singers’ (Ezra 2.41)
ovavownn [ ha'ms‘afs‘a'fi:im] ‘those who chirp’ (Isa. 8.19)

o™wni [ ha'mjaffa'ri:im] ‘those who make straight’ (Prov.
9.15)

npwpny [ harmSuffo:'qa:] ‘the oppressed’ (Isa. 23.12)
o™apnn [ ha'mqabba'rizim] ‘those who bury’ (Ezek. 39.15)
o2%nn [ harmhalla“yi:im] ‘those who move’ (Ecc. 4.15)

hivepnp [ha'mqatt’a'ro:08] ‘(altars) for burning incense’
(2 Chron. 30.14)

As can be seen, A, in the portions that are extant, always

marks the mem with a simple shewa sign.
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The vast majority of the forms in this list have the syllable
structure that is associated with the so-called minor ga‘ya. This is
a musical secondary stress that occurs predominantly in words
with disjunctive accents on a short vowel in a closed syllable. It
occurs predominantly on a syllable that is separated from the
stressed syllable by another closed syllable, which in turn is fol-
lowed by vocal shewa or by an open syllable followed by a hatef
with an identical quality. These syllabic patterns may be repre-
sented thus: 0"9a%ann, oyvpnn and o*%vann. Examples of each of
these are:

rmon3n [hakk"arma'li:if] ‘the woman of Carmel’ (1 Sam.
27.3)

plakliyh [Ini'ehakkha'm:):] ‘let us deal wisely’ (Exod. 1.10)
manan [harmmatha'ne:] ‘the camp’ (Gen. 50.9)

onnpwn [ mifthatha'viiim] ‘prostrating (mpl) themselves’
(Gen. 37.9).1%

There is evidence that the duration of the vowel lengthened
by minor ga‘a was less than that of a long vowel in an open
syllable or of a vowel in a syllable with the main stress (81.2.8.2.).
It appears not to have been fully bimoraic and did not induce the
insertion of an epenthetic vowel or resyllabification of the
consonant in the coda with the next syllable. For this reason, the
vowel is transcribed with the IPA symbol for half-long [CV'C].

139 Yeivin (1980, 244-245). For more details concerning the minor ga‘ya
see §1.2.8.2.2.
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Minor ga‘ya also occurs less consistently on a range of other

closely related structures, e.g.

nmw1an (with vocalic shewa additional to the o'%pann pat-

tern) ‘the Canaanite woman’ (1 Chron. 2.3)

Ny (with a vowel of different quality before the hatef)
‘and they fought’ (Josh. 10.36)

It very rarely occurs on a syllable that is separated from the

accent by only one syllable, e.g.
SWi-ren) ‘a conspiracy is found’ (Jer. 11.9).

Most of the cases where the shewa on the mem is silent after
the ga‘ya that are cited in Digduge ha-Te‘amim have the syllabic
patterns that are suitable for minor ga‘ya, e.g. oaxayni [ha'm-
s‘afs‘a'fizim] ‘those who chirp’ (Isa. 8.19), b™aTnn [harmdab-
ba'ri:im] ‘those who speak’ (Exod. 6.27) and as nipnwni [ ha'm-
sa:ha'go:o@] ‘the ones (fpl) playing’ (1 Sam. 18.7). In such cases,
therefore, it can be assumed that the ga‘ya is the musical minor
ga‘ya. The reading with musical minor ga‘a in such forms evi-
dently outranked the morphologically motivated syllabification
that conditioned the reading of the shewa as vocalic.

Two of the forms cited by Digduge ha-Te‘amim as cases with
(L and A) ‘the snuffers’ (2 Kings 25.14), oyvpni (L and A) ‘those
who burn incense’ (2 Kings 23.5). As remarked, minor ga‘ya does
not commonly occur on forms with conjunctive accents and so
they must be considered to be not fully optimal for it. Some of
the cited forms, moreover, have syllable structures that are not

fully optimal for minor ga‘ya, e.g. o™axnn (L) ‘those that curse’
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(Num. 5.19), ownin (L) ‘the singers’ (Ezra 2.41), in which the
vowel in the second open syllable is not of the same quality as
the following vocalic shewa. Two of the cited cases have a syllable
structure that deviates more radically from the one that is opti-
mal for minor ga‘ya, viz. the pu‘al participles npwpnn (L and A)
‘the oppressed’ (Isa. 23.12) and S9nnn (L and A) ‘the one pro-
faned’ (L and A, Ezek. 36.23). By contrast, the pu‘al participle
WTpnn ‘the consecrated’ (A Wpnn, Ezek. 48.11), which is identi-
cal in syllable structure to %9mnn, has a vocalic shewa.

Forms cited by Diqgduqge ha-Te‘amim as cases that have vo-
calic shewa include a construction with a disjunctive accent that
has the main accent on the fifth letter but has a syllable structure
that is not optimal for minor ga‘ya, viz. owpann (L) ‘those who
seek’ (Exod. 4.19), in which the shewa on the gof is silent. An
analogous case is o'&9anm (L) ‘and those who fill’ (A o&5nnm,
Isa. 65.11). The cited forms with vocalic shewa, confirmed by the
occurrence of hatef patah in the extant portions of A, include also
cases that have a syllable structure optimal for minor ga‘ya but
have a conjunctive accent, which is not optimal for minor ga‘a,
e.g.

L: o"a7177 ‘those who speak’ (A: o277 2 Chron. 33.18)
L:  onbwnn ‘those that send’ (A: onywni 2 Chron. 32.31)
L, A: oapnnn ‘the ones abhorring’ (Mic. 3.9)

Also cited is obknn (L) ‘the lepers’ (A oinenn, 2 Kings
7.8), which has a conjunctive accent and a syllable structure that
is not optimal for minor ga‘ya. The list of forms with vocalic

shewa includes o'pponn ‘those who lap’. A version of the rule
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specifies 11am oTa oppYnn, which indicates that the two
occurrences of this word in Jud. 7, (verses 6 and 7) are
intended.’ In L and also L17, written by Samuel ben Jacob, the
scribe of L (Phillips 2020), marks a hatef patah on both
occurrences, but A marks hatef patah only on the form in Jud.
7.7:

L, L17 o'ppRnn (A opRonR, Jud. 7.6)
L, 117, A: bppYnn (Jud. 7.7)

In Jud. 7.6 the form has a conjunctive accent and in Jud.
7.7 a disjunctive. It has a syllable structure that is suitable for
minor ga‘ya but has vocalic shewa even when it has a disjunctive
accent. It is not clear why A vocalizes the form in Jud. 7.6 with
a simple shewa sign.

A similar case is the following pair:
L:  o9nn ‘those who spy’ (A: 093701, Josh. 6.22)
L:  o%nn (A om0, Josh. 6.23)

These both have a structure optimal for minor ga‘ya but the
shewa is vocalic in both occurrences even though the second oc-
currence (Josh. 6.23) has a disjunctive accent.

In conclusion, there is no absolute rule or consistency re-
lating to places where the shewa under the mem was read as si-
lent. The somewhat arbitrary distribution of forms with silent
shewa was fixed in particular streams of the Tiberian tradition.

The ga‘ya on such forms should be identified as a musical minor

140 The Treatise on the Shewa in the Genizah manuscript CUL Or
1080.13.3.2, fol. 2r; cf. Yeivin (1968, 27).
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ga‘ya, since the majority of forms have a structure that is optimal
for minor ga‘ya. The minor ga‘ya was a secondary accent and so
the short vowel was lengthened by stress rather than by the aug-
mentation of the syllable at an underlying level. For this reason,
the shewa was silent. The underlying syllabic structures of 12707
‘the one speaking’ (Gen. 45.12) and b™a1n7 ‘those who speak’
(Exod. 6.27) can be represented thus:

/haa.mdab.bé.r/ [ha:madab'be:er]
/ham.dab.bri.m/ [ ha'mdabba'ri:im]

Some words beginning with the article + mem with shewa
(nn) that consist of more than five letters and are stressed on the
fifth letter or later are not marked with a ga‘a in the manu-
scripts, suggesting that the patah was pronounced short and the

shewa was silent, e.g.

L:  ‘niwpnn [hamguﬂ:):'go:oe] ‘the ones bound’ (Gen. 30.41)
L:  onxnn [ham?odds:'midim] ‘those dyed red’ (Exod. 39.34)
L: orwnn [ham?o:ra'Rizim] ‘the cursing” (Num. 5.22)

L: nivnknn [ham 20:r0:'[2:] ‘the betrothed one’ (Deut. 22.25)

According to Kitab al-Khilaf, there were differences be-
tween Ben Asher and Ben Naftali regarding the reading of words
beginning with ni with minor ga‘ya. In Exod. 6.27, for example,
it is reported that Ben Asher read o"a7ni without minor ga‘ya
whereas Ben Naftali read this o™27n7 with minor ga‘ya (ed. Lip-
schiitz 1965, *). In this case, L corresponds to the reading of Ben
Naftali (b™127n7 ‘the ones who speak’). Ben Asher read the shewa
on the mem in the word o937 in Josh. 6.22 and Josh. 6.23 as
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vocalic, but Ben Naftali regularly read it as silent (ed. Lipschiitz
1965, 20, T12).

When the patah of the article before n has ga‘ya, the Karaite
Arabic transcriptions generally represent it as long by transcrib-

ing it with mater lectionis “alif, e.g.

‘ULA 30la [harmazimmd:'02:] (BL Or 2549 fol. 82r, 7 | L

[BHS]: hnirnn, A hnikma, Jer. 11.15 ‘the wickedness’)

(,.,z@u [ha:mavag'fi:im] (BL Or 2544, fol. 111v, 12 | L

[BHS]: o'wpani Exod. 4.19 ‘those who seek’)

& oddsla [ ha'mjalla'd0:06] (BL Or 2542, fol. 43v, 6 | L
[BHS]: htynn Exod. 1.17 ‘these, who help to give birth”)

In the manuscript BL Or 2555, a vocalic shewa is explicitly
marked with a patah sign and so forms with vocalic and silent
shewa are distinguished. This corresponds to the distribution of

vocalic and silent shewa discussed above, e.g.

ufe)’\.ém\.a [ha:maful'lo:af] (BL Or 2555 fol. 29r, 3 | L [BHS]:

wHwnn phonetic ga‘ya and vocalic shewa, Ecc. 4.12 ‘the
threefold’)

V..;’;L@,a\.a [ harmhalla'yixim] (BL Or 2555 fol. 33r, 3 | L

[BHS]: o2%1nn minor ga‘ya and silent shewa, Ecc. 4.15

‘those who move’)
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It is significant that in some manuscripts a phonetic ga‘ya
on n7 is neither marked in the manuscript nor represented in the

transcription where it occurs in L and A, e.g.

C':’L@'N; [hamhal'lezey] (BL Or 2551 fol. 78v, 6 | L [BHS]:

79007, A 79717, Psa. 104.3 ‘he who walks’)

M [hamfal'le:a] (BL Or 2551 fol. 81v, 3 | L [BHS]:
nywnn, A nywnn, Psa. 104.10 ‘he who sends’)

This evidently reflects other variant streams of the Tiberian
tradition in which the shewa was pronounced silent without
lengthening of the patah in these forms. Further evidence for this
can be found in manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization that
reflect a reading that has converged very closely with the
Tiberian tradition. Of particular relevance is the manuscript I
Firkovitch Evr. I B 3, containing the Latter Prophets, which
distinguishes length of vowels in closed syllables by means of the
compound Babylonian sign system (§1.2.5.1.).'*' Where L and A
have ga‘ya on the patah of the definite article, the patah in I
Firkovitch Evr. I B 3 is sometimes represented as long. In several
cases, however, the patah is represented as short (Yeivin 1985,
413), e.g.

nN9nn [hamler?'5:] ‘the one full’ (L: nx%na, A: nx9nn, Amos
2.13)

4 Named the Codex Babylonicus Petropolitanus in the facsimile edition
by Strack (1876).
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o'wpann, Jer. 11.21)

oaynnn  [hama:Sa'virim] ‘the ones abhorring’ (L, A:
oapnna, Mic. 3.9)

Such manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, the Kara-
ite transcriptions and the lists of differences between Ben Asher
and Ben Naftali provide evidence of degrees of variation in the
Tiberian tradition both within the Tiberian school and outside of
the inner circles of the Tiberian Masoretic school. The variation
relating to the particular feature in question appears to have been
arbitrary. Also within the inner Tiberian tradition, as we have
seen, there was some degree of arbitrariness in the distribution
of the vocalic and silent shewa in this feature. A particular distri-
bution containing some apparently arbitrary inconsistency (e.g.
the silent shewa in p3wni 2 Kings 9.11) became fixed in the tra-
dition.

The gemination of a mem with shewa after the definite arti-

cle is retained in numerous cases, e.g.
0'3%n0 ‘the kings’ (Gen. 36.31)
ninn ‘the doorposts’ (Exod. 12.7)
n7iann ‘the lampstand’ (Exod. 25.31)
yenn ‘the leper’ (Lev. 14.2)

The vocalization of the definite article exhibits different
patterns before other consonants that have a tendency to lose
gemination when vocalized with shewa, i.e. the sonorants nun,

yod, lamed, the sibilants and qof.
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Gemination is occasionally lost in nun and the patah is
marked with ga‘ya, e.g.

L:  ninvym [vahanafam'mo:of] ‘and the desolated ones’ (A
ninwim Ezek. 36.35)

The vocalization with hatef patah in A demonstrates that
the shewa was vocalic.

The lengthening of the patah in such cases is represented
by mater lectionis “alif in the Karaite transcriptions, even when a
ga‘ya sign is not marked in the transcription manuscript, e.g.

& seiila [hamafam'mo:o8] (BL Or 2549 fol. 106v, 15 | L

[BHS]: niAwin, A ninwin, Jer. 33.10 ‘those that are deso-
late”)

In opwnia ‘with bronze fetters’ (Jud. 16.21) both L and A
have simple shewa, so the reading of the shewa is not clear. In

many cases the gemination is retained, e.g.
™37 ‘the young men’ (Gen. 14.24)
0'%037 ‘the Nephilim’ (Gen. 6.4)

Gemination is sometimes lost in yod, but the shewa is silent

and there is no compensatory lengthening, e.g.
0170 ‘the children’ (Gen. 33.5)
‘p3277 ‘the Jebusite’ (Josh. 15.8, etc.)
oMW" ‘for the upright’ (Psa. 112.4)
np™a ‘on the curtain’ (Exod. 26.5)

In several places the gemination is retained, e.g.
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oo ‘the wild goats’ (1 Sam. 24.3)
b ‘the Jews’ (2 Kings 25.25)
ourn ‘the Greeks’ (Joel 4.6)

Lamed loses gemination after the definite article in the fre-
quent phrase om0 ‘the Levites’ (Exod. 6.25, etc.) without com-

pensatory lengthening. Elsewhere the lamed is geminated, e.g.
n3a%n ‘the frankincense’ (Lev. 6.8)
1122%7 ‘Lebanon’ (Josh. 9.1)

The sibilants generally have gemination after the article. It
is lost in a few words. In some such cases, the shewa is vocalic

and there is compensatory lengthening, e.g.

L:  nwoa [baisofar'ra:] ‘by the whirlwind’ (A nqwpa 2 Kings
2.1,11)

L:  oiavhy [larfafan'nizim] ‘for the badgers’ (A ouowy Psa.
104.18)

L:  ompowm [vaha:fafat't"izim] ‘and the hooks’ (A omawm,
Ezek. 40.43)

In other cases the shewa is silent and there is no

compensatory lengthening, e.g.

L, A: 0"a%wn ‘the frames’ (1 Kings 7.28)

L:  ouapmn ‘the elders’ (A: op1n 1 Kings. 21.8)
L:  n&Wa ‘in the swelling’ (Lev. 13.10)

As for the word ‘the frogs’ (Exod. 8.9, etc.), a surviving
fragment of A of Exod. 8.9 has a hatef patah under the sade of this
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word (o'p719%0), indicating that the shewa was vocalic despite

the fact that its structure is appropriate for minor ga‘ya.

L:

Qof generally retains gemination, e.g.
nwTpn ‘the harlot’ (Gen. 38.21)
o'wpn ‘the boards’ (Exod. 26.15)
There are a few exceptions, e.g.

ovpin ‘the small ones’ (A ov3vpi Isa. 36.9)

L, A: 19p2 ‘in the battle’ (2 Sam. 17.11)

L, A: 17pY ‘for the battle’ (Psa. 144.1).

1.2.5.8.2. Interrogative He

When interrogative he is prefixed to a word beginning with a let-

ter with shewa, the interrogative he is often vocalized with patah

and the shewa is silent, e.g.

bonn [ham'Ta:at’] ‘Is it a small matter?’ (Gen. 30.15)

n1n man o o$e nawnn [ham$o:'ra:ab] ‘Has this house

become a den of robbers?’ (Jer. 7.11)

1NINR-N& Ny n3iran [hayzo:'no:] ‘Should he treat our sister
as a harlot?’ (Gen. 34.31)

~AR ARR 357090 [halhor'se:ni:] ‘Do you intend to kill me?’
(Exod. 2.14)

19 onxp P90 [haljor'fe:nu:] ‘Have you invited us here
to impoverish us?’ (Jud. 14.15)

ynwn 198 Tioan [hav'so:od] ‘Have you listened to the coun-
cil of God?’ (Job 15.8)
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viow’ Y9 Tvan [hav'Ta:ad] ‘Can he judge through the deep
darkness?’ (Job 22.13)

On some occasions, a phonetic ga‘ya is marked on the patah
and the shewa is read as vocalic. One such case is listed in §14 of
Diqduge ha-Te‘amim:

L:  vnxenn [haimas®:'0a:ni:] ‘have you found me?’ (A “inxenn

1 Kings 21.20)

As is the case with the phonetic ga‘ya on the definite article,
the purpose of this is likely to be to create a syllabic division
between the interrogative particle and the following word in or-
der to mark a clear morphological division. When the initial con-

sonant of the word is syllabified in the onset of the following

syllable, the patah is lengthened by compensation:
/ham.s*3.03.ni/ > /haa.ms®53.03.ni/ [ha:.ma.s*:.'0a:.ni:].

In the extant portions of A, the vocalic reading of the shewa

is made explicit by a hatef sign. Further examples:

L: %y nponn [haimaya'se:] ‘Shall I hide?’ (Gen. 18.17)

L:  nn& n5120 [havaro:'yo:] ‘one blessing?’ (Gen. 27.38)

L:  njpin [hamaqal'la:] “Is it a little thing?” (A: npin 1 Sam.
18.23)

L:  bpnown [hafayah't’e:em] ‘Have you forgotten?” (A:
bpnown Jer. 44.9)

L wpnn [ha:eagaj'fe:erﬁ] ‘Can you bind?’ (A: "wpnp Job
38.31)
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L:  nywnn [ha:Bafal'lazah] ‘Can you send forth?’ (A: nywnn Job
38.35)

L:  ~ynnp [ha:@amal'le:] ‘Can you fill?’ (A: Xynana Job 40.31)

In a few cases where ga‘ya is marked on interrogative he
both L and A have a simple shewa on the following consonant:

L, A: 378 |mapr on%iyon ‘Will the Lord spurn forever?” (Psa. 77.8)
L, A: ia-pnivni ‘Will you play with him?’ (Job 40.29)

In the first case, the lack of a hatef in A is most likely due
to the fact that there was no suitable hatef to represented the
short [0o] quality of the shewa before the guttural: [ha:lo-
fo:1o:'mizim].

The lengthening of the patah of the interrogative particle is
reflected by mater lectionis °alif in the Karaite Arabic transcrip-
tions, e.g.

i5ls [ha:Baqaf'ferer] (BL Or 2552 fol. 81r, 15 | L [BHS]:

Wwpnn, A wpni, Job. 38.31 ‘will you bind?’)

GJW“\A [ha:@amal'le:] (BL Or 2552 fol. 85r, 9 | L [BHS]:

Rynna, A &pnnn, Job. 40.31 ‘will you fill?”)

-3>Ldila [ha:@asatheq-'bo:] (BL Or 2552 fol. 84v, 11 | L
[BHS], A ia-pnivnn, Job. 40.29 ‘will you play with him?’)

The early Tiberian biblical codices exhibit some degree of

variation, e.g.
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L:  mnnian a'h owene nawnin without ga%ya [ham$o:'ra:ad] ‘Has
this house become a den of robbers?” (A navnn [haimo-
{o:'razabl, Jer. 7.11)

Some variation is found also in the Tiberian tradition re-
flected by manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, such as I
Firkovitch Evr. I B 3, containing the Latter Prophets, which dis-
tinguishes length of vowels in closed syllables by means of the

compound Babylonian sign system:

L:  bpnown [hafayah't’e:em] ‘Have you forgotten?” (A:
bnnawn, I Firk. Evr. I B 3 opnawn [hafkah't"azam], Jer.
44.9)

Another strategy to mark clear a morphological division be-
tween the interrogative particle and what follows is to geminate

the consonant following the particle (81.3.1.8.), e.g.

AnpYyan [hakk"as'a:fago:'@oh] ‘whether it according to
its outery’ (Gen. 18.21)

X7 732 mahan &m0 [hakk"™a'6omned] ‘acknowledge now
whether it is your son's robe’ (Gen. 37.32)

o1nnan [habbamatha'ni:im] ‘is it in camps?’ (Num. 13.19)

1321 1320 nanan [hakk"amak'k"a:af] ‘Has he struck him as
the one who struck him?’ (Isa. 27.7)

onxan [harri?i:'Oeiem] ‘Have you seen?” (1 Sam. 10.24)
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1.2.5.8.3. Two Identical Consonants

As remarked in 81.2.5.7.3., a shewa that occurs on the first of two
identical consonants after a short vowel was read as silent in the

Tiberian tradition, e.g.
%131 [hin'ni:] ‘behold me’ (Gen. 6.17)

On many occasions, however, the vowel before the identi-
cal consonants in such forms is lengthened and the shewa is read
as vocalic. The lengthening of the vowel is, in principle, marked
by a ga‘a sign in the early codices. In the extant portions of A,
the vocalic reading of the shewa is generally indicated explicitly
by marking a hatef patah sign. A hatef patah is sometimes found
also in L, but most of these are misshapen and are clearly the

result of a later correction, e.g.

L, A: 9 [s'i:la'lo:] ‘his shade’ (Job 40.22)

L, A: n2%p [qi:la'lo:08] ‘the curse of’ (Jud. 9.57)

L: 993950 [miila'la;j gitla'la:j] ‘Milalai, Gilalai’ (Neh. 12.36)

The main motivation for reading the shewa as vocalic was
doubtless to ensure that the two identical letters in contact were
given their full articulation and not slurred together. The inser-
tion of a vowel between them would have made each more sali-
ent. This was achieved by augmenting the preceding syllable
with a vowel mora, which would have conditioned a resyllabifi-
cation. The ga‘a can be identified with what Yeivin calls a pho-
netic ga‘ya. This was, in essence, a mark of ‘mora-augmenting’

lengthening:

/sfil.lo/ > /stiidlo/ [sfidlalo:]



390 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

The normal practice in L, however, is for a phonetic ga‘a
to be marked on the vowel and a simple shewa sign on the first
of the identical consonants. In the extant portions of A, a hatef

patah is usually marked in such cases, e.g.
L:  niaan [rirva'vo:o6] ‘the ten thousands of’ (Num. 10.36)

L:  niaana [bariva'vo:o8] ‘with ten thousands of’ (A niiana,
Mic. 6.7)

L:  9nnp jvyna [bahais'a's‘oion t">:'monr] ‘in Hazazontamar’
(Gen. 14.7)

L: 999 [wufila'lo:] ‘and he will mediate for him’ (A: 15593, 1
Sam. 2.25)

L:  %n [haila'le:] ‘the slain of (A: *35n, 1 Sam. 17.52)
L:  7%pa [baqaila'lo:] ‘when he cursed’ (A: 7573, 2 Sam. 16.7)

L:  “SHanp-nn [ma:-ttibhaila'li:] ‘why do you boast?’ (A: *55nnn,
Jer. 49.4)

L: 9933 [base:la'le:] ‘the dung of” (A: 9533, Ezek. 4.12)

L:  ninnw [fiima'mo:o6] ‘devastations of (A: ninnw, Ezek.
35.9)

L:  nY [jila'la:al] ‘the howling of (A: n%%, Zech. 11.3)
L: 13pa [bafana'ni:] ‘when I bring clouds’ (A: *)1v3, Gen. 9.14)
L: i [homna'ne:ni:] ‘be gracious to me’ (A: *3in, Psa. 9.14)

In a few cases, a ga‘ya is marked but a simple shewa is

written instead of hatef patah in both L and A, e.g.
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L, A: aimny [lehemna'nooh] ‘in order to favour it (fs)’ (Psa.
102.14)

L, A: 9950 [haila'lu:] ‘praise’ (Jer. 20.13)

L, A:  Hanm [vihiOpPa:la'lu:] ‘and pray’ (Jer. 29.7)

L, A:  Am99n [hailalui-jo:dh] ‘praise the Lord’ (Psa. 106.48)
Sporadically the ga‘ya is omitted, though A has a hatef

patah, e.g.

A:  wwn [nasa:fa'fu:] ‘we grope’ (L: nwwis, Isa. 59.10)

L: 9% [geila'le:] ‘the dung of (A: "5%3, Ezek. 4.15)

L: 790 [jahaila'lerekk™:] ‘and it will praise you’ (A: 795, Isa.

38.18)

In the following example, the ga‘ya is omitted in both L and

A, with a hatef patah indicating the vocalic shewa. There is a mu-

sical ga‘ya on the shewa at the beginning of the word, which is

normally associated with syllabic structures with a vocalic shewa

before the main stress, i.e. 098591, o'han (81.2.9.).

L, A:

9933 [ k"a'se:la'lo:] ‘like his dung’ (Job 20.7)

In such cases, the hatef patah is often omitted in L, e.g.
Y [jarhaila'lu:] ‘they praise’ (A: 195, Psa. 74.21)
T99m [jahaila'lu:] ‘they praise you’ (A: m5%m, Psa. 84.5)
wwn [ ja'ma:fa'fu:] ‘they grope’ (A: wwnr, Job 5.14)

When the word contains a musical minor ga‘ya, in L there

is often no marking of either the phonetic ga‘ya or the hatef patah.

Likewise in A the phonetic ga‘ya is omitted and also the hatef



392 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

patah in some examples. As was the case with the musical ga‘a
on shewa, the musical minor ga‘a is associated with syllabic pat-
terns that have a vocalic shewa before the main stress, i.e.
ohabann, ohvann (81.2.8.2.2.), so the marking of the minor ga‘ya
was evidently felt by the vocalizers to be sufficient to ensure that
the reader read the shewa on the first of the two identical conso-

nants as vocalic:'*?

L, A: 199 [varqala'lu:] ‘and they cursed’ (Jud. 9.27)

L, A: 199nnm [viji-6ha:la'lu:] ‘and they will glory’ (Isa. 45.25)

L: % [vajhala'lu] ‘and they praised’ (A: ¥%%nm, 2 Chr.
29.30)

L:  5%nnn [hi6ha:la'lu:] ‘glory!” (A: 15%nnn, Psa. 105.3)

Some early manuscripts do not mark minor ga‘ya in a num-
ber of the forms just listed, but mark the shewa as vocalic either

143

by a phonetic ga‘ya before the shewa or by a hatef patah, e.g.
JTS 232/ENA 346:  1%%nnn [vijibha:la'lu:] (Isa. 45.25)
C: 19nnn [vijibha:la'lu:] (Isa. 45.25)

Both phonetic gaya and hatef patah are omitted in L and A
in some words that do not have a musical ga‘ya but which else-
where are normally read with a vocalic shewa. This applies to
some words that are attested in both L and A, and to some that

are attested only in L, e.g.

142 See the discussion concerning the lack of phonetic ga‘ya in such
forms in Phillips (2020).

143 See Heijmans (2018, 99).
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L, A: 159 ‘they praise him’ (Psa. 107.32)
L: 7991 ‘he who curses you’ (Ecc. 7.21)

In a few cases, the vowel before the first of two identical
consonants is lengthened by a retracted accent. The shewa was
pronounced vocalic here also, as demonstrated by its being rep-
resented by a hatef patah:

L: 9998 [ 2ailalaj] ‘woe is me’ (A: 958, Mic. 7.1)
L: #9970 ['hailalu:] ‘praise the Lord’ (A: 3597, Psa. 135.1)

In all these cases, the Karaite transcriptions represent the
lengthened vowel preceding the first of the two identical conso-

nants as long by an Arabic mater lectionis. This includes cases in

which L and/or A do not mark a ga‘ya or hatef patah, e.g.

\>-MWis [magaila'leryo:] (BL Or 2555 fol. 72v, 12 | L [BHS]:

7991 Ecc. 7.21 ‘he who curses you’)

W\ [jahala:'lerekka:] (BL Or 2548 fol. 32v, 12 | L
[BHS]: 759, A: 795, Isa. 38.18 ‘and it (msg) will praise
you )’

M= [gedaller] (BL Or 2549 fol. 149r, 11 | L [BHS]: 93,
A "7'7,1, Ezek. 4.15 ‘dung of")

Lengthening by retraction of the accent is likewise

represented in the transcriptions, e.g.
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sl sl ['ha:lalu: jooh] (BL Or 2551 fol. 99v, 1 | L [BHS]:
| 1557, Ar A} 990, Psa. 135.1 ‘praise!”)

The manuscript I Firkovitch Evr. I B 3 (Codex Babylonicus
Petropolitanus), which represents the Tiberian tradition in com-
pound Babylonian vocalization, represents as long some vowels
before a pair of identical consonants in forms that do not have a

phonetic ga‘ya in L and A, e.g.'**

L, A: 199anm [viji-6haila'lu:] ‘and they will glory’ (I Firk. Evr. I B
3 1H5Anm [vijibhala'lu:] Isa. 45.25)

The Kitab al-Khilaf records some differences between Ben
Asher and Ben Naftali in the lengthening of the short vowels be-

fore two identical consonants, e.g.'*
Ben Asher:  n%9p ‘your curse’ (Gen. 27.13)
Ben Naftali: 0%

Some differences are found across the manuscripts. In I
Firkovitch Evr. I B 3, which represents the Tiberian tradition with
compound Babylonian vocalization, for example, some of the
vowels that are marked as long by a phonetic ga‘ya or hatef patah

in A and/or L are represented as short, e.g.'*

L:  nnpnwy [lafiima'mo:] ‘into a desolation’ (A npnwy, I Firk.
Evr. I B 3 nnnw [lafim'ma:], Ezek. 35.7)

144 Cf. Heijmans (2018, 102).
145 Ed. Lipschiitz (1965, 1).
146 Cf. Heijmans (2018, 103-4).
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L:  3up [qima'nu:] ‘they nested’ (A iup, I Firk. Evr. I B 3 11p

[gin'nu:], Ezek. 31.6)

In some cases, I Firk. Evr. I B 3 marks a dagesh in the fol-
lowing consonant, indicating explicitly that it was closed sylla-
ble:

L:  n%%pn [maqaila'lazavniz] ‘they curse me’ (A *377pn, I Firk.

Evr. I B 3 '155pR [magalla'lazavni:], Jer. 15.10)

L:  79%nn [mahala'leryo:] ‘those who slay you’ (A 795mn, 1

Firk. Evr. I B 3 75507 [mahallala:yo:], Ezek. 28.9)

Conversely, some vowels that are short in L and A are rep-

resented as long in I Firk. Evr. I B 3, e.g.

L, A: ~%5n [halle:] ‘the slain of (I Firk. Evr. IB 3 o1 [‘hailale:],
Isa. 22.2)

In I Firk. Evr. I B 3 this word is marked with a retracted
accent ("55n) rather than being unstressed as in L and A, which

would have lengthened the vowel.'*”

1.2.5.8.4. Conjunctive Vay

A silent shewa after a word-initial conjunctive vav is sometimes

made vocalic by lengthening the vay with a phonetic ga‘a, e.g.
L: wp1 [wuwiga'ror?ui] ‘and read’ (A wp), Isa. 34.16)

In such cases, A regularly marks the vocalic shewa with

hatef patah. A hatef patah is sometimes marked also in L.

147 Cf. Heijmans (2018, 102).
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The marking of an Arabic sukiin in some transcriptions after

vav without a ga‘ya demonstrates that the shewa in such forms

was pronounced silent, e.g.

59 [Wur'siz] (BL Or 2554 fol. 35r, 2 | L [BHS]: 'y Cant.
1.8 ‘and graze!’)

9483 [wug'd0:0f] (BL Or 2548 fol. 50v, 8 | L [BHS]: wi1p
Isa. 41.20 ‘and holy of’)

The reading of the shewa as vocalic after a lengthened vav

separates two consonants that are relatively weak by their nature.

These include sonorants, fricatives (frequently sibilants), guttur-

als and qof. The motivation, therefore, appears to have been or-

thoepic. Two weak consonants in contact do not constitute an

optimal boundary between syllables (Vennemann 1988). They

were split by a vowel to ensure that they were maximally salient:

L, A:
L, A:
L, A:
L, A:
L:

L:

1i%¢%1 ‘and regarding Zion’ (Psa. 87.5)

i25-39p ‘the war of his heart’ (Psa. 55.22)

naw1 ‘and capture’ (Jud. 5.12)

pawy ‘and seven’ (1 Kings 14.21)

572071 ‘and to divide’ (Gen. 1.18)

2 ‘and the gold of’ (Gen. 2.12)

N33 ‘and like a garden’ (A: Ny, Isa. 1.30)

M9-5227 ‘as far as I was able’ (A: 5231, 1 Chron. 29.2)

oni%a31 ‘and when they had finished’ (A: oni%231, 2 Chron.
24.14)
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L: o3 ‘and close’ (A: 7303, Isa. 26.20)

L: 0oy ‘and the merchandise of Ethiopia’ (A: np3, Isa.
45.14)

L:  wip ‘and read’ (A: wipy, Isa. 34.16)
L:  nYw ‘and send’ (A: n7wy, 2 Kings 9.17)
L: f1p0n3 ‘and let it cover us’ (A: fipom, Jer. 3. 25)

When the vocalic shewa occurs before a guttural with
games, it is represented in A and sometimes also in L by hatef
qgames, reflecting the assimilation of the shewa to the quality of

the following vowel, e.g.

L, A: o*7"nv3 ‘and clean of hands’ (Job 17.9)

L:  n7po ‘and refresh yourself’ (A n7pp3, 1 Kings 13.7)
L:  'pyw ‘and cry out’ (A 'pyyy, Jer. 22.20)

According to some medieval sources, the shewa after a vav
with ga‘ya is silent in some phrases consisting of words joined by
magqqef.'*® The examples mentioned in these sources and several

other cases with maqqef do not have hatef patah in L or A, e.g.

L: 7T [[(wuwdme:-la'yo:] ‘make yourself similar’ (Cant.
8.14)

L, A: ¥nyw [ wurflath-'li:] ‘and send me’ (1 Chron. 2.7)

L, A: 13599 [wulyol-bor'netho:] ‘and to all her sons’ (1 Sam.
1.4)

148 Dotan (1967, 258, 374), Ibn Niih, Digduq (ed. Khan 2000b, 36).
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L, A: ninppa53% [wulyol-hammaqo:'mo:o8] ‘and to all the
places’ (1 Sam. 30.31)

L, A: 1337539 [ wulyol-gib'boior] ‘and every warrior’ (1 Chron.
28.1)

L, A: 1y pawy [wufvat-'Roigez] ‘and full of trouble’ (Job 14.1)

The maqgef, however, is unlikely to be the key conditioning
factor for the reading of the shewa as silent, since there are ex-
amples where a word with maqqef has a vocalic shewa after vay

with ga‘ya, e.g.

L, A: 1257271 [Wu:qara:ov-lib'bo:] ‘and the war of his heart’ (Psa.
55.22)

L: U1nmno) [wu:sahar-'k™uzuf] ‘and the merchandise of Ethio-
pia’ (A oy, Isa. 45.14)

It appears that in those cases where the shewa is silent the
ga‘ya is a musical minor ga‘ya, which requires that the syllable in
which the ga‘ya occurs be closed (81.2.8.2.2.).'* Minor ga‘a also
occurs on vav in some cases that are single words, especially in
those with a syllable structure that is suitable for minor ga‘ya. In
such cases A has a simple shewa sign, reflecting its reading as

silent, e.g.

L, A: 72921 [[wurlib'bo:] ‘and according to your heart’ (2 Sam.
7.21)

L, A: nna [wuwvmasza'r’o:o0] ‘and with axes of (2 Sam.
12.31)

149 Yeivin (1980, 247).
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L, A: in%21 [ wurveallo'ho:] ‘and when he shaved’ (2 Sam. 14.26)

Kitab al-Khilaf mentions several differences between Ben
Asher and Ben Naftali regarding the reading of the vav and the
following shewa in the types of constructions discussed above. In
some cases, the difference seems to be between reading a word
or phrase with or without musical minor gaya. Minor ga‘ya was,
indeed, the subject of the majority of differences in Kitab al-
Khilaf. Examples:*>°

Ben Asher:  n'm 9531 (L: mn~5271 ‘and in every beast of” Gen.
9.10)

Ben Naftali: n°n5a1

Ben Asher:  1nx mbynar (L: fnx nbwyn ‘and when Aaron set
up’ Exod. 30.8)

Ben Naftali: mbyna

In some cases, Ben Naftali read the vav with a phonetic
ga‘ya and the following shewa as vocalic where Ben Asher read

vav without a ga‘ya and the shewa as silent, e.g.'>
Ben Asher:  'mop (L, A: 'nqvpi ‘and my incense’ Ezek. 16.18)
Ben Naftali: nnaa nvop

In the case of the following example it appears that Ben

Asher read the vav with a minor ga‘ya and the shewa as silent

150 Ed. Lipschiitz (1965, 1, 2°).
151 Ed. Lipschiitz (1965, 19).
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whereas Ben Naftali read the vay with phonetic ga‘a and the

shewa as vocalic:'>?

Ben Asher: w1 pawy (L, A; 1va ‘and full of trouble’ Job
14.1)

Ben Naftali: yaw

1.2.5.8.5. Elsewhere

Also in other contexts, a silent shewa preceded by a short vowel
is sometimes converted into a vocalic shewa by imposing a resyl-
labification by lengthening the short vowel by a phonetic ga‘ya.
As in the case of shewa after vav, which was discussed in the pre-
vious section, this typically occurs where the two consonants are
relatively weak, in that they are sonorants, fricatives (especially
sibilants), gutturals or gof. The motivation, therefore, is to repair
a suboptimal syllable contact, by splitting the consonants with a
vowel to make them more salient and syllabifying them as onsets,
i.e. CVC.C > CVV.CV.C. In A the vocalic shewa is generally rep-
resented by hatef patah. The lengthened vowel before the shewa
is in most cases hireq or patah. In some sporadic cases it is segol.

Examples:
L. opoy [ji:s“ahag-'li:] ‘will laugh at me’ (Gen. 21. 6)
L: ninpwa [baji:ga'eo:oe] ‘in the troughs of’ (Gen. 30.38)

L:  19nnn [hadi:ma'lo:oy] ‘are you a king?’ (A: 7onni, Jer.
22.15)

152 Ed. Lipschiitz (1965, 1).
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L:  opnwn [ha:ifarad-'maijim] ‘a gathering of water’ (A:
nwn, 2 Sam. 22.12)

L:  pi-7apa [biisavoy-'Teies’] ‘in the thicket of trees’ (A: no
ga‘ya yy-1203, Psa. 74.5)

L:  5&~1x [?a:raze:-'?eiel] ‘the cedars of God’ (A: TR, Psa.
80.11)"3

When the vocalic shewa occurs before a guttural with hireq,
A sometimes represents the shewa with a hatef hireq sign, which
reflects the regular assimilation of the quality of vocalic shewa to
that of the vowel after the guttural (81.2.5.1.), e.g.

A: wpnn anmwn [hifihi:@u: hi6i'Ciivu:] ‘they have acted
corruptly and have done abominable deeds’ (L: innwn
12pnn, Psa. 14.)

Examples occur in which a vocalic shewa before a guttural
with games is represented by hatef qames, likewise reflecting

vowel assimilation, e.g:
L: 521 [ni:vo'honl] ‘hastening’ (A: 5733, Prov. 28.22)

In one case a hatef patah occurs in A before a guttural with

games, instead of the expected hatef games, e.g.

A:  nunv ‘hear! (L npnv, Psa. 39.13)

153 Forms such "8 78w ‘and I remained’ (Ezek. 9.8) and ooxy¢nha ‘when
you find’ (Gen. 32.20), in which, it seems, an original contact between
two weak consonants has been split, may be related to this phen-

omenon.



402 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §19), however, re-
fers to the practice of some scribes to vocalize this word with
hatef games (nynw).

The Treatise on the Shewa refers to the reading of the vocalic
shewa in 'p50 ‘my rock’ (2 Sam. 22.2, Psa. 18.3) as a hireq
[sa:li'Ciz]. ">

Where L has a simple shewa and A is not extant, the vocalic
reading of the shewa can sometimes be established from Karaite
transcriptions that mark vocalic shewa with an Arabic fatha vowel

sign, e.g.
il [ma:ma0aq'qi:im] (BL Or 2554 fol. 65v, 1 | L [BHS]:
\cane a9
o'pnnn Cant. 5.16 ‘sweet things”)

In some cases, the weak consonant with the vocalic shewa

has lost original gemination, e.g.
L, A: anyoxm [vatta?a:la's’ethu:] ‘and he urged him’ (Jud. 16.16,

< ngyrm)

In many cases in the three books, A has a slanting merkha

accent where L has a vertical ga‘yaq, e.g.

L:  9nan [t"iiva'haiar] ‘you choose’ (A: 7pan, Psa. 65.5)
L:  pon [thila'Ta:ak] ‘it mocks’ (A: »p5m, Prov. 30.17)
L:  %irwY [lizfo'20:01] ‘for Sheol’ (A: Hixwh, Psa. 49.15)

L: na [zirve'he:] ‘the sacrifices of” (A: '3y, Psa. 51.19)

154 Ed. Levy (1936, n2).
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L:  oonn [mirma'6i:im] ‘from men’ (A: onnn, Psa. 17.14, <
o'nan)

L:  9nay [2eiva'ha:ar] ‘I choose’ (A: 7nay, Job 29.25)

&

nitnK [2i:ma'ro:00] ‘the promises of’ (A: niny, Psa. 12.7)

&

xR [2e:qa’raz] 1 call’ (A: x7pR, Psa. 18.7)
In a few cases where A has a merkha, an original ga‘ya has
been corrected to a merkha in L, e.g.

L, A: "viR ‘the men of’ (L first hand: "Wix, Job 34.10)

L, A: 12w ‘and to my neighbours’ (L first hand: "%, Psa.
31.12)

In the parallel passages of 2 Sam. 22 and Psa. 18, both man-
uscripts have ga‘ya in the 2 Sam. 22 passage whereas in the Psa.

18 passage L has ga‘ya and A has merkha:
L, A: "pH0 ‘my rock’ (2 Sam. 22.2)
L: 50 ‘my rock’ (A 'yp, Psa. 18.3)
Examples such as these with merkha in A from the three
books are referred to in §13 of Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan

1967). The most satisfactory reading of this passage is the variant

text that Dotan cites in the apparatus of his edition:
A2WN RMND3 21N W21 N21IR 7298 AW 120 5

‘Every word that occurs that is lengthened by merkha and

is stressed with an accent is extended by patah’
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This, apparently original,'*® version of the rule states that
in words in the three books that have a merkha before a shewa in
addition to a following main accent'® the shewa is read as a patah
(i.e. vocalic).’® The passage in Digduge ha-Te‘amim goes on to

give four exceptions to this rule, in which the shewa is silent:

L:  %warmnw [ fo:om'ro:] ‘preserve my life’ (A: mnw, Psa. 86.2)

L: 3% mnaw [ fov'ra:] ‘it has broken my heart’ (A: 712w, Psa.
69.21)

L: oy [tonmnu-ge:'?i:im] ‘arrogant men have hidden’
(A: anv, Psa. 140.6)

155 This formulation of the rule is cited in the Treatise on the Shewa (ed.
Levy, 1936, 7). When discussing one of the examples, moreover, al-Fasi
uses the term merkha; cf. Jami¢ al-’Alfdaz (ed. Skoss 1936, vol. 2, 684),
which, he states, brings about ‘a strengthening of the accents’ ( {i"pn

IRTIORYY).

136 The term wnx and the verbal root w1 is used elsewhere in Digduge
ha-Te‘amim as a generic term to refer to the main accent, e.g. §6, line 6
(ed. Dotan, 1967).

157 A later version of the passage, which Dotan adopts as his preferred
text, refers to ga‘ya: NN KRNNA ANAN R'P3AT AN KD AP 12N 5
‘Every word that occurs made long with a softening (of vocalic shewa?)
and stressed with ga‘ya is extended by patah’. This version cannot easily
be accommodated with the exceptions to the rule listed at the end of
the passage. It appears to have arisen due to the fact that many scribes,
such as Jacob ben Samuel in L, marked ga‘ya rather than merkha in such

words.
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L: & nRY [jiir'?a:a0] ‘the fear of the Lord’ (A: nx7, Prov.
8.13)

In A all of these have merkha rather than ga‘ya on the first
syllable, and the rule in Digduge ha-Te‘amim is referring specifi-
cally to such cases with merkha. The first example (A 771V, Psa.
86.2) is an imperative form with a lengthened originally short
games after the shin. On account of this lengthening and the silent
shewa, it would have been pronounced in the same way as the
3fs. past verbal form n7nv, since this also had a silent shewa. Such
past forms in A all have gaya on the first syllable: nnw (Psa.
119.167), mnw (Job 10.12). It is for this reason that they were
not included in the exceptions, since the rule is referring only to
forms with merkha.'®® The merkha evidently marks a secondary
stress. The second two exceptions (A: maw, Psa. 69.21; A: unv,
Psa. 140.6) are past forms. As remarked, such past forms regu-
larly had silent shewa after the long vowel. The exceptional fea-
ture here, therefore, is the fact that they contain merkha. The

fourth exception (A: n&7’, Prov. 8.13) is evidently listed since a

138 Hidayat al-Qari’ states that in some codices ga‘ya is written slanting
either to the right or to the left (Eldar 2018, 76-77). This would result
in signs resembling the shapes of tifha and merkha respectively. See also
short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §I1.5.9.0. Moreover, ga‘ya
is sometimes referred to as ma’arikh in some sources (Wickes 1887, 24;
Ben-David 1957b, 390-91). Given the exclusion of the forms n7nv (Psa.
119.167) and mnw (Job 10.12) from the list of exceptions to the rule
discussed by Digduge ha-Te‘amim, however, it appears that the

discussion concerns the accent merkha.
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merkha occurs on an originally short hireq without the shewa be-
ing made vocalic as happens elsewhere.

Kitab al-Khilaf reports differences between Ben Asher and
Ben Naftali with regard to the occurrence of phonetic ga‘ya and
the reading of shewa in forms of the type discussed in this section,

e.g.1%°

Ben Asher:  xw oopa (L: Rw-oiopa ‘like a false divination’
Ezek. 21.28)

Ben Naftali: KW oopa

In some cases, manuscripts with compound Babylonian vo-
calization that represent the Tiberian reading tradition such as I

Firk. Evr. I B 3 mark a vowel as short where L and A have a ga‘ya,

e.g.

L, A: "220 [sizva'ye:] ‘the thickets of (I Firk. Evr. I B 3 %o
[sivye:] Isa. 10.34)

I.2.5.9. Marking of Shewa at the End of a Word

The shewa sign marks a vowelless consonant in the coda of a syl-
lable in the middle of a word, but a vowelless consonant at the

end of a word is generally not marked by a shewa sign, e.g.
nwR12 [bare:'(i:if] ‘in the beginning’ (Gen. 1.1)
o) [2elo'hirim] ‘God’ (Gen. 1.1)

paxn [ho:'?o:res'] (Gen. 1.1).

159 Ed. Lipschiitz (1965, n5).
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In the following circumstances, however, a shewa sign oc-

curs on the final consonant of a word.

1.2.5.9.1. In Word-final Consonantal Clusters

When a word ends with a cluster of two vowelless consonants,

both consonants are marked with a shewa sign, e.g.

L:

L:

721 [vaj'eievk] ‘and he wept’ (Gen. 45.15)
awn [vay'1i:ifb] ‘and he captured’ (Num. 21.1)
nwn [vaj'je:eft"] ‘and he drank’ (Gen. 9.21)
nyy ['ja:aft"] ‘may he enlarge’ (Gen. 9.27)

nan [vaj'}izift"] ‘and [my heart] has been enticed’ (Job
31.27)

7 [vijererd] ‘and may he have dominion’ (Psa. 72.8)
711 ['neterd] ‘nard’ (Cant. 4.14)

77 [ja:ard] ‘he causes him to dominate’ (Isa. 41.2)
qoin-5x [?al-'t"o:0sp"] ‘do not add’ (Prov. 30.6)

pum [Vat'tha:ajg] ‘and she gave to drink’ (Gen. 21.19)
Al [Vaj'ja:ajg] ‘and he watered’ (Gen. 29.10)

vwp ['qooft’] ‘truth’ (Prov. 22.21)

v [je:eft'] ‘let [not your heart] turn aside’ (Prov. 7.25)

As can be seen, such word-final clusters have falling sonor-

ity, in that the first consonant is sonorant or fricative and the

second an obstruent. The Tiberian Masoretic sources state that
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both shewas at the end of such words were silent.'®® According to
some western medieval sources, the final shewa was vocalic in
such words when they were not in major pause.'®!

In a number of manuscripts, including some of the earliest
model codices, the shewa is marked on the final consonant in
words of this structure only when it is a n83732 consonant with

dagesh but is omitted in final qof or tet, e.g.'¢>
pwm (A, S, Gen. 29.10)
v (Parma di Rossi 3214 [1278 C.E.], Prov. 7.25)

This practice of omission of the shewa by some scribes is
referred to in the Treatise on the Shewa, where all the examples

cited have final tet or qof:

It is the practice of some people (to mark shewa) under
other letters at the end of words like pw* ‘and he watered’
(Gen. 29.10, etc.), viy-ox ‘let it not turn aside’ (Prov. 7.25),
and like vwh Tw77in% ‘to inform you of the truth’ (Prov.
22.21) .... All of these do not have a function and they are

not necessary. They are only for embellishment so that the

180 Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8II.L.2.12.14.; short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.5.5.12;
and earlier Masoretic treatises, e.g. Allony and Yeivin eds. (1985, 92—
93)

161 Cf. Chomsky (1952, 16-17).

162 Shashar (1983, 22), Ofer (1989, 318; 1993, 113-14).
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letters do not remain bare of pointing, and some people do

not mark them.6?

In the following examples an original word-final cluster of

a het and a plosive dalet has been split by an epenthetic vowel:
L:  mn [vajjithad] ‘and he rejoiced’ (Exod. 18.9)
L: 7o [?al-jithad] ‘let it not rejoice’ (Job 3.6)

The dalet remains plosive, despite the preceding vowel, in-
dicating that the het must originally have been vowelless and the
epenthetic vowel was inserted at a late period after the rule of
fricativization of n53732 consonants following vowels had ceased
to operate. The shewa is marked on the final dalet by analogy with
the vocalization of words with clusters such as 79, etc. Segolate
forms with a medial het such as 7’ ‘together’ (2 Sam. 14.16), Tna
‘fear’ (Job 4.14) and 0¥ ‘bribe’ (Deut. 10.17), by contrast, have
an epenthetic before the dalet that must have been inserted at an
earlier period, when the nasTsa fricativization rule was still op-

erating.

[.2.5.9.2. Before a Final ’Alef in the Orthography

When a consonant that closes a syllable at the end of a word is
followed by an ’alef that is not read as a consonant or vowel let-

ter, a shewa sign is placed on this consonant, e.g.

163 1y Hnm v? HR PWN HNn MARNYR 93K ' IR JINKR INN DR 1YY T
Rpan 89 PonnyY N KRNI RITOR IROAD KD "W HYan 09 KAYI 7T ... VWP

KoY’ 8D ONEPaY VPIOR N MR AnRHR (ed. Levy. 1936, na, and CUL
Or 1080.13.3.2, fol. 2r).
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L:  xv3a [bag'ga:aj] ‘in the valley’ (Deut. 4.46)
L: KW ['forov] ‘emptiness’ (Exod. 23.1)

L: &1 [vajjaiar] ‘and he saw’ (Gen. 1.10)
L:  xon [heet'] ‘sin’ (Lev. 19.17)

The purpose of marking the shewa on the penultimate letter
and omitting it on the final °alef was to ensure correct reading,
alerting the reader to the fact that only the penultimate letter
should be read. This contrasts with vocalizations such as 2w, in
which the final letter was read.

The common spelling of the name ‘Artaxerxes’ exhibits a

word-final consonant cluster followed by an “alef that is not read:
L:  xpownmx [?art"ah'fa:ast"] (Ezr. 8.1)

Here there is a difference between gere and ketiv, whereby
the ketiv represents a reading with a final vowel, as attested in
the final vowel, as attested in the gere note to the second occur-
rence of the name in Ezr. 4.7: XnwnpR, nw p, i.e. the correct
orthography of the gere ends in nw, without final 8. Throughout
the rest of the book of Ezra the name is written KnpywnniR or
KXnownnR, without a gere note, but the vocalization is still
clearly intended to correspond to an orthography without a final
’alef. The vocalization, therefore, corresponds to that of a word
with a final cluster such as awn. This should be distinguished
from vocalizations such as xvn, in which the final “alef is consid-

ered part of the appropriate orthography of the word, although
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not pronounced. The shewa would, therefore, occur on a vowel-
less consonant in the middle of the orthographic word, which
follows normal vocalization practice.

In Biblical Aramaic, a vocalization similar to that of
xRnpwnnIr/&nownniR is found before a final he that is not read
in the word nmiR ‘you (ms)’ (Dan. 2.29). Here again, the vocali-
zation corresponds to that of an orthography without a final
vowel letter.

In L a shewa is marked on the word-final yod in %32 ‘in the
valley’ (A %33, Deut. 34.6) by analogy with the normal orthogra-
phy with final “alef x3.

[.2.5.9.3. Second Person Feminine Singular Pronominal
Suffix

When the tav of the 2fs verbal suffix follows a consonant with
silent shewa and is pronounced as a stop, a shewa sign is marked

under the suffix, e.g.
L:  nTy [vijo:'la:adt"] ‘and you shall bear [a son]’ (Gen. 16.11)
L:  npng [s%:'hogt"] ‘you (fs) laughed’ (Gen. 18.15)
L: jomTaly [vo?o:'ma:art"] ‘and you (fs) will say’ (Jud. 4.20)
L:  noph [lig'ga:atyth] ‘you gleaned’ (Ruth 2.19)
This is analogous to the marking of shewa on the final con-

sonant in clusters in words such as nyn and 2w~ (§1.2.5.9.1.) ex-

cept that clusters ending in the tav of the 2fs suffix regularly oc-
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cur in verbs ending in a strong consonant and they are not re-
stricted to clusters with falling sonority, as shown by cases such
as nopY. It is possible that the practice of marking a shewa on a
final consonant in all contexts originated in the 2fs plosive verbal
suffix and the primary motivation for this was to distinguish it
clearly from the 2ms verbal suffix n-. It was then extended to
word-final root consonants with dagesh, probably first to tav in
forms such as nwm, and subsequently elsewhere, in forms such as
awn and 7m0. Finally, it was extended to other word-final conso-
nants in clusters, as in pwm, by analogy with forms such as
apn. 1ot .

The form n75 ‘and (you) will give birth to’ (Gen. 16.11)
should be interpreted as a feminine singular participle (equiva-
lent to n7%%), and so the final tav is the feminine nominal inflec-
tion rather than a verbal suffix. In *havw* ‘dwelling in’ (Jer. 22.23)
and 'nupn ‘nested’ (Jer. 22.23), which are likewise participles,
there is a difference between ketiv and gere, the final yod being
the orthography of the ketiv but not read in the gere.

When the 2fs suffix follows a vowel in a final weak verb,

the tav is fricative and is not marked with shewa, e.g.
L:  nip [£2:'si:i] ‘you have done’ (Gen. 3.13)
L:  nnw [vafo:'ei:if] ‘and you should drink’ (Ruth 2.9)

L: nAyY [vas™:'mi:i6] ‘and [when] you are thirsty’ (Ruth 2.9)

164 For this argument see Ofer (1993, 115-117).



Vowels and Syllable Structure 413

Sporadically in L, however, a shewa is marked on a final
fricative 2fs suffix in weak verbs, by analogy with the marking of

the shewa on the suffix in strong verbs, e.g.
L:  pmp [ho!jiiif] ‘you were’ (A n»a, Jud. 11.35)
L:  nmm [voho:'jiii®] ‘and you shall be’ (A n»m, Isa. 62.3)

This is found more regularly in some other early manu-

scripts, e.g.
S: nKR1 [vo:0] ‘you have come’ (L: nXk1, Gen. 16.8)'*°

Il Firk. Evr. II B 94: mnw [vafo:'6i:6] ‘and you will drink’ (L:
nnwy, Ruth 2.9)1¢

In the early model manuscript codex known as C3, shewa
signs that were originally marked on several cases of fricative tav
were erased by Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el, who corrected the
manuscript in many places. This suggests that the marking of
shewa on a fricative 2fs suffix was an earlier layer of tradition.'®’

In manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization, the tav of the
suffix after vowels in final-weak verbs is generally fricative, as in
Tiberian, but there is an isolated case of it being marked with
dagesh in an Old Babylonian (OB) manuscript (Yeivin 1985, 350).
This reflects its pronunciation as a stop by analogy with the form

of the suffix on strong verbs:

165 Cf, Shashar (1983, 22).
166 Cf. Yeivin (1968, 370).
167 For this manuscript and the correction work of Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el

see Penkower (1989). For the erasure of the shewa signs see Ofer (1993,
116).
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o’ [jo:fi:t"] ‘you are beautiful’ (L [BHS]: ho?, Cant. 7.7)

In verbs with final guttural radicals a late insertion of an
epenthetic vowel has occurred before the final suffix leaving the
tav a stop, similarly to the process we have seen above in the

form 7mn (Exod. 18.9), e.g.

L:  ho7 [jo'da:fat’] ‘you (fs) know’ (1 Kings 2.15)

L:  npy [jo'Baifat"] ‘you have laboured’ (Isa. 62.8)

L:  hnow [fo:'yahat"] ‘you have forgotten’ (Isa. 17.10)

L:  pn%n [hum'lazhat"] ‘you were [not] rubbed with salt’
(Ezek. 16.4)

The shewa sign is marked on the tav by analogy with verbs
dagesh in the tav indicates that the consonant was a stop. It was
an ungeminated stop and the dagesh was read as a dagesh lene.
This is shown by Karaite transcriptions that mark geminated con-
sonants with an Arabic shadda sign but omit the shadda on na>T1xa

consonants with dagesh lene, e.g.

Ll [sor'vonfat"] (BL Or 2549 fol. 234r, 5 | L [BHS]:

=T T

nuaw Ezek. 16.29 ‘you were [not] satisfied”)

It should be noted that in this manuscript the shewa is omit-

ted on the t@’ transcribing the tav.



Vowels and Syllable Structure 415

The plosive tav and vocalization with shewa of the 2fs inde-
pendent pronoun nx (in pause nY, e.g. Gen. 12.11)'*® has, like-
wise, arisen be analogy with the form and vocalization of the 2fs
suffix on strong verbs. As is the case with the dagesh in the suf-
fixes, the dagesh in the independent pronoun n& was read as
dagesh lene and the tav was not geminated.!®® The lack of gemi-
nation is shown by Karaite transcriptions that mark geminated
consonants with Arabic shadda. In these manuscripts, the shadda

sign is not marked on the t@’ that transcribes the tav, e.g.
Sden ol - [bab-'mi: ?a:at" hag'gi:di:] (BL Or
2544, fol. 10r, 3 | L [BHS]: *130 n& 'n"na Gen. 24.23 ‘tell
whose daughter you are’)

The reading of nx with ungeminated tav is found also in
modern oral reading traditions that distinguish between gemi-
nated and ungeminated consonants.

In the Karaite transcriptions, the shewa sign is sometimes

omitted on the ta@’ that transcribes the tav of ny, e.g.

o 5 [va'?a:at"] (BL Or 2549 fol. 226r, 1 | L [BHS]: n§) Ezek.

16.7 ‘and you’)

198 In L the shewa is omitted in P& (Ruth 3.9).

169 Some reference grammars, such as Bergstrisser (1918, 141), Bauer
and Leander (1922, 219-20), erroneously claim that the final tav of the
independent 2fs pronoun was geminated by analogy with the 2ms
independent pronoun nnR. The analogy, however, was with the 2fs

verbal suffix, which was not geminated.
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< [?a:ath] (BL Or 2549 fol. 238v, 2 | L [BHS]: n& Ezek.
16.45 ‘you’)
A similar type of vocalization is found in the 2fs suffix con-
jugation of the verb j"n1 ‘to give’, e.g.
L: nni ‘you (fs) gave’ (Ezek. 16.36)

In contrast to the independent pronoun ng, the final tav in
this form was pronounced geminate, as demonstrated by Karaite

transcriptions, e.g.

UL [nor'Gaatt™] (BL Or 2549 fol. 235r, 2 | L [BHS]: nm

Ezek. 16.36 ‘you (fs) gave’)

This form, therefore, had a final consonant cluster.

1.2.5.9.4. Final Kaf

A shewa sign is regularly written on a vowelless word-final kdf,
e.g.
L:  7wm ‘and darkness’ (Gen. 1.2)
L: 7721 ‘and he blessed’ (Gen. 1.22)
L: 7ina ‘within’ (Gen. 2.9)

This practice is likely to have originated as a means of
clearly distinguishing the 2fs possessive suffix from the 2ms

possessive suffix, both of which are written without a final vowel

letter, e.g.
L:  7m& ‘your (fs) brother’ (2 Sam. 13.7)

L: TnR ‘your (ms) brother’ (2 Sam. 2.22)
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The marking of the shewa was then extended to all
occurrences of final kaf. This explanation is found already in the
Mikhlol of David Qimhi (1160-?1235):'7°

But the kaf of the feminine pronoun, as in 77 ‘your (fs)
hand’, 7951 ‘your (fs) leg’, 71v ‘your (fs) eye’, 7ax ‘your (fs)
ear’, is pointed with shewa since there is a possibility of
erring and reading games, although a soft letter (i.e. mater
lectionis) is not written after it. Therefore, they always
pointed the kaf that designated the feminine with shewa.
In conformity with the way they customarily pointed this
kaf they regularly pointed also a root letter kaf at the end
of a word, as in 79¥ ‘pouring’, qwh ‘darkness’, 777 ‘way’.
The kaf in these are the like the resh of 9n& and the lamed
of 5%, but they did not point the resh and the lamed

whereas they pointed the kaf (with shewa).'”*

1.2.5.9.5. Further Cases in L

In L there are two cases where a shewa sign is marked at the end
of a word that is linked to the following word by maqqef and does

not fall into any of the categories mentioned above:

L: 1in7-777 ‘Hadadrimmon’ (A, C: 1in7~7713, Zech. 12.11)

170 Cf. Ofer (1993).

71 David Qimhi, Mikhlol (ed. Rittenberg, 1862, 139b), Chomsky (1952,
17): 12 mpvh 777 w2 2 XMW TR AR TV 7230 TT 03 N3APIN 00 973 HIR
R7IW3 NAPIN 20 5727 1TR3 7205 AR NN AN MR PRY 87PR PAR RIpOY
DY A5AN MNRWA DWAWN 5730 273 1TR1 5720 DR TR 1annw e ooph
T7ahM W TR 8D DI TR R W02 DA 970 N30 77T W 9% And
5730 TP
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L:  op-93p ‘in front of the people (?)’ (A: op-52p, 2 Kings 15.10)

1.2.5.9.6. Non-Standard Tiberian Manuscripts

Many manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization
exhibit patterns of occurrence of shewa on word-final letters that
can be regarded as further extensions of the principles of marking
shewa.

In some manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocaliza-
tion, a shewa sign is marked regularly on the fricative tav of the

3fs verbal suffix, e.g.

nRka (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 80 | L [BHS]: nxa Ruth 2.12

‘you have come’)

93 (T-S Al2.1, Blapp 2017, 80 | L [BHS]: n"3 Ruth 3.4

‘and you will uncover’)

nAg (T-S Al2.1, Blapp 2017, 80 | L [BHS]: nay¥ Ruth 2.9

‘and [when] you are thirsty’)

The shewa is often written on a word-final guttural conso-
nant that is preceded by a vowel, especially het and ‘ayin (81.1.8.,
81.1.16.), e.g.

nawm (T-S All.1, Blapp 2017, 48 | L [BHS]: nawm Job

39.14 ‘and she forgot’)

n731 (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHS]:

n1a1 1 Kings 11.40 ‘and he fled”)

vTin (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 127 | L [BHS]: p7in Psa.
90.12 ‘teach!”)
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v (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 233 | L [BHSI:
ynwn 2 Sam. 22.7 ‘and he heard’)

MR (T-S A11.1, Blapp 2017, 47 | L [BHS]: aiyx Job 39.17
‘God’)

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

The purpose of the shewa here appears to be to ensure that
the weak guttural letter was read and not slurred over. It marks
explicitly that the letter closes a syllable, and is therefore conso-
nantal.

Similarly, shewa in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts is
often marked on final consonantal vay that is preceded by a

vowel, to ensure that they are read as consonantal (81.1.6.), e.g.
v5p (T-S A13.18, Blapp 2017, 125 | L [BHS]: v Psa. 89.46
‘on him’)
381 (Codex Reuchlinianus, Morag 1959, 219 | L [BHS]:
o ‘and his train’ Isa. 6.1)
Some Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts occasionally

mark shewa on other word-final consonants that are preceded by

a vowel and not in clusters, e.g.
wux (JTS ENA 2640 f. 11, Diez Macho 1971, 293-4 | L
[BHS]: wiig Psa. 10.18 ‘man’)
ba33 (JTS ENA 2640 f. 11, Diez Macho 1971, 293-4 | L
[BHS]: 52'73 Psa. 11.4 ‘in the temple of")

2wy (JTS ENA 2118 f. 14, Murtonen 1961, 55 | L [BHS]:
WK Isa. 20.6 ‘Ashur’)



420 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

noina (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 155 | L [BHS]: nain3 Psa.

71.7 ‘like a sign’)

In a number of Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts of non-
biblical texts vocalizers have marked shewa on all word-final con-
sonants, e.g. in the liturgical text Mahzor Vitry: 27, 0, bun, Y831,
o7av (Eldar 1975, 194).

In some Non-Standard Tiberian biblical manuscripts shewa
is marked on word-final he and ’alef that are matres lectionis and

are not realized as consonants, e.g.

773w (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 156 | L [BHS]: 72w Psa.
69.21 ‘has broken’)

Aawin (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 156 | L [BHS]: n¥in Psa.
70.6 ‘hasten’)

8i3% (T-S A13.20, Blapp 2017, 156 | L [BHS]: i1 Psa. 71.3

‘to come’)

It seems that this practice arose by extending the use of
shewa that marks syllable closure to letters that are pronounced
as vowels without consonantal realization. A similar devel-
opment is attested in Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts in the
use of mappiq on he and dagesh on °alef, which are in some cases
extended from marking consonantal he and “alef to the marking
also of matres lectionis he and “alef (§81.1.1., 81.1.5.). This type of
extension of the marking of shewa is sometimes applied also to

word-internal matres lectionis, e.g.

agen (T-S NS 18.5, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: nxvn Num.

14.40 ‘we have sinned’)
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2.2 ‘his work’)
anxm (T-S A22.54 | L [BHS]: 7n&m Gen. 3.2 ‘and she said”)

097 (T-S A12.1, Blapp 2017, 80 | L [BHS]: 057 Prov. 29.14
‘the poor’)

ahRY (T-S AS 8.123, Arrant 2020 | L [BHS]: 7Ry Lev. 24.1

‘saying’)

Such a marking of shewa on word-internal matres lectionis
has been identified in manuscripts of European provenance con-
taining non-biblical Hebrew texts with a Non-Standard Tiberian
type of vocalization, e.g. 9in&Y,, NwR, NN, NIRYD, TIRY, [RIN.172
In some European manuscripts, mater lectionis °alef is marked by
hatef patah instead of shewa, e.g. "wx7, 1iwx7, 'nK2.'7? This is un-
likely to reflect a consonantal realization of the ’alef but rather
has arisen by analogy with the use on matres lectionis of the shewa
sign, which alternates with hatef patah in other contexts.

Another Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization practice found
in non-biblical texts is to mark shewa on a consonant preceding a
mater lectionis that is marked by a vowel sign. This is found before
shureq, which is always marked on mater lectionis vav, e.g. in
Mishnaic texts: 9n2ina, 1728 (Sharvit 1968, 24), and also before
other matres lectionis on which a vowel is marked contrary to the
standard Tiberian system, e.g. {82 (Bar-Asher 1980, 48). Alterna-

tively, when the mater lectionis has a vowel sign, the preceding

172 Eldar (1975, 195; 1978, 68-69), Bar-Asher (1980, 48).
173 Eldar (1978, 69), Beit-Arié (1965, 38).
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consonant is sometimes also marked with a vowel sign, e.g.

nRY3, RED, 82,17

I.2.6. SYLLABIFICATION AND METRICAL STRUCTURE OF
WORD-FINAL SYLLABLES

The syllable structure of words with final consonantal clusters
such as 721 ‘and he wept’ (Gen. 45.15), 2w ‘and he captured’
(Num. 21.1) and 13(9@_'7 ‘you gleaned’ (Ruth 2.19) can be analysed
as having extra-syllabic consonants. These would have the
underlying structure /vaj.jev.k/, /vaj.jif.b/ and /lig.gatg.t/, in
which the final consonant of the cluster at the periphery of the
word is extrasyllabic. This can be compared to the analysis of the
underlying syllable structure of a word such as %ip as /q0.1/ with
an extrasyllabic final consonant (81.2.4.). In both cases the extra-
syllabicity of the final consonant is conditioned by the fact that a
syllable should not have more than two morae. Words with final
consonant clusters such as /vaj.jev.k/, /vaj.jif.b/ and /lig.gat“.t/
have in their final syllables a vowel without inherent length. On
the phonetic level, however, the final vowel would be lengthened
by stress and so it would split into a CV.VC structure with an
epenthetic vowel after the long vowel, as is the case with /q6.l/

['qool] and /lev/ [leievl, viz. [vaj.jerev.k], [vay.iif.b] and

174 Eldar (1975, 195), Bar-Asher (1980, 48). These three types of double
vocalization of vowels marked by matres lectionis are also found in
medieval Judaeo-Arabic texts that are vocalized with Tiberian vowel
signs, see Khan (1992a).
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[lig.'ga:aty.t]. The consonant on the word-final periphery would
remain extrasyllabic at the phonetic level.

As is the case with words such as ['qo:ol] and ['le:ev], on
the level of metrical parsing the unstressed epenthetic in words
such as [vaj.jerev.k], [vay.3inif.b] and [lig.'qa:at™.t] would be-
long together with the preceding long vowel in a trochaic foot.
The final consonant can be considered to have been

extrametrical:

[vaj. jer.ev.k]
™ ("))

Word-final extrasyllabic consonants can be posited to exist
also in segolate forms, e.g. 770 ['me:ley] ‘king’, 790 ['se:.fer]
‘book’, w1i> ['qo:.def] The underlying forms of these would be
/mel.y/, /sef.r/, /qod.[/, and the final extrasyllabic consonant
would be syllabified by an epenthetic on the phonetic level.'”® As
is the case with other epenthetics, we should assume that these
epenthetics did not stand in an independent foot. They would be
analogous to the epenthetic of words such as ['go:.ol] and be
weak syllables bound prosodically to the previous strong syllable

in a trochaic foot:
/mel.yx/
['me:.ley]
()

175 Such underlying representations without the epenthetic vowel are
adopted in analyses of Tiberian Hebrew made within the framework of
generative phonology and optimality theory, e.g. Prince (1975),
Greenstein (1992), Malone (1993), Coetzee (1999), Edzard (2013).
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The vowel in the underlying syllable structure /mel.y/ is
short. After the insertion of the epenthetic, it has become length-
ened. A stressed vowel would have been lengthened. A further
factor that brought about this lengthening is likely to have been
a metrical constraint on having a sequence of a light CV syllable
and a following weak epenthetic syllable.

A similar analysis would apply to forms such as 7158 ‘let
it not rejoice’ (Job 3.6) and hnaw ‘you (fs) have forgotten’ (Isa.
17.10), which also end in trochaic feet:

/jih.d/ /farxah.t/
['jir.had] [fo:'ya:.hat]
(=) ) ()

Some nouns that derive historically from a *CVCC pattern
have stress on the syllable containing the vowel that breaks the
final cluster. This applies, for example, to nouns with a medial

’alef, e.g.

phkl ‘well’ < *bi’r
aNT ‘wolf’ < *di’b
wia ‘stench’ < *bu’¥

In such forms an original epenthetic takes the main stress.
The original short lexical vowel is left without stress and comes
to be in a metrically weak CV syllable, and so is represented by
shewa. Since the second vowel is stressed it should be assumed
that, although originally an epenthetic, it has become reanalysed

as a lexical vowel in the underlying form of the word:

*bi’r > 82 [be'?e:er] /bre.r/
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This process of shifting the stress to the epenthetic is regu-
lar with medial-’alef nouns, in which it may have been motivated
by an effort to preserve the weak ’alef. By making the ’alef the
onset of a strong stressed syllable of a foot, i.e. 982 [be'?ezer] (.
") rather than of a weak unstressed syllable of a foot, as in 797
['me:.lex] ('* .) the articulation of the ’alef is strengthened. The
same orthoepic metrical principle is likely to have given rise to
the sere on initial alef in forms such as 7i% ‘girdle’ and o3ag ‘crib’,
which have a 5ivp and 50p morphological pattern respectively.
The °alef with sere is a metrically strong syllable (*), whereas an
’alef with hatef segol, which would have been expected according
to the morphological pattern, would have been a metrically weak
syllable. The same explanation holds for the vocalization of °alef
with sere in verbal forms such as 13n&n ‘you love’ (Prov. 1.22),
where a hatef segol would be expected (cf. 12780 Zech. 8.17). Note
also the form %8R ‘it consumes him’ (Job 20.26), where this
process has preserved the °alef, which is normally weakened and
after prefixes (cf. 11928" Isa. 62.9 ‘they will eat it").

Stress shifts to the epenthetic syllables also in many nouns

with a final weak radical, e.g.

™3 ‘fruit’ < *pary
T3 ‘kid’ < *gady
"1 ‘weeping’ < *baky

In such cases, the motivation for the stress shift appears to
be that the long vowel created by the combination of the epen-
thetic and the final weak radical was favoured for stress place-

ment over the short vowel in the first syllable.
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Clusters of two consonants on the phonetic level occur in
principle on word peripheries. This includes the word-final pe-
riphery, as in the forms discussed above, and the word-initial pe-
riphery, as in the isolated case of the numeral ‘two’ o'nv / "nv,
in which the shewa is silent: ['ta:jim], ['fte:]. As with word-final
clusters, the initial consonant of the word-initial cluster in this
word can be analysed as extrasyllabic on the underling and pho-
netic level, viz. /{.té/ [{."te:] (§1.2.5.3.).

It has been shown (81.2.5.6.) that the parsing of a form such
as /qo.l/ [go:ol] with a long vowel followed by an extrasyllabic
consonant, which is realized phonetically as a strong syllable fol-
lowed by a light epenthetic syllable in a trochaic foot (* .), has
been extended by analogy into word-internal position in cases
where a long vowel is followed by silent shewa, e.g. Mnvw
/f3.m.ri/ [for.om.'ruz] (*.) (%).

There are a few cases of the extension of the syllabic struc-
ture and/or metrical pattern of underlying word-final consonan-
tal clusters to word-internal position. One such case is that of
forms with word-internal gutturals in a closed syllable such as
10w [jar.fam.'du:] ‘they stand’. The metrical structure of this can

be represented as follows:

[jar.fam. 'Ou:]

<) )

The word would consist of two feet, the first of which is
trochaic. Evidence for this is the fact that the accent can be re-

tracted to the vowel before the guttural by the process of nesiga
(Revell 1983), e.g.
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T A ['nai.fam.do:] ‘let us stand’ (Isa. 50.8)

The normal rule of nesiga is that the accent cannot be
retracted further than the first syllable before the final syllable
that has a full vowel sign, so long as this syllable has a long
vowel. This means that the accent in a word such as nnxn ‘the
cubit’ [ho:.?am.mb:] cannot be retracted to the initial syllable. We
propose that the reason nesiga is possible in a form such as n7np)
['na:.fam.82:] but not in a word such as npxn [hoi.?am.md:] is
that nesiga takes account of metrical feet rather than phonetic
syllables. The rule is that the accent cannot be moved back
further than the foot immediately preceding the word-final foot.
These two words have different metrical structures, n7np1 has

two feet, whereas nnxn has three:

na:. fam. 0o
(>'¢ .) (1‘:)
ho:. ?am. mo:

() () ()

Nesiga can take place in a word such as "3 npnn ‘it is far
from me’ (Job 21.16) since it too consists of two feet:

'R ha.goi]

') ("

The trochaic foot in a word such as 17w [jar.fam.'du:] (*.)
(*) is analogous to that of a segolate form such as 79 ['me:.le]
(*.) ‘’king’ or i ['na:far] (* .) ‘youth’, in which the final syllable

is unstressed.
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A form such as 370y’ [ja:.fam.'du:] can be assumed to have
the underlying phonological form /jatmdt/, which would corre-
spond to the syllable structure of the equivalent morphological
form in strong verbs, e.g.. 1w’ /jifmri]. The process of deriva-

tion would be as follows:
/jafmda/ > (i) [ja.Sam.da] > (ii) [ja:.Tam.'du:]

In stage (i), an epenthetic is added after the guttural in the
phonetic form and the guttural is syllabified in a closed syllable
with the following consonant. In stage (ii), the vowel of the pre-
ceding syllable is lengthened due to a metrical constraint against
having a sequence of a light CV syllable followed by weak un-
stressed epenthetic syllable. This would be similar to the pro-

posed derivation of forms with gutturals such as n%n, viz.

/heS.li/ > (i) [he.Ce.Tu:] > (ii) [he:.Ce.lu:] (81.2.5.4.).

Another case of a word-internal trochaic foot is in proper
names such as 3272 [be:rey'jothu:] ‘Berechiah’ (1 Chron. 2.24).
Here the syllabification and metrics of a word-final segolate pat-
tern have been extended to word-internal position:

/ber.x.j3.hi/

[ber.rey 'jor  hu]

(7’: ‘) |(‘,’:) < * >

In the Babylonian reading tradition, the vowel before the

epenthetic has not been lengthened but rather reduced (Yeivin
1985, 1082):

7373 [bray johu:]
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This can be compared to the lack of lengthening in Babylo-
nian pronunciation of the vowel before the epenthetic of guttur-
als in forms such as 71y1 ‘young woman’, which was read as
[nSa'ro:] or [naSa'ra:] (81.2.5.4.).

One possible case of a word-internal syllable-final conso-
nant cluster is reflected by the vocalization of the Hebrew gentilic
‘the Jerahmeelite’ in L. In most cases this is vocalized “>&nnn
[haj.ja.rah.me.?e:.'li:]. In 1 Sam. 27.10, however, it is vocalized
in L as follows:

L:  onnnya (A onna, 1 Sam. 27.10)

This was also the original vocalization of the form in 1 Sam.
30.29, though it has been corrected to *sxnni. The vocalization
“xnnTn is found in 1 Sam. 27.10 and 1 Sam. 30.29 also in other
manuscripts written by the scribe of L, Samuel ben Jacob,
showing that it is unlikely to be a random error (Phillips 2017,
16). This vocalization, therefore, may be a case of a word-internal
consonant cluster at the end of a syllable analogous to word-final
clusters in words such as 713 ‘nard’ (Cant. 4.14) and 7' ‘he causes
him to dominate’ (Isa. 41.2). As in the word-final clusters, the
word-internal cluster in "&nnyn would have falling sonority.
The cluster would come before the boundary between the stem
of the name and the theophoric element (cf. the remarks concern-
ing the name Eliphelehu in §1.2.5.7.6.).

I.2.7. LEXICAL HATEF VOWELS

Some short vowels in open syllables are lexical vowels rather

than epenthetic vowels. This applies mainly to a set of vowels
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represented by hatef games. In such cases, the hatef games [3] pre-
serves the rounded quality of a historical lexical vowel of the
morphological form and there has not been quality reduction and
neutralization. They should be represented as the phoneme /o/
with unspecified length in the phonological form of the word. In
conformity with the normal rule, this phoneme is realized as []
in unstressed syllables, and [o:] in syllables with the main stress,
e.g.

o Tpn [hag.ga.é:):.'ji:.im] /hag.go.é:').ji.m/ (2 Kgs 12.19

‘the holy things’) < *qod3sim; cf. sing. wp ['go:(’ﬁsj])

nian [ho.ro:.'vo:.o0] /ho.r3.v6.6/ (Psa. 9.7 ‘waste places’)
< *hur3vé0; cf. sing. na7n [hor'bo:] Lev. 26.31 ‘waste
place’)

neR [?est.s'o.'Reren.nor] /2es'.sfo.ren.nd/ (Isa. 27.3 ‘I
guard it’) < *’esorenn3; cf. 78R [?es"'s*oror'] (Psa. 119.69 ‘1
keep”)

" [ho.'1i:] /hol.j/ (‘illness’) < *huly; cf. pausal form "
['ho:li:] (Deut. 7.15)

"®7 [R2.'21:] /r0?.j/ (Gen. 16.13 ‘seeing’) < *ruw’y; cf. pausal
form '8 ['Ro:?i:] (1 Sam. 16.12)

My [s%.'ri:] /s'or.j/ (‘balm’) < *sury; cf. pausal form "
[vo:'s'omriz] (Ezek. 27.17)

"7 [do.'mi:] /dom.j/ (‘silence’) < *dumy

" [ho.'ri:] /hor.j/ (‘burning’) < *hury

In the examples cited above the hatef qames is the reflex of

a short round historical vowel. In some cases hatef games in an
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open syllable is the result of the shortening of an original [o:] /06/

or [2:] /3/ in an unstressed syllable, e.g.

oMoy [s'ip.p™.'rix.im] /s'ip.pPo.ri.m/ (Lev. 14.49 ‘birds’) <

*sipporim; cf. sing. 7iay [s*ipp"o:or])

nina [k"ut.t™.'no:.o0] /k"ut.t"0.n6.6/ (Exod. 29.8 ‘tunics’)

< *kuttonob; cf. sing. nipa [k"ut't"o:ned]

'nn3a ['bo.mo.Be:] /b3.mo.0&/ (Isa. 14.14 ‘the heights of’) <
*'b3mo0e; cf. nina [bo:'mo:06] ‘heights’

'n7nn [heho.'daz.al.t"iz] /hee.ho.dal.t"i/ (Jud. 9.9. ‘shall I

cease?’) < *hd'dalti

There are some cases where the gere has a lexical hatef

games where the ketiv has a mater lectionis vav, e.g.

Neh. 13.23: ketiv nvnny nrmTwR, gere nitny nivTTwR ‘Ash-

dodite, Ammonite (women)’

The ketiv, in such cases, would seem to reflect a variant
reading in which a historical long /6/ had not been shortened.

Some words with hatef games in an open syllable exhibit
variants in which the reduction to an epenthetic has taken place.
This is seen, for example, in the vocalization o"wW7pn ‘the holi-
nesses’ (Ezek. 44.13) instead of the more common owTpn. Com-
pare also nye8) (Psa. 119.33 ‘and I will keep it") to naqex (Isa.
27.3 ‘I guard it"), and "73w ‘branches of (Zech. 4.12), which
seems to be the same lexical item as 0"y3w ‘ears of grain’ (Gen.
41.5). In some cases, the variants are differences between Maso-
retic authorities. Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el, for example, in his Kitab

al-Khilaf records a variation between the reading of Ben Asher
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naamar ‘I will write it” (Jer. 31.33) and that of Ben Naftali nianox
(Lipschiitz 1965, 19).

Yeivin (1980, 283) identifies some cases of hatef segol on
non-guttural consonants as a lexical vowels (‘morphological use’
in his terminology). These are found mainly in Biblical Aramaic,
e.g. A1 (Dan. 4.27 ‘I built it’), "p (Ezra 4.18 ‘it was read”), "3
(Dan. 2.30 ‘it was revealed’). A Hebrew example is o'y¢11 (A, C
2 Sam. 6.5 ‘and with cymbals’). L has simple segol here: o"9¢5y23.
It is not clear, however, whether any of these preserve the origi-
nal quality of a lexical vowel or whether they reflect some kind
of assimilation to the phonetic environment.

The qualities of hatef games [5] and hatef segol [€] share the
property of being lax vowels, in that they were produced in the
central vowel space. Phonetic studies of other languages have
shown that, all other things being equal, unstressed lax vowels
are shorter than unstressed tense vowels.!”® This feature of the
lax vowels [5] and [€] could have been the principal reason why
the retention of their qualities was allowed in conditions where
tense vowel qualities were reduced.

In some manuscripts, a shewa sign is marked where L has a
lexical vowel represented by hatef games. In MS Sassoon 507 (S),
for example, the plural form nin3 is vocalized nin2."” The trea-
tise Diqduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, §19) states that some
scribes wrote shewa rather than hatef gqames in the words 2710
and niand, where the hatef games represented a lexical vowel. The

following passage from Hiddayat al-Qari’ also refers to the practice

176 For example, Delattre and Hohenberg (2009).
177 Yeivin (1968, 35), Shashar (1983, 21).
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of some scribes to mark short lexical vowels in open syllables

with shewa rather than a hatef sign:

It is said ... that some scribes wanted to remove
uncertainty from places that may lead to error and have
combined a vowel with shewa ... because they thought that
people would err in the reading of (for example) "27n.
When some people saw shewa without games in *277n, they
read it as patah. If they saw games alone, they were at risk
of giving the games its full length. So, the scribes decided
to combine them so that this degree of uncertainty be
removed. This applied also to similar cases. This is an
exception to their customary practice. What supports the
claim that this is the view of only some of them with regard
to letters not belonging to the group of the four (guttural
letters) is that in most codices one does not find what has
been presented as counterevidence (i.e. the marking of
hatef signs on non-guttural letters), but all codices are
uniform in the combination of shewa with a vowel under

the four (guttural) letters.”®

These variations in vocalization whereby the shewa sign is
written instead of hatef games representing lexical vowels in
words such as 2771 and niin2 are variations in notation of the
lexical vowel rather than its reduction to an epenthetic.

The form *&7 [R2.'?i:] (Gen. 16.13 ‘seeing’) indicates that a
hatef games that represents a lexical vowel does not assimilate to
the quality of the vowel after a following guttural, unlike epen-

thetic vowels.

78 Hidayat al-Qar?’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
IL.L.2.12.6.
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The status of these lexical vowels represented by hatef
games involved not only the resistance to neutralization of their
historical vowel quality and to assimilation to the quality of ad-
jacent vowels but also retention of a stronger metrical structure
than epenthetics. This is demonstrated by the distribution of the
allophones of resh. In the medieval sources, the resh was said to
have its default uvular realization in a word such as ™y [s%.'Ri:]
‘balm’ (Gen. 43.11),'”? i.e., after an alveolar consonant with hatef
games. As remarked in §1.1.20., when the alveolar has vocalic
shewa in this environment, as in the word namy [s*a.rfu:.'fa]
‘refined (fs)’ (2 Sam. 22.31), the resh was in the same foot as the
alveolar and had a pharyngealized apico-alveolar realization.
This reflects the fact that the domain of the conditioning of the
allophones of resh was the foot rather than the syllable:

[(s*a.rfu.) ('fon)]
(% (™)

The realization of the resh in ™y [s%.'ri:] as an uvular can
be interpreted as reflecting the fact that such a hatef games on a

non-guttural consonant was in a separate foot from that of the

following syllable:
[(s.)  (Ri:)]
) (")

The foot containing the hatef games consists of light mono-

moraic syllable CV. Metrical phonologists term this a ‘degenerate

79 See the commentary on Sefer Yesira by Saadya Gaon (ed. Lambert
1891, 79) and the sources cited in Khan (1995, 70-71).
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foot’, since feet would normally be expected to be bisyllabic or
bimoraic (Prince 1990; Kager 2007, 200-201). Such degenerate
feet are tolerated in some languages, but often only under certain
conditions, such as peripheral position or main stress. In Tiberian
Hebrew, a degenerate foot consisting of a light CV syllable is only
tolerated with a lax vowel quality of games or segol. Furthermore,
it is only allowed if it is immediately followed by a stronger bi-
moraic syllable (CVV or CVC). This is analogous to the fact that
a light epenthetic CV syllable, represented by a shewa or a hatef
vowel, is only allowed if it is bound prosodically with a following
bimoraic syllable in the same foot. This can be captured by pro-

posing metrical tree structures such as the following:

VA VNN
| | | |
AN T

[(s°a. ru) (‘)] [(s%.) ('miz)]
Key: w = weak, s = strong, ¢ = foot

These trees show that CV syllables with lexical vowels have
at a higher metrical level the same rhythmic relationship with

what follows as does a CV epenthetic vowel within a foot. The

bimoraic syllable following a lexical vowel is stronger than the
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lexical vowel on a higher metrical level, just as a bimoraic sylla-
ble is stronger than a preceding epenthetic CV within a foot.

A series of two light CV syllables is not tolerated, and a foot
with the syllabic structure CVCV is not licit. So a degenerate CV
foot cannot be combined with a preceding monomoraic syllable
of a vocalic shewa of a preposition or a short /u/ of the
conjunctive vay. In such cases the hatef games vowel is elided and

in this respect it behaves like a vocalic shewaq, e.g.

"n7a [bid.'mi:] (Isa. 38.10 ‘in the silence of’ versus "7 (Isa.
62.6)

"y [wus'.'rfi:] (Gen. 37.25 ‘and balm’) versus ™My (Gen.
43.11)

Another repair strategy is to lengthen a preceding short
vowel, as is found when the degenerate foot is preceded by

interrogative he, e.g.

70733 R Men [hats™.'i:] ‘is there no balm in Gilead?’ (Jer.
8.22)

Another way in which syllables with lexical vowels behave
like vocalic shewa is in the retraction of the accent (nesiga). It was
established in §1.2.6. that nesiga operates within the domain of
metrical feet rather than syllables and the general rule is that it
retracts not further than the foot that immediately precedes the
word-final foot. In a construction such as ap *nna ‘the heights of
the clouds’ (Isa. 14.14) with a CV syllable containing a lexical
hatef games vowel, the foot of this syllable is ignored and the
stress retracts back to a syllable that is the third foot from the

end:
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['bo: md Be:]
Q) ™) ™)

It would seem, therefore, that a degenerate foot containing
a short CV syllable with a lexical short vowel was ignored by
nesiga and so such a syllable behaves like the syllable of an epen-
thetic vowel that does not have its own foot, as in " npm) ‘it is
far from me’ (Job 21.16):

['Ro: ha.qo:]
') (")

Nevertheless, there is evidence that such hatef games and
hatef segol lexical vowels where metrically stronger than vocalic
shewa due to their being parsed in a separate foot. Some reflec-
tions of the higher degree of metrical strength of a hatef games
on non-guttural consonants in words like *n7 include the follow-
ing.

These short [0] vowels represented by hatef games can re-
ceive a secondary stress, in which case they are lengthened and

are represented by a simple games sign in the vocalization, e.g.,

oW1p (Exod. 29.37 ‘holinesses’)

[Ig:):.éz):.'ji:.im]

YY)

Such secondary stress, marked in this case by a major ga‘ya,
occurs, in principle, two syllables back from the main stress at
the end of the word (81.2.8.2.1.). Secondary stress does not occur

in words with vocalic shewa in this position, since the vowel is

epenthetic and is metrically weak, e.g.
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o™a7 ‘words’

[da.vo:.'Rizim]

("'

In some early Tiberian Masoretic manuscripts, moreover,

qames is written in place of hatef games also in pretonic syllables

that do not take secondary stress, e.g.,

II Firkovitch Evr. II B 10: ¥ ‘balm’ (Gen. 43.11, most manu-
scripts have ™M)

L: 19y ‘he will strike him’ (1 Sam. 26.10, A and most manu-

scripts have 1123

The same applies to cases of hatef segol that sporadically

occur under non—guttural consonants, e.g.,

L: oy ‘and with cymbals’ (2 Sam. 6.5, most manuscripts
have o747)

1.2.8. VARIATION IN THE DURATION OF LONG VOWELS

I.2.8.1. Syllables with the Main Stress and
Unstressed Syllables

According to the general principles of vowel length (81.2.2.),
vowels represented by basic vowel signs are long when they are
either (i) in a stressed syllable or (ii) in an unstressed open sylla-
ble. There was, however, some variation in the relative duration
of such long vowels. Some details of this variation can be recon-

structed from the medieval sources.
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1.2.8.1.1. Stressed and Unstressed Vowels

We learn from some sources that vowels in stressed syllables were
longer than long vowels in unstressed syllables. This was most
clearly formulated in the grammatical treatises of the Qimbhi

family, e.g. Joseph Qimhi, Sefer Zikkaron:

The big vowels are always long unless the stress is adjacent
to them [i.e. they are in an unstressed syllable], e.g. “nv:
the stress is on the mem, so you do not lengthen the qames

of the shin.'®°
David Qimhi, Sefer Mikhlol:

If adjacent to the ‘big’ vowel there is another vowel, either
‘small’ or ‘big’, and the stress falls on the letter next to it,
you shorten the first vowel even though it is ‘big’, e.g. *n721
79 ‘I remember for you’ (Jer. 2.2): here the stress is on the
kaf and you lengthen the stressed vowel despite the fact
that it is ‘small’ Just as you lengthen this vowel, so you

shorten the vowel of the zayin, although this is games.'®"

180 Bacher (ed.) (1888, 17): oX pin DAR™MP 522 MKR1 212 0nY w° MmN
W MENp TORN KD 0703 0PYA Y 113 1Y TN nann opv. The Qimbhis
classified the Hebrew vowels into ‘big’ vowels and ‘small’ vowels
according to their quantity. The ‘big’ vowels were sere, holem and long
qgames, shureq, and hireq. The ‘small’ vowels were patah, segol, games
hatuf, short hireq and gibbus.

181 Ed. Rittenberg (1862, 137b-138a): nyun aA%7a0 Apunn T3 70N ox
RNW 7PR AIWRIN TPENA 90w ANR DY ATRY TWR IR AT 730P DONR
DYV MDA ITRYN 1 27PRI FIVP AYLIN RN 722 0POA AN T2 NN IR AT
ARIND RTW VYR 1T ORMIP Dawn maTnynw e naw.
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Given that the Karaite transcriptions and other medieval
sources'®? clearly indicate that vowels in unstressed open
syllables were long, these statements by the Qimhis were
probably not intended to mean that the unstressed long vowels
were reduced completely to short ones but rather that these were
still long relative to the short vowels although they were not as
long as vowels that were lengthened by stress. This relative
quantity difference between stressed and unstressed long vowels
can also be inferred from other grammatical works, e.g. the
epitome of Saadya’s grammatical work known as Kitab Nahw al-
‘Ibrani ‘The Book of the Grammar of Hebrew’, which was
published by Eldar (1981, 128):

In the words: ™ix "nip ‘Arise! Shine out!” (Isa. 60.1) you
lengthen the beginning of the word because it is feminine,
but when it is masculine, you say 7p% *mip 0"y ‘for the day
that I arise as a witness’ (Zeph. 3.8), lengthening the end

of the word because it is masculine.!®?

This tendency to reduce the duration of the long vowel in
unstressed syllables may explain the occurrence of hatef games in
place of the expected games in the form ’n‘?"_rl;l;l [heshoda:alti:]

‘shall I cease?’ (Jud. 9.9) or in place of the expected holem in *nna

182 F.g. Saadya’s commentary on Sefer Yesira (ed. Lambert 1891, 76-77).

183 gph 930 &I &N 0 HPM ARNN RIS ANYIHR IR TAN IR IR I SN
[927]n MRS nnabx 738 70 7YY 'mip. The concept of lengthening vs. non-
lengthening/shortening in this passage and also in the extracts from the
Qimbhis corresponds to the use of the terms madd and gasr in the Arabic
tajwid literature to denote ‘extra length’ and ‘normal length’
respectively, cf. Bravmann (1934, 76).



Vowels and Syllable Structure 441

['bormoBe:] ‘the heights of’ (Isa. 14.14) (cf. §1.2.7.). It is likely
that orthoepic efforts were made to keep the relatively weak un-
stressed open syllables long and cases such as *n%1nn and *npa
reflect lapses in this orthoepy.

In the Karaite transcriptions, an unstressed holem within
words is sometimes represented without a mater lectionis, reflect-
ing its shortening. This applies to the following example, in
which a holem occurs in an unstressed syllable before the second-

ary stress:

alicisadly (BL Or 2543 MS A, fol. 7r, 8 | L [BHSI:
o2 niviam Jer. 25.34 ‘and your dispersions’)

In less careful reading, the duration of these unstressed long
vowels was regularly reduced. This is reflected, for example, by
a Karaite transcription of the Psalms (Khan 1990a, Genizah MS
13), in which long games in unstressed open syllables is not tran-

scribed by an Arabic mater lectionis, e.g.

¢O\e (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]: 7y Psa.

109.6 ‘against him’)

C}’L& (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]: ﬂ‘?W Psa.
111.9 ‘he sent’).

In this manuscript and also in other Karaite transcriptions
a long vowel in a closed syllable in an unstressed word bound by
magqqef to what follows is, likewise, sometimes transcribed with-

out a mater lectionis, e.g.
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Ja (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]: -7in Psa.

111.3 ‘majesty’)

o (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]: -1in Psa.

112.3 ‘wealth’)

&)1~z (BL Or 2546, fol. 118v, 5 | L [BHS]: n3970; Num.

34.11 ‘sea of Chinnereth’)

48 4-J (BL Or 2540, fol. 20v, 7 | L [BHS]: hyna-17 Exod.

7.22 ‘the heart of Pharaoh’)

#b ) &y (BL Or 2540, fol. 171, 2 | L [BHS]: npax-na Exod.

AT -

6.14 ‘the house of their fathers’)

As has been remarked in §1.2.7., in some manuscripts words
that normally have hatef games in a pre-stress syllable are vocal-
ized with games, such as II Firkovitch Evr. II B 10: ¥ ‘balm’ (Gen.
43.11, most manuscripts have ™), L: 125 ‘he will strike him’ (1
Sam. 26.10, A and most manuscripts have 1155). This could reflect
the application of this orthoepic measure to these vowels also,
which resulted in their being lengthened. Moreover, in some me-
dieval manuscripts with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalization this
orthoepic tendency is reflected by the frequent marking of ga‘a
on the pre-stress unstressed syllable, e.g. Vatican MS Urbinati 2
(Yeivin 1980, 250-51), e.g.

oW5wa (L [BHS]: ow5wa Ezek. 1.1 ‘in the thirtieth [year]’)
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7' 7% (L [BHS]: i oo Ezek. 1.3 ‘it was’)

]
Tr

1.2.8.1.2.  Dehig

In the Masoretic literature it is reported that a long vowel in
word-final position is shortened by the phenomenon known as
dehiq (Aramaic: ‘compressed’). The long vowel in question is
usually games [2:] or segol [e:], which are lax, rather than the
tense long vowels shureq [u:], holem [0:] and hireq [i:].'®* The
compression takes place typically when (i) the final lax vowels
games and segol occur in a word that has the stress on the penul-
timate syllable and is read with a conjunctive accent or when the
word has maqqef and (ii) the following word has stress on its in-
itial syllable, or at least on a full vowel after an initial shewa, i.e.
on the initial metrical foot. On account of the conjunctive accent
or the maqqef, the first word is closely bound prosodically with
the following word. When a vowel is in dehiq, the consonant at

the beginning of the following word has dagesh,'® e.g.,

L:  pa arpxy I shall cause to witness against them’ (Deut.
31.28)

L: P18 79 ‘(you breached) for yourself a breach’ (Gen. 38.29)

L: 013 N¥IX ‘to the land of Canaan’ (Gen. 12.5)

.....

184 Phonetic studies of other languages have shown that, all other things
being equal, unstressed lax vowels are shorter than unstressed tense

vowels; cf., for example, Delattre and Hohenberg (2009).

185 For further details concerning dehiq see Yeivin (1980, 292-93).
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L:  hie-npna ‘in good pasture’ (Ezek. 34.14)
L:  ia-mnn ‘will be in it’ (Josh. 2.19)
L:  g9npp ‘you make for yourself’ (Prov. 24.6)

According to Hiddyat al-Qari’, the final vowel here ‘is not
dwelt upon or prolonged in pronunciation,’®® ‘it does not have
an exhalation of breath but is very compressed.”’® In an anony-
mous Masoretic treatise, the syllable containing a vowel in dehiq
is described as ‘shortened’ (makhtiif).'®® The vowel can be repre-
sented, therefore, as half-long, e.g. Da TRy [vo?0:'(i:d>
'bbo:om].

When the first word is connected by maqqef without an ac-
cent, Hidayat al-Qari’ refers to the construction as athe me-rahiq
(Aramaic: ‘coming from far’).!®® This is because the conjunctive
accent before the dehiq is further away, on the second word be-

fore the main accent, e.g.

L:  nvwh na-nia &0 ‘He will build a house for my name’ (2
Sam. 7.13)

186 ghnbr 7573 poiHR "8 S K91 RIRD' &Y, Long version, edition in vol. 2
of this book, §I11.L.1.7.4.

187 %73 P21 10 52 paan 8 05, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
SIL.L.1.7.4.

188 Bod. Heb. d 33, fol. 16: m102n vp3 ANSAOKR ANNN TR 47M5R 18D ‘the

letter under which the segol occurs is shortened’.

189 Hidayat al-Qari’, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§II.L.1.7.5.
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L:  NY9-nwwn o'nndn ‘Do you work wonders for the dead?” (Psa.
88.11)

L:  n&-naw no ‘Turn aside, sit here’ (Ruth 4.1)

Some cases that are identified as ’athe me-rahiq have a dis-

junctive on the second word before the main accent, e.g.

L:  pa-nwrTer w9 naYy ‘that I may go to her and inquire of
her’ (1 Sam. 28.7)

This suggests that the main conditioning factor for the com-
pression of the vowel is not the preceding accent but rather the
status of the word with maqqef as prosodically subordinate to the
following word. So these types of cases reflect the same basic
phenomenon as cases of dehiq where the word with the main ac-
cent is preceded by a word with a conjunctive accent. Some Mas-
oretic treatises, indeed, use the term athe me-rahiq to refer to all
cases of dehiq.'°

When unstressed tense vowels, such as the high vowels
shureq and hireq, occur at the end of a word in the configurations
for dehiq that have just been described, the vowel is generally not

compressed and there is no dagesh on the following word, e.g.

L: i3 ap77in 2wy [hoirad't"emnu: 'vo:] ‘through which you let
us down’ (Josh. 2.18)

L: i1 'paha [vorha:art"i: 'vo:] ‘I have chosen him’ (1 Chron.
28.6)

1% E.g. the treatise published by Baer and Strack (1879, §29). See the
remarks of Dotan (1969).
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In such cases where the first word ends in a tense vowel, a
ga‘ya is sporadically marked on this vowel in early manuscripts,
alerting the reading to the fact that the vowel should be given its
full length and should not undergo compression through dehigq,
e.g.

L: b o ‘wail, oh gate’ (Isa. 14.31)

This ga‘ya is most commonly marked when the second

word begins with a guttural consonant and cannot take a dagesh.

In such cases, compression of the final vowel does not occur

whatever its quality, e.g.

L n%% 7772w ‘these servants of yours’ (2 Kings 1.13)
A:  on nnp'p ‘you did a kindness’ (1 Sam. 15.16)

A:  Wnk mx7 ‘Isaw yesterday’ (2 Kings 9.26)

L:  obn ' ‘the people hide’ (Lev. 20.4)

It is also marked on lax vowels before non-guttural conso-
nants that do not take an expected dagesh in conditions suitable

for dehiq, e.g.’!
L:  nob iy ‘and he keeps the Passover’ (Num. 9.14)
A:  Mh % ‘death has come up’ (Jer. 9.20)

The dagesh that occurs on the first letter of the second word
in dehiq constructions, such as 02 n7py), marked the gemination
of the consonant. This is likely to have been a strategy to mark

clearly a boundary between the two words, which was in danger

191 For details of the occurrence of the ga‘ya after the stress see Yeivin
(1968, 188-91).
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of being lost due to the shortening of the vowel (81.3.1.9.). A
short vowel was not licit in word-final position. The gemination
of the consonant was a repair strategy that compensated for the
loss of duration in the preceding vowel and closed the word-final
syllable. This was a fortition of the onset of the syllable in the
second word. This fortition, it seems, was facilitated by the fact
that the syllable was strong due to the incidence on it of the main

stress:'%2
03 TR
[v2.20:.'i:.00" b.'bor.om]
Such a process applied also to constructions in which the

interrogative word nn is joined to the following word by maqqef

such as the following:
L: N80 ‘what is this?” (Exod. 13.14)
L:  “%op-nn ‘what will you give me?’ (Gen. 15.2)

The fact that the vowel in the interrogative word in such
constructions is patah can be interpreted as reflecting a complete
shortening of the vowel at an early period. The long Tiberian
qgames vowel /5/ developed historically from a long */a/. A short

*/a/, on the other hand, retained its non-rounded quality of /a/

192 A parallel to such a process of compensatory gemination of a word-
initial consonant is the so-called raddoppiamento sintattico in spoken
Italian, e.g. citta bellissima [t[it'ta_bbel'lissima] ‘beautiful city’ (Nespor
and Vogel 2012, 165-74). A parallel to the restriction of compensatory
gemination to consonants following lax vowels is found in Neo-Mandaic
(Héberl 2009, 76).
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in the Tiberian tradition. The patah quality in the interrogative
word reflects the shortening of */a/ to */a/ at a period before
*/a/ shifted to /5/. The fact that dehig constructions such as
D3 n7'pN1 have games in the final syllable of the first word rather
than patah either reflects a later date of the shortening, after */a/
had shifted quality to /5/, or reflects a process whereby the long
vowel did not reduce completely to a short vowel and remained
sufficiently long to undergo the quality shift.

The Karaite Arabic transcriptions, most of which indicate
long vowels by Arabic matres lectionis, represent the final games

and segol in dehiq constructions, with a mater lectionis, e.g.

Cb |49 (BL Or 2551 fol. 41r, 8 | L [BHS]: 73 nTp8) Psa.

81.9 I shall testify for you’)

" WY\ s s (BL Or 2549 fol. 145r, 1 | L [BHS]: -0y
S Ve sy |

(S

02 "9 Ezek. 4.2 ‘and set up against it the battering rams’)

aLi-Leds s (BL Or 2549 fol. 64r, 1 | L [BHS]: oy-nny Jer.
8.14 ‘and let us be silent there’)

These show that in the Tiberian reading tradition, which is
what most of the transcriptions reflect, the final vowel was not
fully reduced to a short vowel. This is likely to have been an or-
thoepic measure to prevent complete shortening.

The Babylonian tradition exhibits a lesser tendency than
the Tiberian tradition for such an orthoepic measure. In many
manuscripts with compound Babylonian vocalization, the vowel

at the end of the first word in a dehiq construction is marked with
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a hitfa sign, which indicates that it was pronounced as a short
vowel (Yeivin 1985, 338), e.g.'**

% Aywn [hiffa:v?s 11i:] ‘swear to me’ (Gen. 21.23 | L [BHS]:
"7 Mp3vn)

A9 A [ga'rt" bbo:] ‘[the land] where you have sojourned’
(Gen. 21.23 | L [BHS]: A2 nan3)

aiv /A [bmarSa tto:v] ‘in good pasture’ (Ezek. 34.14 | L
[BHS]: aiv-npna).

i2 N [tihya bbo:] ‘will be in it’ (Josh. 2.19 | L [BHSI:
Hasman)

Greek transcriptions also reflect a full shortening of the
vowel. This is seen in the transcription of the vowel correspond-

ing to Tiberian games with epsilon in the following example:'*

woetevva (Klostermann 1933, Heikel 1913, Gaisford 1842) |
L [BHS]: 83 npwin Psa. 118.25 ‘save, I pray!’)

Likewise, in modern reading traditions the vowel in dehiq

constructions is read as short, e.g.
Baghdad

wa*gbe're:has'sam (Morag 1977, 37 | L [BHS]: bw m12p8
Gen. 48.7 ‘and I buried her there’)

Aleppo

193 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.
194 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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ne:lxa$'$am (Katz 1981, 30 | L [BHS]: oW n2% 1 Sam. 9.6

‘let us go there’)

The Karaite transcriptions show that also the patah of the
interrogative word nn in constructions such as nxi-nn (Exod.
13.14) was pronounced long. Hidayat al-Qari’ refers to the com-
pression of this long vowel (see below), so it can be represented
as half-long, like other long vowels compressed in dehiq,'** e.g.

CY L [ma- 'lIa:o] (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 7 | L [BHS]:

7971 Gen. 21.17 ‘What is to you (fs)?”)

LSS oS le [ma- tthitthen 'li] (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 57v, 8 |
L [BHS]: " ipa-nn Gen. 15.2 ‘What will you (ms) give to
me?’)

j.«.:» b [ma* ffa'mo:] (BL Or 2540, fol. 9r, 7 | L [BHS]: -nn

iAW Exod. 3.13 ‘What is his name?)

&4 L [mar 'zz0:06] (BL Or 2542, fol. 60v, 11 | L [BHSI:
n¥r-nn Exod. 13.14 ‘What is this?’).
In this light, we can understand the gere note in Exod. 4.2:

L. mn priaifals

195 Constructions with -nn followed by dagesh are considered to be °athe
me-rahiq in the Masoretic treatise published in Baer and Strack (1879,
§29).
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This was pronounced [mar-'zze:] in the reading tradition, as

shown by the Karaite transcriptions, e.g.

|5Le (BL Or 2540, fol. 10v, 3 | L [BHS]: gere 1 nn, ketiv mn
Exod. 4.2 ‘What is this?’)

The gere note indicates that the appropriate orthography
for the reading [ma:-'zze:] is nr nn, not .
There are some Karaite transcriptions that reflect a less

careful reading tradition and represent the patah in nn as short,

e.g.

,BL» (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 156 | L [BHS]: 7pan

‘How precious!’ Psa. 36.8)

>l (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 156 | L [BHS]: 7711

‘What ails you?’ Psa. 114.5)

Manuscripts with compound Babylonian vocalization indi-
cate that the patah continued to be pronounced short in the Bab-
ylonian tradition (Yeivin 1985, 338-39):

Nt An [ma 'zzo:0] ‘What is it?” (Exod. 13.14 | L [BHS]: -1n

NNT)

A an [ma jje:fa:'sa:] ‘What will be done?’ (Exod. 2.4 | L

[BHS]: npp=nn)

Furthermore, there is an extant Greek transcript in Origen’s

Hexapla that represents the vowel corresponding to the Tiberian

patah with epsilon, indicating that it was read short:!%

19 Data supplied by Ben Kantor.
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uePPece’ (Ambrosiana palimpsest | L [BHS]: pya-nn Psa.
30.10 ‘what profit?”)

The lengthening of the patah in nn appears, therefore, to be
an orthoepic measure in some core streams of the Tiberian tradi-
tion to keep the written word prosodically separate from the fol-
lowing word.

Hidayat al-Qari’ classifies constructions with nn followed by
dagesh as dehiq:

The compression [of a long vowel] may occur in a word

that does not have an accent but is a small word, as in -7n

anKn ‘whatever (your soul) says’ (1 Sam. 20.4), 32-71 “This

is my son’ (1 Kings 3.23), "12-1n ‘What, my son?’ (Prov.

31.2).1%7

According to Hidayat al-Qari’, therefore, the patah in -nn
an8n (1 Sam. 20.4) and the games in 02 N8 (Deut. 31.28) in
the Tiberian tradition are both long vowels that have undergone
compression. The status of the patah in nn as a long vowel must
have been the result of later orthoepic lengthening, since the
presence of the patah clearly shows that it had undergone short-
ening at some earlier period. Likewise, despite the compression
described in the Hidaya of other vowels in dehiq, efforts were
made in the Tiberian tradition to retain their length, to keep them
clearly separate from what follows. In traditions that had less
concern for orthoepy, such as the Babylonian tradition, the vow-

els were read as short in both contexts.

197 Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.1.7.4.
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When constructions with nn have the configuration that is
optimal for minor ga‘ya, the patah is marked with minor ga‘ya
and is lengthened by this musical ga‘ya rather than by orthoepic
lengthening. These constructions have disjunctive accents and
the patah in the nn in the closed syllable is separated from the
stressed syllable either (i) by another closed syllable, followed by
vocal shewa or (ii) by an open syllable followed by a hatef with
an identical quality (i.e. patterns that may be represented thus:

ooa%a0n, 079pNR and 0hpann), e.g.'*
L:  7aprnn ‘What we will serve?’ (Exod. 10.26)
L: nwpn-nni ‘and what will you do?’ (Josh. 7.9)

Hidayat al-Qari’ includes the last example nivyn-nn1 (Josh.
7.9) in the section on dehiq indicating that the patah vowel was
compressed. It can be represented, therefore, [umar-tta:fa'se:]
with half-long [a']. This would be compatible with minor ga‘ya,
which results in only half-lengthening of the vowel it falls on
(81.2.8.2.2.). Karaite transcriptions transcribe the patah in these

circumstances with a mater lectionis, e.g.

.Sj.,&\.s Ls (BL Or 2542, fol. 56v, 10 | L [BHS]: 7api-nn Exod.

10.26 ‘What we will serve’)

1.2.8.1.3. The Impact of Musical Accents on Duration

The duration of a given stressed vowel relative to another

stressed vowel clearly varied according to the musical accent it

198 For more details concerning the minor ga‘ya see Yeivin (1980, 244—
245).
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carried. It may be assumed that words with disjunctive accents,
which marked a syntactic boundary, were chanted at a slower
tempo than words with conjunctives. This is reflected by several
phenomena connected with the occurrence of the secondary
stress that will be discussed in §1.2.8.2.'%° Stressed vowels with
disjunctives were, therefore, generally longer than those with
conjunctives.?”® Moreover, the phenomenon of pausal forms
suggests that the lengthening of stressed syllables of words
occurring at a major syntactic division has deep historical roots
in the reading tradition.?"

The duration of a vowel also varied according to the
musical motif of each accent. There are a number of allusions to
differences in the length of the various accents in the Masoretic

sources. Merkha, as its name suggests, is said to be a relatively

199 The practice of speakers of a language to lengthen the final word in
a syntactic phrase has been discussed in several places in the literature
on phonetics, e.g. O’Connor (1973, 256-60), Klatt (1975; 1976), Wight-
man (1992), Berkovits (1993; 1994, referring to Modern Hebrew), Turk
and Shattuck-Hufnagel (2007), Gabriel and Lle6 (2011). It functions as
an important signal of the grammatical structure of the utterance. In
the Biblical Hebrew reading tradition the musical accents underscored

prosodic features which were inherent in the language (Dresher 1994).

20 Cf. the words of the thirteenth-century nagdan Yequti’el bar
Yehudah: 72 52 nowind pas 851 03502 12 onnwna aTnyn pr ‘There is no
lengthening on the conjunctive accents as there is on the disjunctives

and it is not correct to make them long’ (Gumpertz 1958, 145).

201 The occurrence of games in place of patah in pausal forms such as in
qnv ‘he guarded’ (Hos. 12.13), for example, must date to a period before
the */a/ > /3/ quality shift took place.



Vowels and Syllable Structure 455

long accent.?*> According to Hidayat al-Qari’, the low, sustained
accents,®® viz. pashta, zaqef, tifha, ’atnah and sillug, were
lengthened with a concomitant modulation (hazz) and rise in
tone (raf9) if the syllable upon which they fell was followed by
another syllable, e.g. o'nwi ‘heaven’ (Gen. 1.1), pIxn ‘the earth’
(Gen. 1.1). If, however, they fell on the final syllable of a word,
they were chanted quickly without a modulation or rise in

tone.?** Durational differences of the stressed vowel were

202 Cf, Digduqge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, 106): n21IRa nmnxS n7ann
‘joined to its partner with a long tone’, also Wickes (1887, 24), Ben-
David (1957b, 390).

203 The early sources divided the accents into three groups according to
the nature of their tone, two of the groups contained high tone accents
and the third low tone accents; cf. Yeivin (1980, 168), Eldar (2018, 85—
88).

24 Hidayat al-Qar?’, long version (ed. Eldar 2018, 86-87): &pa* nb 505
n50IR o MTYa Kp2 KY nH 5% e [apin]m ranoR Anbab o TOn ATYa
o [apin]n 89 ‘Every accent that has a vowel remaining after it in the
word you should give its full quantity and dwell on it. Every accent after
which there is no vowel remaining, however, you should read quickly
and not dwell on it’. The Hebrew Mahberet ha-Tijan, a derivative of
Hidayat al-Qari’ uses the Hebrew term hanada (773n) as the equivalent
of hazz to denote ‘modulation’ (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 97); cf. also
Hommel (1917, 95). Hidayat al-Qari’ and its derivative texts only lists
pashta/yetiv, zaqef and °atnah in the category of low tone accent (Arabic
wad‘, Hebrew nissav, Sehiyya). The accents sillug and tifha are stated to
have had the same properties as the low tone accents in so far as they
were lengthened with a concomitant modulation and rise in tone if they
fell on a penultimate syllable. See Hidayat al-Qari’ (ed. Eldar 2018, 85),
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doubtless occasioned also by the musical structure of the other
accents, but these cannot be established from the sources with
any certainty.

The conjunctive accent preceding the disjunctive accent
pashta is merkha when the two stressed syllables are not separated
by another syllable (Yeivin 1980, 196), e.g.

L:  hir 9y ‘creating light’ (Isa. 45.7)
L: b nnn ‘was without form’ (Gen. 1.2)

Hidayat al-Qari’ states with regard to such combinations:

When its word (i.e. the word with pashta) has only one
vowel (as in 1R 9i"), you give the merkha its full value and
lengthen it, but when there are more (vowels) than that in
the word (with the pashta) (as in 3nh nn), the merkha is

not lengthened’.?%

Mahberet ha-Tijan (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 97), Sefer Ta‘ame ha-Miqra
(ed. Mercerus 1565, facsimile ed. 1978, Diii, a-b). The shift of tifha from
a high to a low tone in word final position is probably also alluded to
in Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan, 1967, 106, 155): nrwH X3 nnna
AmMnn MNRS g 1% Tnot {[When it occurs on the final syllable] it
quickly passes to the category of low tone accents, and so the accent

’atnah is close to its tone’.

205 Ed. Eldar (2018, 138): ranok TnXI Ton 8OR nnnba o o oh RIR
F2IRADR RATNDIN KD TOT 10 TR ANAY 18 IRE RIRI RAND01 128AOKR. In the
corresponding passage in the Hebrew Mahberet ha-Tijan it is stated that
when the word with pashta has more than one vowel, readers ‘skip over’
("2 357) the merkha and ‘cause its melisma to be swallowed’ ( 'y*5an
nnn'paa) (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 95).
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The reduction in the duration of the vowel with merkha was
evidently correlated with the increased length of the vowel with
pashta and the concomitant rise in tone. We learn from the
descriptions of the three different categories of tone in the
orthoepic treatises that the high tones had a greater intensity
(magnitude of sound) than the low tones. This is clearly
expressed in the following passage from the Arabic Mahberet ha-
Tijan. The two high tones are termed ’ilan (‘announcing’) and raf*

(‘raising’) and the low tone wad‘ (‘laying down”):2%

The meaning of the term ’i%an is that you ... raise the pitch
of the voice and ‘make it known’ forcefully ... The meaning
of the term wad‘ is that you lower the pitch at which you
chant the word that has them [i.e. the low tone accents]
and you do not ‘make the voice known’ nor raise its pitch,
but rather you reduce its sound intensity .... The meaning
of the term raf* is that it is intermediate between ’ilan and

Wad(.207

In physiological terms, when pashta occurred on a word
with two vowels and penultimate stress such as 1, it required a
greater volume of lung air, both due to its increased duration and

to the rise in subglottal pressure necessary to bring about an

increase in intensity. One may, therefore, explain the reduction

206 For similar terminology in the surviving sections of Hiddyat al-Qari’
see Eldar (2018, 85-88).

207 Ed. Neubauer (ed. 1891, 28): nibyni mixHR poan ... TIR 171 ROYRHR 12pm
IR YRR PN L. P P18 OR: MEHR DN R RTOY 0 IO Anbabr vran
IRDYRHR P2 00NN N7 IR POIOR MIPNT ... RIDRD KPR 1YL 53 Apaan 891 803
YO A
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in the duration of the vowel with merkha as a means of decreasing
air expenditure to counterbalance the increase in air expenditure
elsewhere in the same expiration or ‘breath group’. It will be
shown in the next section that this physiological factor also

conditioned the length of vowels with secondary stress.
1.2.8.2. Syllables with the Secondary Stress

[.2.8.2.1. On Open Syllables with Long Vowels

In general, a secondary stress falls on a long vowel in an open
syllable that is separated from the main stress by at least one
other syllable, i.e. there is a eurhythmic alternating sequence of
prominent and non-prominent syllables. The secondary stress in

these contexts may be marked by certain conjunctive accents, e.g.
L:  oxm ‘and the man’ (Gen. 4.1)

L:  opnirpa ‘in their lamentations’ (2 Chron. 35.25)

L:  phan ‘my comfort’ (Jer. 8.18)

In many cases the secondary stress is marked by a ga‘ya

sign, e.g.
L: 087 ‘the man’ (Gen. 2.7)

If the second syllable before the main stress syllable has a
short vowel and is closed but some preceding syllable is open,

then the secondary stress, in principle, falls on that syllable, e.g.
L:  omnvp ‘the columns’ (Exod. 38.11)

L: opnnvY ‘who are with them’ (1 Chron. 5.20)
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Similarly, if a vocalic shewa or hatef occurs two places back
from the accent, the major ga‘ya is placed on a preceding syllable,
e.g.

L: 1787 ‘the ground’ (Gen. 9.2)

An additional secondary stress may be marked by a ga‘ya

on an open syllable that is separated from the first secondary

stress by at least one syllable, though such ga‘yas are rare in the

early manuscripts, e.g.
L:  "Hx7wn ‘the Asrielite’ (Num. 26.31)

A long vowel which is separated from the main stress

syllable by a hatef vowel or shewa also takes secondary stress, e.g.
L:  n% ‘goes up’ (Gen. 2.6)

L: 72y ‘and they will serve’ (Jer. 30.9)

L:  Mnvw ‘they have kept’ (Deut. 33.9)

We have seen that shewa after a long vowel is generally
silent (81.2.5.6.). The secondary stress does not, however, clash
with the main stress since there is an intervening epenthetic syl-
lable before the consonant with the silent shewa. e.g.
[ for.om.'Rir.im]. A secondary stress may also occur on a long
vowel that is separated from the main stress by a geminated con-

sonant, e.g.
L:  onan ‘the houses’ (Exod. 12.7)

L:  Rix ‘OhY (Exod. 32.31)
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In such words, too, a syllable formed by an epenthetic
vowel separates the syllable with the secondary stress from main
stress: [hab. bo:.ot.'t"i:.im].

In the metrical structure, secondary and main stresses in
words such as 1nw and o'nan would occur in adjacent feet,
whereas in a word such as o787 there is an intervening foot be-

tween those of the stresses:
[ forom. 'Ru:]
SPEG)
[hab. borot. 'thi:im].
) G2 (")
[ho: 2o '85:.0m]

)

The stress rhythm is, therefore, based on the sequence of
phonetic syllables rather than the sequence of feet.

In the early Masoretic sources, the ga‘ya was not regarded
as one of the accents but rather a sign to denote the slowing down
of the reading. It appears, however, that it acquired a musical
motif of its own in some cases. This is seen in the following pas-
sage on the ga‘ya from Hidayat al-Qari’:

[The ga‘ya] should not be considered to belong either with

the disjunctive accents or the conjunctive accents, since it

is only an exhalation in speech, which carries the words

forward ... Its distinctive property is the imparting of a
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melody to the reading so that joy is diffused in the heart,

in order to conduct the reading along.?*

The term in the early sources is vocalized v, reflecting its
origin as an Aramaic active participle of the verb nv3 ‘to roar, to
low’, or, occasionally, 3. In Hidayat al-Qari’ mw3 has an Arabic
broken plural *px&is gawai. The sign later came to be known as
the snn meteg, a term that was introduced by Yequti’el ha-Naqdan
(first half of the thirteenth century) (Gumpertz 1958) and still
widely used today.

Yeivin, who carried out detailed studies of the ga‘ya in the
early manuscripts, classified it into two main categories (Yeivin
1968, 89-194; 1980, 240-64):

(i) Musical ga‘ya. This type of ga‘ya is related to the musical
cantillation and generally marks some kind of secondary
stress preceding the main accent. It is dependent on the
syllable structure of the word and the type of accent that is

adjacent to it.

(ii) Phonetic gaya. This slows down the reading of vowels in
various places to ensure the correct pronunciation of the
word, usually to indicate that a following shewa should be
made vocalic or to ensure that certain consonants were not

slurred over.

The musical ga‘ya is divided into a variety of categories.

The type that marks a secondary accent on open syllables, as in

208 1,ong version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.3.1.
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087, is known as ‘major ga‘ya’.?*® In the early Masoretic codices,
major ga‘ya is not marked on all words that have a syllable struc-
ture suitable for it. Moreover, there are differences across the
early manuscripts with regard to the frequency with which it is
marked. This reflects the fact that the marking of major gaa was
not standardized in the Tiberian tradition and it is rarely men-
tioned in the Masoretic treatises. It is marked infrequently in A,
about 30% of the possible cases, mainly on words with the dis-
junctive accents pashta or zagef. It is marked slightly more fre-
quently in L, in about 40% of the possible cases. The other early
manuscripts mark it in different proportions, some quite fre-
quently (e.g. C marks it in about 75% of the possible cases). In
general, however, the early manuscripts mark it less frequently
than later ones and some printed editions regularly mark it on
every open syllable that is suitable for it.

Mordechai Breuer (1971) has shown that some accent
sequences are determined by the number of intervening full
vowels without taking into account mobile shewas or hatefs. In
these systems, a vowel with secondary stress counts as two
unstressed vowels. For instance, munah before zagef is
transformed into pashta if the accent syllable of the word with
zagqef is preceded by at least two full vowels: i 2n&m ‘and Sa-
rah said’ (Gen. 21.6), oinar "N ‘and Abraham said’ (Gen.

2 In some Masoretic sources the terms w13 garesh, nw3 garsha
‘extending’ and 781N ma’arikh ‘lengthening’ are used as general terms
to refer a secondary accent in an open syllable marked either by a
conjunctive accent or by a ga‘ya; cf. Dotan (1967, 163, 342), Yeivin
(1980, 86).



Vowels and Syllable Structure 463

20.11), py1n hara ‘you will know by this’ (Num. 16.28—the sere
with secondary stress counts as two full vowels), Jp2 12720m
‘and they will be blessed in your seed’ (Gen. 22.18—the shewa
and the hatef vowel are not counted).

Major ga‘ya, as we have seen, often signals the occurrence
of a secondary stress. The fact that some manuscripts do not
always mark a ga‘ya in a syllable that one would have expected
to take the secondary stress does not necessarily imply that in the
reading tradition the secondary stress was not pronounced. When
the presence of a ga‘ya on an open syllable has an effect on the
distribution of the accents or of other ga‘yas, the effect is often
sustained even when the ga‘a is not marked, the necessary
condition being only that the open syllable could have been
marked by a ga‘ya (i.e. it is appropriate for secondary stress). A
couple of examples of this will suffice:

(i) If zarqga has two conjunctive servi and the word bearing
the zarqga has a major ga‘a, then the first servus before the zarqa
is merkha. If, however, the word bearing the zarqa has no ga‘ya,
then the first servus is usually munah. The merkha occurs even if
the following word does not explicitly mark the gaya on the open
syllable that is suitable for it.?!°

(ii) In word structures that are suitable for taking either a
minor ga‘ya or a major ga‘ya, such as nnnWK) ‘and I kept myself’
(2 Sam. 22.24), the fact that the word can take a major ga‘ya (in
this case on the open syllable at the beginning of the word)

20 yeivin (1980, 206-7). If, however, the second servus before zarqa is

munah, the first is always munah.
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obviates the occurrence of the minor ga‘ya, even if the major
ga‘ya sign is not marked (Yeivin 1968, 141).

Compare also some of the statements concerning the major
ga‘ya in the Masoretic literature with reference to a ga‘ya on a

word with zarqa:

‘The reader pronounces the ga‘ya, whether it is written or

not written.”?!!

‘In some books the ga‘ya is written whereas in others it is

not written but rather the knowledge of the reader is relied

upon 9212

It may be assumed, therefore, that the secondary stress fell
on the appropriate syllable irrespective of whether it was marked
graphically. A long vowel that had secondary stress was longer
than an unstressed long vowel. This may be inferred from the
statements in the early Masoretic and grammatical literature that
a vowel with ga‘ya is lengthened, e.g. Hidayat al-Qari’:

‘Its distinctive property is the extension of the melody.*?

21 Sefer Ta‘ame ha-Migra (ed. Mercerus, 1565, Eiii): x'pan opor 8mpm
21N 8Y IR 72100 IR 193

%12 Hebrew Mahberet ha-Tijan (ed. J. Derenbourg 1871, 98): a0 n¥pna
R NPT 5P om0 ROR AN 'R NP YT PAmD.

213 pa1bRa TRTARDR NN'eRaY, Long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8IL.L.3.1. Cf. the orthoepic works derived from the Hidayat al-Qar?’, e.g.
the Hebrew Mahberet ha-Tijan (ed. J. Derenbourg, 77) and the Arabic
Mahberet ha-Tijan, (ed. Neubauer 1891, 27), and also the references
given by Yeivin (1968, 142).
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It has been shown above, moreover, that in some accent
sequences a syllable with secondary stress was treated as
equivalent to two unstressed syllables, implying that the duration
of the vowel nucleus of the syllable with secondary stress was
increased by virtue of the stress. The ga‘ya sign was, in fact, called
ma’arikh in some sources (Wickes 1887, 24; A. Ben-David 1957b,
390-91).

Joseph and David Qimhi say explicitly that a long vowel in
a syllable that is not adjacent to the accent syllable (i.e. one that
takes secondary stress) is lengthened, but not one that is in a
syllable adjacent to the accent (and so does not take secondary
stress), e.g. the games on the shin in the word n7nw is longer than
that in “ny.2"

It has been remarked above that the early Tiberian
manuscripts differ in their consistency of marking the secondary
stress by ga‘ya. Those manuscripts that marked major ga‘ya
consistently emanated from a scribal circle that tended to give
graphic expression to a relatively greater number of the phonetic
details of the reading tradition. The trend towards a more
complete graphic notation reached its apogee in many of the
Non-Standard Tiberian manuscripts, which in addition to the
abundant marking of ga‘yas, also indicate subtle differences in
the strength of consonants according to their phonetic
environment (81.3.3.). Yeivin has shown that in A, in which major
ga‘yas are marked inconsistently, their notation is not random

but follows certain trends. If the difference between the ga‘ya

214 Cf. the passages from the Sefer Zikkaron and the Sefer Mikhlol quoted
by Yeivin (1981b, 48-49).
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notation of A and that of early manuscripts that mark them more
consistently arises from a tendency to indicate less phonetic
minutiae, we may postulate that the selective ga‘ya notation of A
corresponds to differences in the duration of vowels with
secondary stress. That is to say, some vowels with secondary
stress were longer than others and only the longer ones tended
to be marked. This seems plausible, since the medieval sources
state that the ga‘ya was essentially a marker of vowel duration.

The words that are marked with major ga‘ya in A nearly all
have disjunctive accents. It is very rarely marked on words with
conjunctives (Yeivin 1968, 147-48). In conformity with the
foregoing discussion, this may be interpreted as a reflection of
the fact that vowels with secondary stress were generally shorter
in words with conjunctives than in those with disjunctives. Such
durational differences are not alluded to in the early Masoretic
and grammatical literature. It should be pointed out, however,
that the thirteenth-century naqdan, Yequti’el ha-Kohen bar
Yehudah, the first scholar to deal systematically with the
question of ga‘yas and secondary stress, states explicitly that
‘metegs (= ga‘yas) of disjunctives are greater than metegs of
conjunctives’.?’® This can be explained by the fact that words with
disjunctive accents were read slower than words with
conjunctives and so the relative duration of the constituent
syllables was increased.

Within the set of words with disjunctive accents, A marks
major ga‘ya most frequently on those with pashta. After pashta

the accents with which it occurs most often are, in descending

25 gpwnn “»nnn ‘11 oabnn nann: ‘En ha-Qore (Gumpertz 1958, 141).
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order, zaqef, ’atnah, tifha and revia® (Yeivin 1968, 148-60). The
major ga‘ya, therefore, is marked predominantly with the low
sustained tone accents. With regard to the accents with which
ga‘ya is marked most frequently, pashta and zagef, Yeivin notes
that the ga‘ya generally does not occur if the word is mil‘el, i.e.
has the accent on the penultimate syllable (Yeivin 1968, 152,
156). It is reasonable to assume that the omission of the ga‘ya
before pashta and zaqef on mil‘el words was connected with the
fact that the low tone accents were lengthened with a
concomitant rise in pitch and intensity when they fell on a
penultimate syllable (see above). The duration of the vowel with
secondary stress was evidently reduced in the same way as the
duration of a vowel with merkha was reduced before a pashta on
a mil‘el word. In both cases, the reason for the reduction was that
the increase in lung air required to sustain the longer duration
and greater intensity of the pashta (and zagef) necessitated a
decrease in air expenditure elsewhere in the same breath group.
Similarly, ga‘ya was seldom marked on words with the high tone
accents since these required a larger volume of air to sustain the
greater subglottal pressure necessary for their higher intensity.
The vowel with the secondary stress before such accents was,
therefore, of shorter duration. When, however, the low tone
accents pashta, zaqef, ’atnah and tifha were on the final syllable
of a word, they required relatively little air expenditure since
they were pronounced quite short and with low intensity (see
above). There was, consequently, more air available for the

articulation of other segments in the same breath group and so
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the secondary accent was pronounced with a relatively long
duration.

In his study of accent retraction (nesiga), Praetorius
suggested that in word pairs in which the expected retraction of
the accent did not take place, the accent of one or of both of the
words was weak and so the clash of the two stress syllables was
felt to be more acceptable. The circumstances in which the stress
was weakened include:

(i) Long accent groups, i.e. a disjunctive preceded by two
or more words with conjunctives (Praetorius 1897, 11, 43);

(ii) When a word pair in a short accent group has a close
syntactic connection to a following accent group, e.g. when the
second accent group is a complement of a verb contained in the
preceding accent group (Praetorius 1897, 39), e.g. the preposi-

tional phrase in:

0'ATa 'Y M3 i ‘Woe to him who builds a town with blood’
(Hab. 2.12)

(iii) When one of the words of a short accent group has

strong contrastive stress (Praetorius 1897, 51-58), e.g.

PIR-5my 2 npinm ‘but he who takes refuge in ME will in-
herit the earth’ (Isa. 57.13)

Nesiga sometimes also fails to occur in a short accent group
when it is in close syntactic connection with the preceding accent
group and contrastive stress falls on the last word of this accent

group (Praetorius 1897, 51-58), e.g.

1 goron nfm-ow “If (it is) THE LORD (who) has incited you
against me’ (1 Sam. 26.19)
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In all these cases, it is plausible to assume that the stress
was reduced due to a diminution in the supply of lung air. This
diminution arose in the first two cases as a result of the fact that
the breath group was relatively long. In the third case, a large
proportion of the air of the breath group was expended on the
word with strong contrastive stress and so the amount of air
available for the rest of the breath group was correspondingly
reduced. The reduction in the volume of air expended on a
stressed syllable would have resulted in a decrease not only of
the intensity of the vowel but also of its duration. Consequently,
we may infer that the aforementioned factors that conditioned
the occurrence patterns of nesiga were also conditioning factors
of vowel duration. The reduction of vowel duration in the
environment of contrastive stress arose for essentially the same
reason as did the reduction of the duration of vowels with merkha
or with secondary stress before high tone disjunctives.

There is one feature of the distribution of major ga‘yas in
the Aleppo Codex that may have been conditioned by the length
of the breath group. Major ga‘ya occurs with some accents more
frequently when there are no preceding words with dependent
conjunctives.?'® The absence of preceding words with conjunc-
tives may have motivated a shorter breath group and so given
rise to a corresponding increase in the duration of the stressed
vowels. It is, of course, not possible to establish with absolute
certainty where the boundaries of breath groups occurred in the

medieval Tiberian reading tradition. Nevertheless, it is

216 Yeivin (1968, 150 [’atnah], 151 [zagef]).
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reasonable to assume that they coincided to some extent with the

boundaries of accent groups and/or of syntactic units.

1.2.8.2.2. On Closed Syllables with Short Vowels
(Minor Ga‘ya)

Ga‘ya also marked secondary stress on closed syllables with short
vowels, i.e. vowels that are unspecified as to length in their pho-
nological features (viz. patah /a/, segol /e¢/, hireq /i/,
qibbus/shureq /u/, /o/, /e/), as opposed to a vowel that is inher-
ently specified by a phonological feature as long (long games /3/,
holem /0/, sere /é/, long shureq /1/, long hireq /i/) (for details of
this classification of vowels see §1.2.3.). This occurs most consist-
ently on the first syllable of words with disjunctive accents that
have the following patterns: o9%a%snn [ mi6p"alpa'liim],
o%opnn [mi'6qatt’a'lizim] (with a geminated consonant) and
o%pann [mi-6p"a:fa'lizim] (with a hatef preceded by a vowel of
the same quality).?!” These are patterns in which the main accent
syllable is preceded by sequences of two closed syllables with
short vowels followed by a mobile shewa or by a sequence of one
closed syllable with a short vowel and an open syllable followed
by a syllable with a hatef vowel that is the same quality as the
vowel of the preceding open syllable.

Such vowels of unspecified length with ga‘ya in words in
these patterns are generally transcribed in the Karaite transcrip-
tions with an Arabic mater lectionis, which indicates that they

were lengthened by the secondary stress, e.g.

217 Cf. Yeivin (1980, 244).
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M\) [ varpifmu'Su:] (BL Or 2544 fol. 118v, 4 | L [BHS]:

1wnwn Exod. 4.31 ‘and they heard”)

L~ [ barmmarha'ne:] (BL Or 2544, fol. 32v, 1 | L [BHS]:

Ju— ==

minna Gen. 32.22 ‘in the camp’)

& )"‘*“"*’f‘ [ mi'mmifp"0'ho:00] (BL Or 2546, fol. 132r, 11

| L [BHS]: nnawnn Num. 36.1 ‘from the families of’)

& 3ael) 99 [ wurljaifa'qoiov] (BL Or 2546, fol. 85v, 8 | L

[BHS]: 2y Num. 32.11 ‘and to Jacob’)

In the Masoretic literature, this type of ga‘ya was termed
‘minor ga‘ya (fvp npy) whereas the ga‘ya that marked the
incidence of secondary stress on an open syllable was termed, as
remarked, ‘major ga‘ya’ (7913 m'p1).2® This implies that when
secondary stress fell on a short vowel in a closed syllable, the
vowel was not lengthened as much as a vowel in an open syllable
with secondary stress.?'® Evidence for this lesser degree of dura-

tion is the fact that some Karaite manuscripts that transcribe long

218 Cf. Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, 302, 383).

219 Yequti’el ha-Naqdan refers to the ga‘ya in a closed syllable as ‘heavy’
(722) and the ga‘ya in an open syllable as ‘light’. These terms of Yequti’el
do not denote the way the ga‘yot were pronounced. He states that he
called the ga‘a in closed syllables ‘heavy’ since: ‘The heart of many
sages is heavy for not having understood them ... and the door [of
understanding] which is open for the light ones is closed for those which
are heavy’ (Gumpertz 1958, 142).
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vowels in open syllables or syllables with the main stress with an
Arabic mater lectionis omit a mater lectionis in a syllable with sec-

ondary stressed marked by a minor ga‘a, e.g.

P J..,wf 9 [ va'pifra's'u:] (BL Or 2542, fol. 43r, 6 | L [BHSI:

1¥7w1 Exod. 1.7 ‘and they swarmed’)

LS~ [ni*Bhakk"a'ma:] (BL Or 2542, fol. 43r, 9 | L

T

[BHS]: nnanni Exod. 1.10 ‘let us deal wisely’)

el [wulja:Sa'qorov] (BL Or 2542, fol. 49r, 13 | L

AT o

[BHS]: 2y Exod. 6.8 ‘and to Jacob’)

For this reason, the vowel with minor ga‘a is represented
as half-long in my phonetic transcription of the forms, e.g. [a'],
[i'], [u].

Some Karaite transcriptions regularly omit a mater lectionis
only when the minor ga‘ya is on one of the high vowels hireq [i]
or shureq [u], but transcribes lower vowels that have minor ga‘ya

with a mater lectionis, e.g.

j::g\j [ vagitt"a'nu:] (BL Or 2549 fol. 18v, 9 | L [BHS]: um

PER

Jer. 4.16 ‘and they gave’)

L";LpL“J [ li'mna:?a's’a:aj] (BL Or 2549 fol. 87r, 6 | L

[BHS]: "#x1nY Jer. 23.17 ‘to those who despise me’)

C)ff-m«."-j [ wuymisria'fo:08] (BL Or 2549 fol. 112r, 14 |

L [BHS]: nianiwn3i Jer. 34.5 ‘and like the burning of’)
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This appears to reflect the universal phonetic phenomenon
whereby, all other things being equal, high vowels tend to be of
shorter duration than low vowels. This difference in duration can
be above the threshold of perception (Lehiste 1970, 18-19). Evi-
dently, the scribes of the Karaite transcriptions perceived the
high vowels with minor ga‘ya to be of shorter duration than the
low vowels. Since many other transcriptions represent the high
vowels with minor ga‘ya with matres lectionis, we can assume that
the high vowels with minor ga‘ya were not completely short, but
half-long vowels of a shorter duration relative to low vowels.?*

Attempts were made to standardize the distribution of the
minor ga‘ya in the Tiberian Masoretic tradition and there is
general agreement among the early manuscripts in its marking.
This standardization is reflected by the fact that a large
proportion of the differences between Aharon ben Asher and
Moshe ben Naphtali that are recorded in Kitab al-Khilaf of
Misha’el ben ‘Uzzi’el relate to the minor ga‘ya.

Minor ga‘ya occurs in the patterns described above across
the boundary of words that are connected by maqqef, e.g. 7Ann-5
‘on the ass’ (Exod. 4.20). Minor ga‘ya also occurs less consistently
on a range of other related structures in which the syllable with
the ga‘ya is separated from the main accent syllable by at least
one other syllable and a vocalic shewa, e.g.

L:  mian (with vocalic shewa additional to the o%wann

pattern) ‘the Canaanite woman’ (1 Chron. 2.3)

220 For further details concerning the representation of minor ga‘ya in

the Karaite transcriptions, see Khan (1992c).
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L:  nny (with a vowel of different quality before the hatef)
‘and they fought’ (Josh. 10.36)

It very rarely occurs on a syllable that is separated from the

accent by only one syllable, e.g.
L:  wipxeni ‘a conspiracy is found’ (Jer. 11.9).

Yeivin (1968, 89-194; 1980, 240-64) classifies major gaya
and minor ga‘ya as musical ga‘yas and it is reasonable to assume
that the secondary stress that they represented was adorned by a
short musical motif. The frequent use of conjunctive accents on
open syllables to mark the secondary stress supports this view.
Hidayat al-Qari’ described ga‘ya as bringing about ‘the extension
of the melody so that joy is diffused in the heart, ... animating
the reader and moving him to read more’.>* One may interpret
this as referring to some kind of melismatic embellishment. The
Digqduge ha-Te‘aimim, moreover, classifies ga‘ya among the
accents, presumably on account of its musical value.?*> Secondary
stress normally fell on a long vowel in an open syllable since it
was a feature of long vowels that they were more amenable to
being stretched (‘dehnungsfidhig’, according to the terminology
of Trubetzskoy 1936; 1938) than short vowels and so could
accommodate the musical contour of the secondary stress more
easily. When secondary stress fell on a short vowel, the vowel

was lengthened but its duration was less than that of a long vowel

21 1,ong version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.3.1.

222 Ed. Dotan (1967, 108, §1). Hidayat al-Qari’, on the other hand, does
not consider gaya to be an accent; cf. Long version, edition in vol. 2 of
this book, §II.1.3.1; ed. Eldar 2018, 74-75.
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in an open syllable that had secondary stress. It was for this
reason that short vowels in closed syllables were not usually
suitable for secondary stress, since they were not lengthened
enough to accommodate the melisma of the stressed syllable.

The occurrence of the secondary stress of minor ga‘ya on
and o'ypann can be explained by the hypothesis that the sequence
of two CVC-CVC syllables with short vowel nuclei functioned,
under certain conditions, analogously to a single syllable with a
long bimoraic nucleus CVV. Secondary stress was allowed to fall
on a short vowel in such patterns since the motif associated with
the stress was spread over both the stressed syllable and the
syllable that followed it. There subsequently followed a buffer
syllable in the form of a mobile shewa or hatef, which separated
the melismatic unit of the secondary stress from the main stress
syllable. Just as the most prominent component of the CVCCVC
sequence accommodating the secondary stress of minor gaya was
the first syllable, reflected by the lengthening of its vowel, so in
a bimoraic CVV syllable the main prominence was on the first
vowel mora, which is the most sonorous segment of the syllable
(Kager 1993).

It would be more precise to say that the melisma of the
secondary stress spread across the strong syllables of two metrical
feet. This explains why minor ga‘ya is frequently found also on
structures such as 1o ‘the Canaanite woman’ (1 Chron. 2.3)
and Y5wan—wy ‘what you cook’ (Exod. 16.23) (Yeivin 1980, 246),

in which the syllable with secondary stress is separated from the
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buffer syllable by two phonetic syllable nuclei (vocalic shewa +

patah) but only one metrical foot:

[(ha'k.) (k"a.na:) (fa.'ni:if)]

() ™" (")
[Ra.fer)  (thawval) (fa.'lud]
¢ . ("™

A form such as oyuan ‘from before you’ (Lev. 18.24) was
unsuitable for minor ga‘ya since the shewa belongs to the second
foot and the strong syllable of this foot is not separated from the

main stress by the statutory buffer syllable:
[(mip.) (pPa.ner) (“yxe:em)]
) (") )

It is for this reason that the separation between minor ga‘ya
and the main stress had to be a full vowel + mobile shewa/hatef
vowel (o'99%ann) but could not be the same in reverse sequence
(03712n).

A secondary accent marked by minor ga‘ya does not occur
on all closed syllables that are separated from the main stress by
a second foot and a buffer syllable. It tends to occur only in those
circumstances in which the vowel of the syllable under secondary
stress was maximally long. In conditions in which the duration
of the vowel was reduced, the minor ga‘ya tends not to be
marked. It is not clear whether the absence of the minor ga‘ya
indicates that the secondary stress was omitted or whether it

denotes that the vowel was still under secondary stress but of
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shorter duration and, consequently, unable to accommodate a
melisma.

There were two major conditioning factors of vowel
duration that affected the duration of the vowel with minor ga‘ya.
One of these was the tempo at which the word containing minor
ga‘ya was read. When chanted at a slower tempo, the vowels were
stretched. Consequently, the vowels of words that had disjunctive
accents were generally longer in duration than the vowels of
words with conjunctives. This factor has already been inferred
from the distribution of major ga‘yas. From the distribution of
minor ga‘yas one may infer another factor, viz. there was a strong
tendency to make the interval between the secondary stress and
the main stress in all words isochronous, irrespective of
differences in the number of syllables that separated them. This
meant that the duration of the syllables between the two stress
beats including those on which the stress occurred varied
according to their number. The more intervening syllables there
were, the shorter was their duration. The variation in duration of
the syllable would doubtless have been achieved by lengthening
or shortening of the vowels that were the most ‘stretchable’
constituents of a syllable. It is not clear whether this affected all
the vowels, both long and short, or just the long vowels, which,
by their nature, had a more flexible duration.

In the conditions in which minor ga‘ya was regularly
marked, the vowel under secondary stress was maximally long
according to these two aforementioned criteria: (i) The ga‘ya
normally occurs when the word has a disjunctive accent but not

when it has a conjunctive; (ii) Apart from the syllable that was
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necessary to carry part of the melisma of the secondary stress,
the material constituting the unstressed buffer between the two
stress beats was the absolute minimum, viz. an open syllable with
a short vowel nucleus (vocalic shewa or a hatef vowel): o%a%ann,
o%vpnn and o%pann. When the buffer between the two stresses
was longer, the duration of the vowels of the word was reduced
out of an effort to keep the time interval between them the same
and so the ga‘a was usually omitted. This explains the
phenomenon described in the Digduqe ha-Te‘amim whereby the
ga‘ya was omitted if the structures that regularly had it were
attached to a following word by magqgef, e.g. nnw-19an ‘and they
fell there’ (Gen. 14.10).22® Even forms that have no more than an
additional vocalic shewa between the two stress syllables, such as
nmp1an ‘the Canaanite woman’ (1 Chron. 2.3) and Hwanwx
‘what you cook’ (Exod. 16.23) exhibit slightly less consistency in
the placement of minor gaya than the ‘fully regular structures’
(Yeivin 1968, 107). Forms which have a bimoraic syllable as a
buffer, i.e. an independent foot, rather than a light monomoraic
syllable with mobile shewa or hatef, such as npnon? ‘to war’
(Num. 21.33) do not have ga‘ya with any degree of regularity
(Yeivin 1968, 117; 1980, 247). By contrast, additional syllables
preceding the secondary stress fell outside the isochronous
interval between the two stress beats and so had no influence on
the duration of the vowels, e.g. n7a8n1"n& ‘and the knife’ (Gen.
22.6).

22 Digduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan 1967, §15), Dotan (1964, 65), Yeivin
(1968, 97-98).
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Minor ga‘ya was marked with equal consistency before all
the disjunctives. The duration of a vowel with minor gaa, unlike
that of a vowel with major ga‘ya, was not reduced significantly
as the result of greater air expenditure on a subsequent high tone
accent. This was most likely because the relatively short duration
of a vowel with minor ga‘ya required by its very nature far less
air expenditure than a long vowel with major ga‘ya. As remarked
above, however, the Karaite transcriptions reflect differences in
duration in the vowel with minor ga‘ya according to intrinsic dif-
ferences in duration between high and low vowels.

If an open syllable preceded the syllable that took minor
ga‘ya in a form of regular structure, the secondary stress fell on
this open syllable and was either marked with major gaya or was
left without graphical representation, e.g. nInpwx) ‘and I kept
myself’ (A, 2 Sam. 22.24; cf. Yeivin 1968, 98). A long vowel in
an open syllable was, all other things being equal, more suitable
for taking the melisma of the secondary stress than a sequence of
two short syllable nuclei. The duration of a stressed vowel in an
open syllable, moreover, was not reduced by the pressure of
isochrony between stress beats to the extent that it could not
accommodate the melisma.

By this argument, in the structure o5pann one would have
expected that the vowel in the open syllable before the hatef
could have accommodated the melisma of the secondary stress,

since this vowel was long, as shown by the Karaite transcriptions,

e.g.
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334\l y (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 67v, 2 | L [BHS]: by} Gen.

22.9 ‘and he bound’)

Ul (BL Or 2544, fol. 32v, 11 | L [BHS]: 12p’1 Gen. 32.24

‘and he caused to pass over’)

Jese>=la Jle (BL Or 2540, fol. 12v, 2 | L [BHS]: 2hAna-5
Exod. 4.20 ‘upon the donkey’)

When a long vowel in this position is followed by an
ordinary shewa, minor ga‘ya generally does not occur (Yeivin
1968, 111), e.g. m93n ‘so they may be ashamed’ (Ezek. 43.10).
Here the secondary stress evidently generally fell on the syllable
before the shewa: [Vi.jik.lkh:):.:)l.'mu:]. When the long vowel is
followed by a laryngeal/pharyngeal with a vowel of a different
quality, e.g. mn% ‘and they fought’ (Josh. 10.5), the tendency
for the word to have minor ga‘ya is greater than when it is
followed by a non-guttural consonant with shewa (1132) but less
than when the vowel preceding the hatef is of the same quality
(7pyD). If the word has pashta, for example, there is a preference
to have secondary stress in the form of a major ga‘ya on the syl-
lable before the guttural rather than minor ga‘ya on the preceding
syllables, e.g. jppgn ‘and they were called’ (Jud. 10.17; cf. Yeivin
1968, 109).

These facts can be explained by the assumption that the
duration of the vowel varied in each of these three structures,
those of shorter duration being less suitable for taking the full

secondary stress melisma than those of longer duration. In some
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manuscripts that exhibit a selective notation of major ga‘ya, there
is a greater tendency for the major ga‘ya to be omitted on a vowel
before a hatef than on a long vowel before a shewa.?** This was
probably motivated by the shorter duration of the vowel before
a hatef.

A vowel in an open syllable that is followed by a hatef of
the same quality must be considered to have been the shortest of
the three types of vowel. The rules for accent sequences that
treated a syllable with secondary stress as two syllables counted
a vowel preceding a hatef of the same quality as only one syllable
(M. Breuer 1971, 184, n.45). Consequently, if any secondary
accent at all fell on such vowels, it could not have increased the
vowel duration to the full length of other vowels in open syllables
under secondary stress. One may also adduce as evidence of the
relatively short duration of vowels of this type the fact that they
do not usually take munah before zagef where the occurrence of
munah would have been expected (Yeivin 1968, 201-2; Breuer
1971, 184, n.45). It is plausible to interpret this as being due to
the unsuitability of the vowels to accommodate the necessary
melismatic structure of the accent due to their short duration.

The relatively short duration of a vowel before a hatef of
the same quality was conditioned by two factors.

First factor: A number of phoneticians have shown that in

some languages the duration of a vowel varies according to the

224 Menachem Cohen (1982a, 66, 67, 69, 70, 73) has found this feature
of ga‘ya notation in the manuscripts L, C and in the later medieval
Spanish manuscripts BL Or 2201 (dated 1246) and BL Or 2626-8 (dated
1483).
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extent of the movement of the speech organs required in order to
come from the vowel position to the position of the following
phonetic segments. The greater the extent of movement, the
longer the vowel.?”® It may be inferred that this principle
influenced vowel duration in Tiberian Hebrew. In the sequence
of a vowel, a laryngeal/pharyngeal, and a hatef of the same
quality, no significant movement of speech organs in the oral
cavity was required to make the transition from the first member
to the last. There were two relevant processes involved: the
tongue position for the two vowels, and the speech organ
movement and muscle activity required to articulate the
intervening consonant. Phonetic segments are not produced in
speech as independent units, but rather the sounds overlap and
flow into one continuously changing stream of sound. Several
phoneticians have postulated on the basis of studies of gestures
in the vocal tract that the tongue moves from vowel shape to
vowel shape with the consonantal gestures superimposed,
overlapping in time with the articulatory gestures for the
vowels.?*® Therefore in a sequence of vowel + consonant +
vowel when the two vowels are of the same quality the speech
organ movement necessary to pass from the first vowel to the
second would always be less than when the two vowels were of
different quality, irrespective of what the intervening consonant
might be.

Second factor: In Tiberian Hebrew the patterns of stress and

the distribution of the accents only reflect a consistent reduction

2 E.g. Lehiste (1970, 20).
226 E.¢. Ohman (1966), Browman and Goldstein (1989).
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in the duration of the first vowel when the intervening consonant
is a pharyngeal/laryngeal. There is no evidence for a similar
reduction when an oral consonant intervenes between two
vowels of the same quality, except, occasionally, when the
consonant is a lax continuative, especially sonorants. An
important factor contributing to the reduction of duration must,
therefore, have been the phonetic nature of the pharyngeals/
laryngeals. It is relevant here to draw attention to a phenomenon
that is attested in North African Arabic dialects whereby long
vowels are shortened before pharyngeal consonants, Moroccan,
Jewish Algiers: dra® ‘arm’ < *dhira‘, jnah ‘wing’ < ¥*jinah
(Brockelmann 1908 vol. 1, 64; Marcel Cohen 1912, 135). Brock-
elmann explains this as the result of the articulation of the phar-
yngeal taking away part of the duration of the vowel. This was
no doubt due to the weak vowel-like nature of non-oral conso-

nants.?”” We may, therefore, identify this as a second factor that

227 Another relevant parallel can be found in stress placement patterns
in the Modern South Arabian languages. Dufour (2017) has
demonstrated that in the history of these languages syllables attracted
stress according to a hierarchy of vowel qualities thus: *a > *i > *u.
This means that a syllable with an *a was favoured over syllables with
higher vowels for stress placement. What is of interest is that a syllable
with an *a vowel that was followed by a guttural consonant was less
favoured for stress than one that containing an *a vowel that was not
followed by a guttural. This can be interpreted as showing that the
duration of the vowel was reduced when followed by a guttural and
thus the vowel in this context was less suitable for stress. Cf. also
Hayward et al. (1988).
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is likely to have reduced the duration of Hebrew vowels before
gutturals.>*®

Although the articulation of y”nnx in Tiberian Hebrew was
weak, it was only reduced completely to zero in the case of & and
n in a number of word forms, such as ®ix, 528, ®y¥n and forms
that used n as a mater lectionis for a final long vowel. Where pning
were articulated, they often caused a lowering of adjacent
vowels, in many cases to the quality of patah, the lowest vowel.
This was evidently occasioned by the narrowing of the pharynx,
which was achieved by pulling the back of the tongue into the
pharynx and this, in turn, was facilitated by the lowering of the
tongue. The association of p"nir with a low vowel shape may
explain the following phenomenon of ga‘ya distribution in the
early manuscripts that has been noted by Yeivin (1968, 99-100).
Among the cases of words of regular structure for minor ga‘ya
that, contrary to expectation, do not take minor ga‘ya with a
disjunctive accent, there is a large proportion of forms of the

pattern oopann with segol + hatef segol, e.g. 1ign ‘and he took

228 There is some evidence that the duration of a vowel in an open
syllable was also reduced when it was separated from a subsequent hatef
of the same quality by a sonorant oral continuant. When the position of
the laryngeal/pharyngeal in the form o'5pann is taken by one of the
sonorant consonants that characteristically do not tolerate dagesh in a
syllable with shewa, minor ga‘ya regularly occurs (Yeivin 1968, 112-
13), e.g. A 1551 ‘and they praised’ (L 35971, 2 Chr. 29.30) (§1.2.8.2.2.).
Again we may assume that the vowel-like sonorant took away some of
the duration from the preceding vowel, making it unsuitable for

secondary stress.
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hold of’ (Jud. 16.3), mivpx-q& ‘and I will do it’ (Isa. 46.11). This
can be interpreted as indicating that a long vowel preceding
ynnk with a hatef vowel of the same quality tended to be shorter
in proportion to the lowness of the vowel quality. The tongue
position for patah was the closest to that which was appropriate
for the narrowing of the pharynx and so less movement of
articulatory organs was required. We may again draw a parallel
with North African Arabic, where the vowel shortening before
pharyngeals is restricted in principle to long low a vowels.

Finally, if a long vowel was followed by a closed syllable
beginning with p”nnx and containing a vowel nucleus of the same
quality, it was apparently longer than a long vowel followed by
y'nnR with a hatef of the same quality. This is shown by the
regular occurrence of munah on the long vowel before the closed
syllable to mark secondary stress before zagef, e.g. nigwny ‘for
the sin offerings’ (Neh. 10.34) (Yeivin 1968, 203). This was prob-
ably due to the fact that a consonantal onset of a prosodically
strong syllable (CVC, CVV) was of a stronger articulation, there-
fore less vowel-like, than that of a prosodically weak syllable con-
taining vocalic shewa or a hatef. This would have made the con-
sonant less likely to take away duration from the preceding
vowel.

It follows from the first factor discussed above that a vowel
preceding a laryngeal/pharyngeal with a hatef of a different
quality, as in 1% ‘and they fought’ (Josh. 10.36) and 319&3n ‘of
our nearest kin’ (Ruth 2.20), was of a slightly longer duration
than a vowel before a hatef of the same quality. This was because

the transition to the hatef vowel required some movement of
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tongue and lip position. Through the operation of the second fac-
tor, however, the following guttural took away some of the pre-
ceding vowel duration and so these vowels did not have quite
their full duration. Although they took secondary stress in the
form of munah before zagef in preference to minor ga‘ya, e.g.
afjl_'}fzm ‘[do not] fight’ (1 Kings 22.31), they were, in general, not
so suitable for secondary stress as were long vowels of full
duration. There was, consequently, a certain tendency for secon-
dary stress in other circumstances to pass over a syllable with
such a vowel when conditions were favourable for the melisma
of the stress to be spread over two syllables instead.

In forms such as %21 ‘so they may be ashamed’ (Ezek.
43.10), it may be expected from the operation of the first factor
that the long games would be reduced in duration since this was
followed by an epenthetic of the same quality: [vi.jik.-
k"5:.0l.'mu:]. Such structures, however, exhibit a lesser tendency
to take minor ga‘ya than forms such as 1n% ‘and they fought’
(Josh. 10.5). Evidently, the games in forms such as 1521 was
longer in duration and more suitable for taking the full secondary
stress melisma. This would have been due to the absence of a
guttural consonant following the vowel that would have taken

over part of the duration of the vowel.

1.2.9. SHEWA GA‘YA

The ga‘ya sign is sometimes marked next to shewa or hatef signs.
This is referred to by the terms ga‘yat shewa or shewa ga‘ya. The
second term will be used here. It is rare in the twenty-one books

(only some 200 cases occur) but is common in the three books. It
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is a musical shewa, but is often marked before a guttural, which
suggests that there may be also a phonetic motivation for its
use.??

There are some parallels between the occurrence of shewa
ga‘ya and that of minor ga‘ya. Shewa ga‘ya occurs mainly in words
with disjunctive accents. Some cases of shewa ga‘ya, moreover,
occur on patterns that correspond to the regular patterns for mi-
nor ga‘ya, viz. o'ha%on, ohvpn and oHpan (the counterparts of
ooa%enn, oovpnn and oopann), e.g.

L: mMywn ‘you should set free’ (Jer. 34.14)
L:  Tunw3 ‘when you hear’ (1 Chron. 14.15)
L:  {i%pn31 ‘in the ascent of’ (2 Chron. 32.33)

The occurrence of shewa ga‘ya, however, is not so concen-
trated on these regular patterns as the minor ga‘ya is concen-
trated on its regular patterns. Ga‘ya is found in a variety of other
patterns on a shewa or hatef that is separated from the accent by
at least one vowel, e.g.

L: 0% ‘but’ (Job 12.7)
L: 7978y ‘go out’ (Cant. 1.8)
L:  nxp1 R ‘you will see and you will read’ (Jer. 51.61)

L: i ‘and it will be’ (Hos. 2.1)

L: a8 ‘and let them say’ (Joel 2.17)

2 For detailed treatments of the distribution of shewa ga‘ya see Yeivin
(1968, 128-37, 252-61; 1980, 252-54), Dotan (1967, 128, 218-22,
357-58, 381), M. Breuer (1982, 193-97).
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L:  of&wina ‘when they brought out’ (Josh. 10.24)
L:  vnwop ‘his sneezings’ (Job 41.10)
L:  o™n92-ny) ‘and all the princes’ (2 Kings 24.14)

Shewa ga‘ya also occurs on a conjunctive vay when it has a

shureq before a labial, e.g.
L:  37bnp-nny ‘and what do you awaken?’ (Cant. 8.4)

Given the strict conditions of word length for the occur-
rence of the secondary stress of minor ga‘a, these freer occur-
rence patterns of shewa ga‘ya suggest that its motivation was not
exclusively to mark a secondary stress. Rather, in some cases at
least, its purpose was to slow down reading for orthoepic reasons.
As remarked, this is likely to apply to some cases where it occurs
before a guttural. Evidence for this is the fact that there are in-
stances where shewa ga‘ya occurs before a guttural on a word that

has an ’azla accent sign that itself marks a secondary stress, e.g.
L: i ‘and it will be’ (Isa. 28.4)

In most cases, shewa ga‘ya occurs at the beginning of a
word, as in the examples cited above. In a few cases in the three

books, it occurs in the middle of a word, e.g.
L, A: v&1~wR ‘blessed is the man’ (Psa. 1.1)
L:  n%p-wan ‘they search out iniquities’ (A: n%iy 1wary, Psa.
64.7)
In both these cases, the shewa ga‘ya clashes with an imme-
diately preceding ga‘ya or merkha, suggesting that it reflected the

slowing of the reading for orthoepic purposes rather than a sec-

ondary stress beat.
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According to Masoretic treatises, a shewa with ga‘a was
read with the length of a full vowel. This is seen, for example, in
a passage concerning the pronunciation of shewa before gutturals
in the Treatise on the Shewa edited by Levy (1936, v™-2):

It (the shewa) should not be pronounced (in the word
D'9p27) as a pure games, equal (to the following games), i.e.
with lengthening, but rather it is pronounced short, as if it
were games, but not a full games, e.g. 0"5pan, but you do
not say owan, for that is a mistake. Likewise, when it is
adjacent to vowels other than games, it is pronounced
short. This is also the case when two shewas come together,
as in npRYR, "R, waR, and likewise xIp?), w¥H,
1nw, akenan. Follow this (rule), do not add to it or sub-
tract from it, unless ga‘ya occurs with shewa, in which case
you make it long and it is pronounced as a games. For in-
stance, the word 1, when you add ga‘ya to the shewa, i.e.
i, is pronounced nm with a full games. The same is so
in the case of segol, e.g. 3" is pronounced 3p . Like-
wise 778¥ ‘go out’ (Cant. 1.8) is read with hireq as if it
were T77RY; 113w 1mHRY ‘our captors asked us’ (Psa. 137.3)
is read 158Y; *no 13080 ‘you will love being simple’ (Prov.
1.22) is read *no 1anxn. All such instances of shewa are
pronounced full with the pronunciation of the (vowel of
the) adjacent guttural letter, on account of the principle of
the ga‘ya, for it is the ga‘ya that lengthens them. If there is
no ga‘ya, shewa is always pronounced short and is not

lengthened. This condition is never changed. So it is with
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all the occurrences of shewa that we have discussed, all

instances of its vocalic realization follow this rule.?°

The purport of this and similar passages from other Maso-
retic treatises®! is that a shewa with ga‘a was pronounced as a
long vowel, which was equal in status to a full vowel represented
by a vowel sign.

The Karaite transcriptions into Arabic indicate that shewa
ga‘ya was pronounced as a long vowel, since they represent it

with a mater lectionis, e.g.

Si-U\, (BL Or 2547 fol. 15r, 11 | L [BHS]: b3 Josh. 13.6

‘as an inheritance’)

230 ppina 313 8MIR 52 PPANA NANa MW Pin pop Hhnn 1Y R viar oh
AR 11 .80 75T e 05Yan Mipr RS 0OYan 791p2 ORN PAR KDY PRR FIRD
NUIIR MYRWR TIRN DI PATA PINK PANR RTIR 79T 972302 pphy 3 N3 RIR
ROR PPIN KD TN KD RIN DY DPR DIRYDIN WRWT IRAT IRPTL Y101 IPIIR
Y3 AYN NP3 RIR 770 TP PRpa TN 3130 5PN 3 RIWHR Y0 pant I8
TIRD POM ONn VPRI ANDNA 77T ORN PPN M ORPY 0 DAnbR RTN DY
W ORWY NN 75 IRY MIPN TIRD TTARI A0RIA RIPY T2 WY SN P MPn
ORN 1173 373N RAPIRW RN 777 53 N0 13AKRD RIP*1IARD TIT1 WORY R
NHR 7 PIOR RS 1YY R 1OYHR 2202 Pnn i RAY NRINOKR JIAOKR 173D
RIN I KD DpRna KD RTAR 12 90303 KNN3 3 09 X1 LRAYPAN
RT77OP NORIIN PN RARINIW "NOKR 77100 DROPR P73 78 ToT1 0915 0WwOHR
5HNOR.

#1 E.g. Hidayat al-Qari’> (short version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
8I1.S.5.1, §I1.S.5.3), Baer and Strack (1879, 12-13); cf. Khan (2009, 3*-
7:':)-
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a5 545" (BL Or 2552 fol. 16v, 13 | L [BHS]: n3in3 Job. 12.3

‘like you’)

lalses 5il ¢ (BL Or 2553 fol. 5v, 5 | L [BHS]: ;ppnn Prov. 3.18

‘and those who support her’)

9l sx bl (BL Or 2552 fol. 87v, 14 | L [BHS]: rpiw oy Job.
41.10 ‘his sneezings’)

The default pronunciation of vocalic shewa was with the
quality of patah [a]. This explains why the shewa ga‘ya in the
foregoing examples is represented by Arabic mater lectionis alif,
which represents long [a:]. A lengthened hatef patah is likewise
represented by mater lectionis ’alif.

A mater lectionis is, however, sometimes omitted in the tran-
scriptions of shewa ga‘ya. This is regularly the case in many man-
uscripts in contexts where shewa has a higher vowel quality than

patah before yod or gutturals, e.g.

335l (BL Or 2552 fol. 63r, 15 | L [BHS]: 17ap’1 Job.

36.11 ‘and they will serve’), in which the shewa before yod

is pronounced with the quality of hireq [ vi‘ja:fa'vo:du:]

#¥yly (BL Or 2552 fol. 18v, 7 | L [BHS]: o Job. 12.7

‘but’), in which the shewa has the quality of shureq before a

guttural followed by shureq [ wur?u:'lorom]



492 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

#Y sl (BL Or 2554 fol. 351, 1 | L [BHS]: 75 xy Cant.

1.8 ‘go out’), in which the shewa is pronounced with the
quality of hireq before a guttural followed by hireq [/s%i"?i:-
Toroy]

\s-Lie 4 (BL Or 2549 fol. 112r, 6 | L [BHS]: v Jer. 34.3

‘and your eyes’), in which the shewa is pronounced with the
quality of sere before a guttural followed by sere
[ verfe:'neryo:]

Wb 3> ¢ (BL Or 2553 fol. 22v, 8 | L [BHS]: "xvf) Prov. 8.36

‘he who misses me’), in which the shewa is pronounced with
the quality of holem before a guttural followed by holem
[,vorho:ot*'?i:]

In such manuscripts a mater lectionis is also sometimes omit-

ted when the shewa with ga‘ya has the quality of [a], e.g.

s>k (BL Or 2549 fol. 115r, 14 | L [BHS]: 1%wn Jer. 34.14

‘you will send off’)

MLS (BL Or 2552 fol. 85r, 3 | L [BHS]: o°3v13 Job. 40.30

‘merchants’)

This distribution of matres lectionis representing shewa ga‘ya
in the Karaite transcriptions corresponds closely to the distribu-
tion we have seen representing minor ga‘ya. This reflects a lesser
duration of such vowels than vowels in other contexts. In my

phonetic transcription of such forms, therefore, I transcribe the
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vowels with half-length [a], [i'], etc. Moreover, vowels of shewa
ga‘ya with a high quality were of a lesser duration than those
with the low quality [a], as was the case with vowels marked by
minor ga‘ya. Manuscripts that do not represent high vowels of
shewa ga‘ya or minor ga‘ya would regularly represent them if they
are long vowels that are represented by vowel signs in an open

syllable, as in

P (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 113v, 5 | L [BHS]: PInn
Deut. 23.11 ‘from outside’)

Likewise, inherently long vowels followed by silent shewa

are regularly transcribed by a mater lectionis, as in

}\ﬁ) (BL Or 2547 fol. 7v, 1 | L [BHS]: w11 Josh. 4.14 ‘and
they (mpl) feared’)

The fact that the hireq vowel in a word such as yinn (Josh.
4.14) is regularly represented by a mater lectionis but a vowel of
the same quality with shewa ga‘ya in a word such as 173’ (Job.
36.11) is not regularly represented by a mater lectionis suggests
that an open syllable containing vocalic shewa with ga‘ya was
different in status from the open syllable with a vowel sign. The
syllable with a hireq vowel in a word such as yinn was bimoraic
(CVV) whereas the vocalic shewa with ga‘ya was monomoraic
(CV) but was increased in duration phonetically by the ga‘a. The
same applied to CVC syllables, in which the single vowel mora
was increased in duration by a minor ga‘ya. We may say that the
shewa ga‘ya stretched phonetically a short vowel, but did not, in

principle, cause it to be lengthened to the duration of a long
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vowel with underlying bimoraic length. The underlying syllable
structure and phonetic syllable structure of a word such as v}
(Jer. 34.3) ‘and your eyes’ would be: /vi€.ng€.x5/
[ver.fei'neiy2:]. In a word such as b18n ‘from man’ (Gen. 6.7),
on the other hand, the long sere would be in the underlying syl-
lable structure: /mé.?5.85.m/ [me:.?5:.'82:.om].

This appears to contradict the passage in the Treatise on the
Shewa cited above, which claimed that a shewa with ga‘ya was
pronounced like a full long vowel. A more nuanced statement is,

however, found in another passage in this treatise:

If someone objected and said to you: If shewa according to
you is marked only with short vowels, why do you vocalize
D98 ‘God’ with shewa, in which the “alef has a long vowel.
Likewise, 78 ‘my Lord’, n'&7n ‘have you seen?’ (1 Kings
21.29), niawy ‘you did well’ (2 Chron. 6.8), m¥r-2n8 72 ‘go
and love a woman’ (Hos. 3.1), and also 707 (A, L: 70017)
‘since your days (began)’ (Job 38.12), qnianp ‘is it from
your understanding?’ (Job 39.26). The answer is that in all
these words, and the like, when the ga‘ya is removed, they
are pronounced with a short vowel. We vocalize them with
shewa on account of this shortness. The ga‘ya is a
subsidiary addition. We should not change the basic rule

on account of a subsidiary case.??

22 Ed. Levy (1936, n2), lacunae supplied by CUL Or 1080.13.3.2, fol. 1r:
D98 LPIN 0D PEIYR P KO N KD TTIY RIWHR (8D RTIR T2 TP1 TLIRY (8D
79T AwR AR T2 MR MR AN TR AYNn 19T RN aorOR Rwa
RTR RAPIRW 81 R17D OROYROR 777 18 DOYR 757 ™0 ARUOR .qN12ND TR0
RAINT RANDD DIRD KW RAVPII MID AMVIN MDD MIRY TYPIOR KAY PaI
YI8HR Har 1 HEROR 731 7331 051 R TR NHE0 1IN,
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This passage could be interpreted as reflecting the notion
that although the ga‘ya lengthens the vowel of the shewa, it does
not fundamentally change the status of the shewa to that of a full
vowel. This can be reformulated in terms of metric analysis by
the hypothesis that a gaya on a vocalic shewa does not change
the foot structure, i.e. the shewa still remains within the foot of
the following vowel and is not parsed as a separate foot. The foot
structure of the words 1m5wn (1 Sam. 6.3) and such as 1ywn (Jer.
34.14) would be the same (indicated by brackets):

mown
[(ta.fal.)(la.'hu:)]
mywn
[(ta'.fal.)(la. hu:)]

This should be contrasted with a CV syllable with a lexical
vowel such as the hatef games in a word such as owTpn ‘holi-
nesses’ (Exod. 26.33). We have seen that such syllables are in
their own separate foot, although, since it consists of a mono-
moraic syllable, it should be classified as degenerate (81.2.7.).
When these take secondary stress, they are lengthened to the full
duration of long bimoraic vowels in open syllables and repre-
sented by a full games vowel. A ga‘a marking the secondary
stress should, therefore, be interpreted as a major ga‘ya. This pro-
sodic structure was facilitated by the fact that they have their

own foot:
oW1 ‘holinesses’ (Exod. 29.37)

[(,g:):.)(é:):.)('fi:.im)]
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The syllable of a shewa with gaya, by contrast, remains
subordinate prosodically to the following syllable in an iambic
foot (. *). It is lengthened phonetically by the gaya but does not
achieve the full bimoraic weight of the following syllable of the
foot. This could be analysed as a case of ‘multi-plane metrics’
(Bosch 1996, Gordon 2006, Ryan 2016) whereby the phon-
etically prominent position and the metrically prominent
position in a prosodic domain such as a foot or prosodic word do
not necessarily coincide. The shewa with ga‘ya is phonetically
prominent in the foot due to the lengthening of the vowel, but
the following syllable remains the metrically prominent syllable
in the foot due to its weight and stronger beat.

In the Karaite transcriptions one case has been identified in
which a shewa with ga‘ya is transcribed with gemination of the
following consonant and the shewa is replaced in the vocalization

with a full vowel:

sbuslily (BL Or 2555 fol. 19r, 5 | L [BHS]: ribpna Ecc. 3.22

‘in his works’)

Here the phonetic prominence and the metrical promi-
nence have been brought into line, in that the syllable of the
strengthed shewa has become bimoraic and so parsed as an inde-

pendent foot.

I.2.10. METRICAL EPENTHESIS

As we have seen, patterns of secondary stress in principle exhibit
eurhythmic alternating sequences of prominent and non-promi-

nent syllables. The clash of a prominent syllable with the main
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stress immediately adjacent to a prominent syllable with second-
ary stress marked by an accent or ga‘ya is, in principle, avoided.
There are some cases, however, where such a clash appears to
take place. These include words in which a syllable with a short
vowel immediately before the syllable with the main stress is
marked by ga‘ya. Such patterns occur when the contact between
the two syllables consists of two weak consonants, i.e. the first
syllable has a weak consonant as its coda and the following syl-
lable has a weak consonant as its onset. This occurrence of ga‘ya
is found, for example, on a patah where the syllable contact con-
sists of coda that is a guttural and an onset that is one of the

sonorants yod, lamed, or nun, or another guttural,?* e.g.
oY [ja. farf.jorhu] ‘Isaiah’ (Isa. 1.1)
n'nnoy [wuf. 6a'h.'jo:] ‘and Pethahiah’ (Neh. 11.24)
T [ja,dagjo:] ‘Jedaiah’ (Neh. 12.6)
oY [fa. ma'S.'jo:] ‘Shemaiah’ (Neh. 10.9)
1mpnwi [wuf. maT.'jor.hu:] ‘and Shemaiahu’ (2 Chron. 35.9)

This type of lengthening before a guttural followed by an-
other weak consonant is found also across word boundaries,
where the two words are connected by maqgqgef or where they are

independent words, e.g.
81ynw [fa. ma'f.-'no:] ‘listen!” (1 Sam. 28.22)
117 [1o1. gah.-'lo:] ‘he took him’ (Exod. 6.25)

1771 [dars.-1o1.ox] ‘know you!” (Job. 5.27)

23 Yeivin (1980, 262) refers to this as a phonetic ga‘ya.
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79 1P [,qah.-1o:0%] ‘take for yourself’ (Gen. 14.21)

by ynwn [ha.'fo:. ma<€. 'for.om] ‘did any people hear?’
(Deut. 4.33)

It is even marked occasionally on furtive patah in such cir-

cumstances, e.g.
% piwY [lif.'mo:. a'f-'1o:] to listen to him’ (Jud. 19.25)
25 n3 ['k"o:. a'h 'ler.ev] ‘strength of heart’ (Job. 36.5)

This type of ga‘ya is found also before other sequences of
weak consonants across syllables in word-internal position. These
consonants include gutturals, sonorants, continuants, sibilants ,

fricatives, and qof, e.g.
npw [ fa'v.'ta:.a6] ‘cry of (Jer. 8.19)
rnmwn [ ha'f.'hi:.i0] ‘to destroy’ (Isa. 65.8)
*1on [ ha's.'de:] ‘love of’ (Isa. 55.3)
1i370 [sar’.'Bor.on] ‘Sargon’ (Isa. 20.1)
7572 [k"ad."y0:.00] ‘ruby’ (Isa. 54.12)
n1%3 [xa'l.'ne:] ‘Calneh’ (Amos 6.2)
niaw [fa'r.'vo:.o0] ‘desert plains’ (Josh. 4.13)
It is found also on high vowels, e.g.
by it [wuv.,s‘i'g.'la:.ab'] ‘and in Ziklag’ (Neh. 11.28)
13wn [mif.yu:] ‘pull out!” (Exod. 12.21)
noyyn [ho: rfivs®. 'for] ‘the pavement’ (2 Chron. 7.3)

n'pap1 [wu.vag. burq.jo:] ‘and Bakbukiah’ (Neh 12.9)
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The lengthening of the vowel is reflected by the Karaite
transcriptions by an Arabic mater lectionis, although the ga‘ya sign

is not always marked in the manuscripts, e.g.

Le s (BL Or 2556, fol. 651, 1 | L [BHS]: mwnw Neh. 10.9

AT -

‘Shemaiah’)

\.39-\.:3 (BL Or 2556, fol. 54v, 2 | L [BHS]: n'nna Neh. 9.5
‘Pétﬁahiah’)

C?{'-ﬁ‘f (BL Or 2552 fol. 7v, 4 | L [BHS]: :79-y1 Job. 5.27
‘l;now you!’)

\i— CL«M (BL Or 2552 fol. 47v, 1 | L [BHS]: x3-ynw Job. 33.1
‘hear piease!’)

5 Cw (BL Or 2542, fol. 50r, 5 | L. [BHS]: #%-mpY Exod.

6.25 ‘he took him’)

C‘}!-CLL:\ 4 (BL Or 2549 fol. 226v, 9 | L [BHS]: 77 yaws

- T

Ezek. 16.8 ‘and I swore to you’)

[1=Y ¢ ! (BL Or 2551 fol. 96r, 13 | L [BHS]: wraws

:om’ Psa. 132.15 ‘I will satisfy (with) bread’)

?le ¢ Lolas (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 88v, 1| L [BHS]: ynyn

1=a T -

by Deut. 4.33 ‘did a people hear”)
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o\.cj\.& (BL Or 2549 fol. 65v, 1 | L [BHS]: nyw Jer. 8.19
‘cr;l (;PI)

(= (BL Or 2548 fol. 168r, 7 | L [BHS]: *1on Isa. 55.3
‘love of”)

5435 (BL Or 2548 fol. 164v, 11 | L [BHS]: 7572 Isa. 54.12
‘ruby’)

u ok 3 (BL Or 2556, fol. 79r, 9 | L [BHS]: n*papai Neh. 12.9
‘a.nd.Bakbukiah’)

&M ¢ (BL Or 2556, fol. 78r, 2 | L [BHS]: xopya1 Neh.

11.28 ‘and in Ziklag’)

In some manuscripts, the mater lectionis is occasionally

omitted in places where the ga‘ya in L occurs on high vowels, e.g.

s>~dws (BL Or 2542, fol. 58v, 7 | L [BHS]: 13wn Exod. 12.21
‘pull out!’)

This is analogous to the omission of a mater lectionis where

minor ga‘ya or shewa ga‘ya occur on a high vowel. It indicates

that the duration of the vowel lengthened by this type of phonetic

ga‘ya was less than that of a long bimoraic vowel in an open

syllable and that high vowels were inherently shorter than low

vowels. The vowel, therefore, should be represented as half-long

in roman transcription, e.g. [a'], [i'], [u'], as is the case with the

vowels with minor ga‘ya or the vowels of shewa ga‘ya.
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The shewa after this type of ga‘ya was silent. This is shown
by the representation of the silent shewa by Arabic sukiin in some
of the Karaite transcriptions and by the fact that A regularly has
a simple shewa sign rather than a hatef patah. This should be
contrasted with cases of phonetic ga‘ya that augment the short
vowel by an extra mora and cause the shewa to be vocalic by

inducing a resyllabification (81.2.5.8.), e.g.

L:  19nnn [ha.6iima.lo:.oy] ‘Are you a king?’ (A 79nna, Jer.
22.15)

In such cases, the vowel should be transcribed as fully long,
viz. [a:], [i:], [u:].

The purpose of the phonetic ga‘ya before a silent shewa in
forms such as 3pw: [ja. fa'€.'jor.hui] was orthoepic, just as was
the case with the phonetic ga‘ya before a vocalic shewa in a word
such as 79007 [ha.6i:.ma.'lo:.ox]. Both cases were a measure to
avoid the slurring of the weak letters together in the reading.
They were evidently felt to be vulnerable to such slurring due to
the fact that they formed a suboptimal syllable contact. The op-
timal contact between two adjacent syllables is where the onset
of the second syllable is stronger than the offset (coda) of the
preceding syllable (Vennemann 1988, 40).

In forms such as v [ja. fa'€.jor.hui], the clash of two
prominent syllables can be assumed to have induced a repair
mechanism in the form of a short pause equivalent to a weak
beat, in effect a metrical epenthetic or zero syllable. The foot and
grid structure of this can be represented thus (the final syllable

enclosed in angular brackets is extra-metrical):
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Level 4 X
Level 3 X X
Level 2 X X <x>
Level 1 X X X X <xX>
Feet @ ) (. ) <*>

ja Jat @ o hu:

In some cases lengthening of the vowel before the weak
consonants is represented in the Karaite transcriptions where a
ga‘ya is not marked in L. It regularly occurs, for example, in the

word 11w’ even where L does not have ga‘ya on the shin, e.g.
salelay (BL Or 2548 fol. 14r, 9 | L [BHS]: 7w Isa. 37.5
‘Isaiah’)

A minor ga‘ya is marked on some constructions that have a

phonetic ga‘ya of this nature, e.g.

A:  wornan, [mapprah@'nafef] ‘the breathing out of the
soul’ (L [BHS]: wa3-nan Job. 11.20)

L: ooy [vijif ma$@'jo:] ‘and Ishmaiah’ (1 Chron. 12.4)

L: Hrnpn [VajJi'glga'hQ'lo:] ‘and he took for himself’ (Gen.
4.19)

The lengthening is reflected in the Karaite transcriptions,

e.g.

UJU-CB\A (BL Or 2552 fol. 16r, 5 | A waynan Job. 11.20)
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B Z s (BL Or 2544, fol. 34r, 9 | L [BHS]: iymr1 Gen.

32.32 ‘and it rose for him’)

This indicates that the pattern of the constructions was pro-
sodically equivalent to the regular structures of minor ga‘ya. They
may be compared, in particular, to the pattern o*%pann. In a struc-
ture such as mwnwn [viji'fma€@'jo:], therefore, the metrical ep-
enthetic @ would correspond to the short hatef vowel of o™5vann.
This is evidence for the existence of the metrical epenthetic.
Moreover, the equivalence of the two structures demonstrates
that the duration of the patah before the hatef in o%pann and of
the patah with the phonetic ga‘ya in mynY” was equivalent, i.e.
a half-long [a'].

Metrical epenthesis between two weak consonants in the
contact of two syllables can be identified as an orthoepic strategy
in some forms of the verbs m’i ‘to be’ and n'm ‘to live’. This is
achieved by lengthening the hireq of prefixes before he or het and
lengthening the patah of the conjunctive prefix va- before yod,
e.g.

e [jith'je] ‘it will be’ (Gen. 1.29)

nim [jihYje:] ‘he lives’ (Ecc. 6.3)

ni"nn [ mi-h'jo:00] ‘from being’ (Jer. 31.35)

1 [varj'hi:] ‘and it was’ (Gen. 4.3)

nn [varj'hi:] ‘and he lived’ (Gen. 5.3)

In the model Tiberian codices, the prefixes of these verbs

are frequently, though not regularly, marked with a ga‘ya sign.
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The marking of ga‘ya differs across the manuscripts. In places

where it is omitted in L and A, it is often marked in C. The Karaite

transcriptions indicate that the vowel of the prefixes was

regularly lengthened, including where it is omitted in L and A,

e.g.

Lge (BL Or 2549 fol. 87r, 6 | L [BHS]: m Jer. 23.17 ‘it
(ms) will be’)

549 (BL Or 2549 fol. 55r, 14 | L [BHS], A: »i, C: i Jer.
7.24 ‘and they were’)

L& (BL Or 2549 fol. 58r, 12 | L [BHS], A: mam, C: nn Jer.
7.34 ‘it (fs) will be’)

& 500 (BL Or 2549 fol. 92r, 12 | L [BHS]: nipn Jer. 31.35
‘from being’)

s> (BL Or 2549 fol. 120r, 10 | L [BHS]: vnn Jer. 35.7
‘you (mpl) will live’)

%' (BL Or 2540, fol. 3v, 4 | L [BHS]: »m Exod. 1.5 ‘and
it was’)

>='9 (BL Or 2548 fol. 28r, 9 | L [BHS]: *nn Isa. 38.9 ‘and

-

he lived”)

Since the Karaite transcriptions mark the vowels as long

even where the model codices, even C, do not mark ga‘a, the
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lengthening of the vowel is not directly correlated with the mark-
ing of the ga‘ya.

When the prefix of the verb begins with a consonant other
than yod, the patah in the va- prefixed particle is not lengthened,
since there was no contact of two weak consonants and metrical

epenthesis was unnecessary, e.g.
'nm [vatt"i'hi:] ‘and it (fs) was’ (Jud. 11.29)

This is shown by the fact that Karaite transcriptions

regularly have no mater lectionis in such contexts, e.g.

u‘éj} (BL Or 2547 fol. 34r, 5 | L [BHS]: "nom Jud. 11.29 ‘and
it (fs) was’)

Some manuscripts of the Karaite transcriptions represent
only the patah of the forms "7 and 'nn but not hireq in the pre-
fixes of these verbs, reflecting the lengthening only of patah, e.g.
Or 2539 fols. 56-114:

6@.3\) (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 71v, 6 | L [BHS]: i) Gen.

24.15 ‘and it was’)

\g.g_g (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 97r, 8 | L [BHS]: m Deut. 18.22
‘}.1e will be”)

4 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 103r, 4 | L [BHS]: » Deut.

20.11 ‘they will be’)
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Manuscripts such as Or 2539 fols. 56-114 that do not rep-
resent the hireq with mater lectionis mark long hireq in other con-

texts with a mater lectionis, e.g.

L 4> (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 571, 8 | L [BHS]: binn- Gen.
14.23 ‘from a thread’)

This suggests that the hireq in the prefixes of these verbs
was long, but was perceived to be shorter in duration than the
patah in prefixes of these verbs and shorter than long hireq in
other contexts. This is reminiscent of the short vowels in closed
syllables that were lengthened by minor gaya. These, likewise,
were only half-long and exhibit a lesser duration when the vowel
is a high vowel (81.2.8.2.2.).

I have presented evidence elsewhere (Khan 2018b) that the
orthoepic measure of lengthening the vowels before two weak
consonants in forms of the verbs "1 and n'n had deep historical
roots that can be traced to the proto-Masoretic reading in Second
Temple Palestine before the split of the Tiberian and Babylonian
branches. It arose as a measure to ensure that the gutturals were
not weakened in these verbs and thus to prevent them from being
confounded. The argument, in brief, is that all initial he and
initial het verbs originally had an /i/ vowel in prefixes in the
proto-Masoretic reading. This situation has been preserved in the
Babylonian reading tradition, whereas in the Tiberian tradition
the vowel generally underwent lowering to a segol or patah
(Yeivin 1985, 302), e.g.**

234 Data supplied by Shai Heijmans.
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1570 [tihdo:fu:] (L [BHS]: s Ezek. 34.21 ‘you will
push’)

13 [ythromu:] (1 [BHS]: 3397 Psa. 94.6 ‘they will kill’)

The /i/ has been preserved in the verbs 1 and m'n in the
Tiberian tradition because it was lengthened for orthoepic
reasons. This must have taken place before the vowel lowering
took place in initial he and het verbs at a remote historical period
when such verbs originally had /i/ in the prefixes before the
Babylonian and Tiberian branches split.

This demonstrates that orthoepy was already a feature of
the ancient reading and that care over the oral reading of the text
went hand in hand with care over the copying of the written text
at an ancient period, presumably within Temple circles.

Vowels lengthened before weak consonants for the purpose
of orthoepic metrical epenthesis such as the constructions men-
tioned in this section, although not fully bimoraic vowels, appear
to have been of a slightly longer duration than vowels in closed
syllables lengthened by musical minor ga‘ya. This is shown by the
fact that there are manuscripts of Karaite transcriptions that tran-
scribe the hireq or prefixes of the verbs 7' and m'm with an Arabic

mater lectionis but omit the mater lectionis where a hireq has minor

ga‘ya, e.g.
54 (BL Or 2549 fol. 59r, 1 | L [BHS]: :ni; Jer. 8.2 ‘they

will be”)

;j}m (BL Or 2549 fol. 58v, 13 | L [BHS]: nnnwn Jer. 8.2

‘they worshipped’)
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Likewise, there are some manuscripts that regularly
transcribe a patah lengthened in metrical epenthesis cons-
tructions by an Arabic mater lectionis, but sometimes omit a mater
lectionis in the transcription of patah with minor ga‘ya, e.g.

&3 (BL Or 2542, fol. 43r, 3 | L [BHS]: *) Exod. 1.5 ‘and

it was’)

B Cw (BL Or 2542, fol. 50r, 5 | L [BHS]: #%npY Exod.

6.25 ‘he took for himself’)

g2y 9 (BL Or 2542, fol. 43r, 6 | L [BHS]: 13y Exod. 1.7
‘and they swarmed’)

The lengthening of the vowel before weak consonants in
syllable contact in constructions with metrical epenthesis de-
scribed in this section is occasionally extended by analogy to sit-
uations in which the vowel occurs before weak consonants but is
not immediately followed by the syllable bearing the main stress.

These often occur before maqgqef, e.g.

MW paIxr [2ar ba'f-Tes're:] ‘fourteen’ (Gen. 31.41)

.....
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1.2.11. MAQQEF

The magqqef sign joins words that are read together as a group
with a single main stress.?** The number of words joined in this
way is most frequently two, e.g.
L: =g nx ‘the light’ (Gen. 1.4)

There are some cases of three, or, sporadically, even four
words joined together into a single main stress group, e.g.
L: Y1872 nx ‘the heart of Pharaoh’ (Exod. 14.4)
L:  pywea7537% ‘for every case of crime’ (Exod. 22.8)

There are three main factors that condition the use of
maqqef.

(i) When there would be a clash of two main accents across
two words, i.e. where one word has word-final stress and the fol-
lowing has word-initial stress, the stress of the first word is some-
times eliminated by joining it together with second by magqgqef,
e.g
L: 9 inr ‘say with regard to me’ (Gen. 20.13)

L:  pamxen: ‘they were found among them’ (Jer. 41.8)

L:  Soo-non ‘the scroll of a book’ (Jer. 36.2)

(ii) Small monosyllabic words are often attached to a fol-

lowing word even if there would not have been a clash of accents.

23 For a detailed description of the use of maqqef see Yeivin (1980, 228-
36) and the literature cited there. See also Holmstedt and Dresher
(2013).
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This occurs particularly frequently when the short word has a

short vowel in a closed syllable, e.g.

L:  0p7ar xR ‘to Abraham’ (Gen. 20.10)

L:  o™a7109 ‘all the words’ (Exod. 4.30)

L:  nn8a7a ‘son of the slave woman’ (Gen. 21.10)

(iii) Maqqef that does not fall into one of the two previous
categories may be motivated by the constraints of the musical
accent system. This is the case where a particular disjunctive can
be preceded only by a limited number of conjunctive accents. In
the following extract, for example, the tifha can only be preceded
by one conjunctive, so the two preceding words are joined to-

gether in a single accent group by magqqef:

L: 50532 'nr-xia% 771pa ya-ox) ‘but if it seems wrong in your

eyes to come with me to Babylon, desist.” (Jer. 40.4)

As remarked, a maqqef after a word, in principle, deprives
the word of its main stress. As a result, vowels that do not have
an inherent length feature are pronounced short when they are

left unstressed, e.g.
53 /k"ol/ ['k"o:0l], 52 /k"ol/ [k5]] ‘all’
1y /Soz/ ['Soi0z], -1 /Soz/ [$oz] ‘strength’ (Isa. 26.1)
Sunn /t"imfol/ [t"im'fo:ol] (Gen. 37.8), -5wnn /t"imfol/
[thim{>1] (Gen. 4.7) ‘you master’
nR /2e8/ ['2e:eb], -ny /2e0/ [2€0] object marker
1 /vajjitt®en/ [vagit't"eien], -1pn /vajjitt"en/ [vagitt"en]

‘and he gave’
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Vowels with an inherent length feature do not in principle

undergo such shortening in words followed by magqgqef, e.g.

L: Tax"n'a /beéd/ [be:ebd] ‘your father’s house’ (Gen. 24.23)
L: TNR-YR /?1f/ [2i:if] ‘one man’ (Gen. 42.11)

L: niz;zf;'w"%u’ /f1o§/ [falo:of] ‘three hundred’ (Num. 31.36)

On some sporadic occasions, an inherently long holem in a

closed syllable in a word with maqgef is shortened to short games,
e.g.
L:  nyx-whw-ow ‘f these three’ (Exod. 21.11)

On a number of occasions, the Karaite transcriptions omit
a mater lectionis in their representation of inherently long holem,
games or sere in closed syllables in words with maqqef, which re-
flects a wider range of shortening of inherently long vowels than

is represented by the Masoretic vocalization, e.g.

&gl L (BL Or 2549 fol. 145v, 15 | L [BHS]: nignwhw

Ezek. 4.5 ‘three hundred’)

Ja (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]: -T7in Psa.

111.3 ‘majesty’)

o» (Genizah MS 13, Khan 1990a, 13 | L [BHS]: -1in Psa.

112.3 ‘wealth’)

34.11 ‘sea of Chinnereth’)
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35 -J (BL Or 2540, fol. 20v, 7 | L [BHS]: hymp-2 Exod.

7.22 ‘the heart of Pharaoh’)

#b ) &y (BL Or 2540, fol. 171, 2 | L [BHS]: npay-na Exod.

AT -

6.14 ‘the house of their fathers’)

In contrast to these indicators of prosodic reduction due to
lack of stress, there are some features of words with maqqgef that
reflect an effort to pronounce such words with some degree of
prosodic independence.

In some cases, for example, an intrinsically short /o/ vowel
in a word with magqqef is represented by holem [o:] rather than
the expected short games [5]. In the following two examples, the
syllable with the holem is marked by a ga‘ya, reflecting a second-

ary stress:

L:  Yrx-2iy ‘a man steals’ (Exod. 21.37)

L:  inytb ‘strength to them’ (Psa. 28.8)

L:  pwa 17 ‘the multitude of her sins’ (Lam. 1.5)

Compound numerals with elements joined by maqqef gen-
erally reflect a secondary stress on the first element before the
magqqef, either by a ga‘ya or by a long realization of an intrinsi-

cally short vowel, e.g.
L:  mp-yar ‘fourteen’ (Gen. 14.4)
L:  mp-yavw ‘seventeen’ (Gen. 37.2)

L:  mbp-wy ‘and sixteen’ (2 Kings 15.33)
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The Masoretic treatises discuss the distribution of monosyl-
labic words with the intrinsically short vowels /e/ and /o/,
which, in principle, are realized as the long vowels sere [e:] and
holem [o:] respectively when stressed and the short vowels segol
[e] and games [5] when in words with maqqef, e.g. 10/10, W /wv,
np/np, 1%/39, 13/13, 12/13, 1W/1W, 93/52.%%¢ The sources point out,
however, that these vowels have a long realization in a word with
maqqef when they are separated from the main accent by at least

one intervening syllable, e.g.

L: DMWY ‘six (measures) of barley’ (Ruth 3.17)
L:  yYpnw ‘a crag of rock’ (1 Sam. 14.4)

L:  pma7a ‘arobber son’ (Ezek. 18.10)

L:  n2393 Ny ‘everything that is high’ (Job 41.26)

This, likewise, may have been conditioned by secondary
stress, although a ga‘ya is not marked on the syllable in all these
cases in L, A and C.

Conversely, forms of these words with segol or games occa-

sionally take an accent (81.2.3.2.), e.g.

L: 'K’ 12 (Esther 2.5) ‘son of Yair’

L: o™i 08 NR (Psa. 60.2) ‘with Aram-naharaim’

L: w7 nR 53 (Prov. 19.7) ‘all the brothers of a poor man’

These may have arisen by a process of giving greater pro-

sodic independence to a word that was originally unstressed.

36 E.g. Digduqe ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §86-8), Hidayat al-Qar?’,
long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book, §II.L.3.2.4.



514 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

There are, indeed, some variants in the sources. According to
Diqgduge ha-Te‘amim (ed. Dotan, 1967, §8), for example, the word
53 in Psa. 87.7 has its own accent but in L it has a magqef (-52
1un ‘all my springs’).

The lists of differences in Kitab al-Khilaf, moreover, show
that Ben Naftali in a number cases read a word with a conjunctive
accent where Ben Asher read it with maqqgef (A. Ben-David
1957b, 391-92), e.g.

Lev. 24.16:

Ben Asher: ow-iapia, Ben Naftali: oy i1pia ‘when he

blasphemes the Name’
Gen. 39.6:

Ben Asher: 7xn-ng, Ben Naftali: 80 12 ‘beautiful in form’
Job 12.3:

Ben Asher: px—n-nx), Ben Naftali: PR 'n-niy ‘with whom is

not?’

This is a reflection of the general tendency of Ben Naftali
to introduce a greater number of orthoepic innovations into the

reading than Ben Asher, who was usually more conservative.?*’

%37 In the manuscript II Firkovitch Evr. II B 159 (referred to as L* by
Yeivin 1980, 23) the maqgef sign is sometimes marked when the first
word has a conjunctive accent, e.g. 18280703 ‘before I brought them’
(Deut. 31.21) and conversely a maqqef sign is sometimes omitted after
a short word without an accent, e.g. niy 581 ‘and may he not die’ (Deut.
33.6). This appears to reflect the overlapping of two traditions with

regard to the division of words.
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In some cases, there are variations between the gere and

the ketiv of a word with magqgqef, e.g.

Josh. 9.7: ketiv 75 N2y, gere 751128 ‘I make (a covenant)

for you’
Hosea 8.12: ketiv 12 213K, gere i-amaR ‘I write for him’

In such cases, the ketiv with mater lectionis vav reflects a
reading with greater prosodic independence that the gere.

In the early manuscripts, when a word with maqqef ends in
an open syllable and the subsequent word has the stress on its
initial syllable, the final open syllable of the first word often has
a ga‘ya (Yeivin 1968, 165; 1980, 250), e.g.

L: w2 (Jer. 17.4) “for fire’
A: rhmwix (Nah. 2.4) ‘men of strength’

The occurrence of secondary stress on the syllable
immediately adjacent to the main stress implies that the two
words were separated somewhat, since otherwise there would be
a clash of prominent accent syllables. The metrical structure of a
phrase such as wx™3, therefore, may be represented as follows:

[(kMD(D)("2eef)]

A metrical epenthesis of an intervening interval between
the two prominent syllables can be assumed to have occurred.
This is analogous to the analysis of the metrical structure of
words such as 3w [ja fa'$@'jorhu:], in which metrical epenthe-
sis makes a clear division between weak consonants (§1.2.10.).

In the discussion of dehiq above in §1.2.8.1.2. we have seen

that the vowel in a final open syllable in a word with maqqef is
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given sufficient duration to be represented by the Karaite tran-
scriptions with a mater lectionis. This applies even to the patah in
constructions with the interrogative word nn, which must have

been short at some earlier period, e.g.
L: g0 [ma'-1a:y] (Gen. 21.17) ‘What [is] to you (fs)’

This was a strategy of making a clear division prosodically
between the orthographically separate word with maqqef and the
word following it. Another strategy to achieve the same purpose
that is reflected by some of the Karaite transcriptions was to glot-
talize the offset of the patah vowel of nn. This is represented by
an Arabic ha’, e.g.

s Lofimae [mah-ffa'meryo:] (BL Or 2544 fol. 33v, 1 | L
[BHS]: qnw-nn Gen. 32.28 ‘What is your name?’)

sai-as [mah-ffa'mo:] (BL Or 2544 fol. 76v, 12 | L [BHS]:

iAw-nn Exod. 3.13 ‘What is his name?’)
\j’-cu [mah-'zze:] (BL Or 2544 fol. 79v, 8 | L [BHS]: ketiv
nmn, gere n1-nn Exod. 4.2 ‘What is this?’)

9))9% by 9,0 4 [mah-tt"o:'Sizgur wurmah-tt"ofo:ra'ru:]
(BL Or 2554 fol. 86v, 11 | L [BHS]: m1bn-nm | »pn-nn
Cant. 8.4 ‘What do you stir up and what do you awaken?’)

LWls 4s [mah-ffe:hor'ha:] (BL Or 2555 fol. 12v, 1 | L

[BHS]: inaw-nn Ecc. 3.15 ‘that which was”)
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Such glottalization involves the devoicing of the offset of
the vowel, which is a cross-linguistically attested device for
marking divisions between prosodic words.**

Glottalization of final vowels as a strategy to separate
words joined by magqqef is attested in other contexts in the Karaite

transcriptions, e.g.

s~ ¢l & [nigroh-fa'mi:] (Genizah MS 14, Khan 1990a,
2r, 8 | L [BHS]: "nw-&7p1 Jer. 32.34 ‘My name is called’)

Evidence for glottalization of word-final vowels can also be
found in the use of the dagesh sign in some manuscripts with Pal-
estinian vocalization, e.g. *> 7n (Revell 1970a, 21). The use of the
element [h] as a pausal device is reminiscent of the Arabic h@’u
al-sakt, which was used to preserve a final short vowel from being
elided in pause, especially in the recitation of poetry.?** A number
of instances of it occur in the Qur’anic reading tradition of Ibn
Kathir.?*

I1.2.12. FURTHER CASES OF SECOND ACCENTS IN A WORD
ON CLOSED SYLLABLES WITH SHORT VOWELS

In some cases, a word contains an accent sign on a closed syllable

before the accent marking the main stress.

238 See, for example, Vayra (1994) for this function of glottalization in
Italian and Khan (2016b vol. 1, 144-45) for Neo-Aramaic.

239 Birkeland (1940, 31-45), Roman (1983, 494-501).

240 Noldeke et al. (1938, vol. 3, 199), Ibn Khalawayh (ed. Bergstrisser,
1934, 109).
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We have seen (§1.2.5.8.5.) that merkha often occurs in the
three books on closed syllables containing short vowels with the
function of a phonetic ga‘ya in order to lengthen the vowel and

cause the following shewa to be read as vocalic, e.g.
L:  2nan ‘you choose’ (A: anan, Psa. 65.5)
L: 90 ‘it mocks’ (A: »p5m, Prov. 30.17)

Under certain conditions (Yeivin 1980, 185) a zagef accent
is preceded in the same word by a metiga accent on a closed syl-
lable with a short vowel that is separated from the main zaqef

accent by another syllable, e.g.
L: nt221 ‘and on the plunder’ (Esther 9.10)
L:  onypm ‘at the end of them’ (Dan. 1.5)
The Karaite transcriptions do not represent the vowel of the
syllable with metiga with an Arabic mater lectionis, e.g.
gy s 'y (BL Or 2548 fol. 128r, 5 | L [BHS]: m¢-ppah Isa.

48.21 ‘and he cleaved the rock”)

+6lLais g (BL Or 2556, fol. 2v, 5 | L [BHS]: nfypi Dan. 1.5

‘at the end of them’)

lie , ) (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 70v, 4 | L [BHS]: 4u1i% Gen.

r - -

24.7 ‘unto your seed’)

The same applies to accents on short vowels in closed syl-
lables before the main stress in the three books, such as the first

accent of the composite revia‘ mugrash. Transcriptions such as the
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following show that the vowel was not lengthened by the first

accent:
&>Sws (BL Or 2551, fol. 31r, 3 | L [BHS]: nn%wn Psa.

78.49 ‘delegation’)

This suggests that metiga and the first element of composite
accents in the three books did not represent a secondary stress
beat, but rather some musical phenomenon that did not result in
the lengthening of the vowel.



1.3. DAGESH AND RAFE

1.3.1. DAGESH

I.3.1.1. Preliminary Remarks

Dagesh is a dot that is marked within a letter. It is in origin an
Aramaic active participle meaning ‘stabbing’ from the Aramaic
root d-g-§ ‘to stab’. This referred, it seems, to the ‘stabbing’ of the
letter by the pen when the sign was marked.

The dagesh sign was used mainly in two contexts. These are
(i) on a consonant that was geminated (traditionally referred to
in modern grammars as dagesh forte) and (ii) on the consonants
na3732 when they were realized as plosives (traditionally referred
to as dagesh lene).! In both cases the letter with dagesh was
pronounced with greater pressure than its counterpart without
dagesh.

The majority of consonants in the Tiberian pronunciation

tradition could be marked with a dagesh.

! Our terms dagesh forte and dagesh lene go back to David Qimhi (1160-
1235), who uses the Hebrew terms prm wiT (dagesh forte) and 5p wi7
(dagesh lene) in his Mikhlol. The terms ptn wxT and 5p wiT are used also
by Yequti’el ha-Naqadan, who was active in medieval Ashkenaz in the
second half of the thirteenth century. He does not mention David
Qimhi’s Mikhlol, which was written earlier, but it is possible that
Yequti’el borrowed this terminology from Qimhi (Yarqoni 1985, 105-
13).

© Geoffrey Khan, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0163.03
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Dagesh is not marked, however, on the laryngeals and
pharyngeals (npnR) in the Standard Tiberian tradition, except in
a few isolated cases to ensure correct reading (e.g. the dagesh in
’alef in four words, see §1.1.1.). In principle, therefore, these
consonants are not geminated.

The letter resh, like the laryngeal and pharyngeal conso-
nants, is generally not geminated by dagesh. Occasionally, how-
ever, the resh does have dagesh, e.g.

L: 79w n92-K, ‘your navel string was not cut’ (Ezek. 16.4)
L: a1 nan ‘the bitterness of its soul’ (Prov. 14.10)

L:  ‘wNay ‘because my head’ (Cant. 5.2)

L:  p2nmen ‘anything bad’ (Jer. 39.12)

L: ARV ‘to irritate her’ (1 Sam. 1.6)

When it is marked in cases such as these, it should be iden-
tified as dagesh forte, indicating the gemination of the consonant.
In the attested examples, the resh with dagesh in the Tiberian
Masoretic tradition would have had its primary realization as an
uvular trill according to the rules that have come down to us from
the medieval sources (81.1.1.20.). This does not appear, however,
to have been a relevant conditioning factor for the dagesh. Some
Middle Eastern Jewish communities pronounce the resh as gemi-
nate in their biblical reading where the dagesh was marked, but
in all cases they pronounce the resh as an apical-alveolar.>

In medieval manuscripts of Rabbinic Hebrew that belong

to the eastern tradition of transmission, dagesh is marked on resh

% Morag (1960, 207-8).
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more frequently than it is in the Tiberian biblical text.® The ten-
dency to mark dagesh is greater in some eastern manuscripts than
in others. It is particularly common in the Parma B manuscript of
the Mishnah. The dagesh is marked on resh after the relative par-
ticle v Se and on the medial resh of a number of verbal and nom-
inal morphological patterns with a geminated middle radical, e.g.
27 ‘he mixed’ (pi‘el) and napn ‘mixed’ (pu‘al), 3o ‘weavers.™
The resh is pronounced geminated in a similar range of contexts
in Middle Eastern reading traditions of Rabbinic Hebrew that
have survived into modern times, e.g. Aleppo [ferra?a'ta]
(") ‘who has seen (fs)’ (Berakhot 3.6), [for're:f] (27v) ‘he
created an ‘eruv’ (‘Eruvin 2.6), [leharra'gin] ‘to murderers’ (mja'?)
(Nedarim 3.4).> The gemination is more widespread in some
traditions than in others. Also in verbal and nominal patterns
with a geminated middle radical it tends to be restricted to
certain verbal roots and lexical items, as is the case in the
medieval manuscripts. Sometimes there are variations within the
same root that are exploited to express a semantic distinction. In
Jerba, for example, the resh in the root 17 is geminated in the
pi‘el when it has the meaning of mixing one thing with another,
but it is not geminated when it has the sense of creating an ‘eruv.
Morag believes that the lack of consistency in the gemination of

the resh across the traditions of Rabbinic reading and within

% Bar-Asher (1987).
4 Bar-Asher (1987, 13-14).
5 Katz (1981, 32-36).
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individual traditions may have been the result of varying degrees
of influence from biblical reading traditions.®

The dagesh in the resh in the Tiberian biblical tradition in a
case such as WX ‘because my head’ (Cant. 5.2) after the parti-
cle -w, which corresponds to one of the contexts where it occurs
in the eastern Rabbinic traditions, suggests that the tradition of
gemination of this letter is of considerable time depth. It is likely
to have had its origin at a period when Hebrew was a living
language, assuming that Rabbinic Hebrew originated in the
vernacular of the Tannaitic period. Its occurrence here may
reflect the influence of spoken Hebrew at the time of the
formation of the Tiberian reading tradition, the particle - itself

being a feature of Rabbinic Hebrew.

1.3.1.2. Morphological Gemination

A dagesh may reflect gemination that is a feature of the morpho-
logical pattern of a word. This typically occurs in the second rad-
ical of the root, e.g. wpa ‘he sought’, 233 ‘thief’, pan ‘gracious’. A
possible case of morphological gemination of resh in the Tiberian
biblical tradition is 79 n12°XY ‘your navel string was not cut’
(Ezek. 16.4).

Morphological gemination also includes gemination that is
inherent to the root. When a root has identical consonants as its
two final radicals, these appear as a geminated consonant with

dagesh when adjacent to each other before an affix. This

® Morag (1960, 208-16).
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gemination does not occur in word final-position when the stem

does not have an affix, e.g.
o' ‘peoples’, iny ‘his people’; cf. sing. oy < *‘amm

033 ‘gardens’, 133 ‘his garden’; cf. sing. 13 < *gann

I.3.1.3. Dagesh to Distinguish Meaning

In various cases, gemination of a consonant reflected by a dagesh
sign is used in the Tiberian tradition as a strategy to distinguish
homophones (Yeivin 1980, 49, 294).

This may be contextually dependent. When, for example,
the negator &Y is juxtaposed with the homophonous prepositional

phrase 1 a dagesh is added to the negator to distinguish the two,

e.g.

L:  yun o i &9 [lo: 'lo:] ‘The offspring would not be his’
(Gen. 38.9)

L: &y am5y [lo:-lo:] ‘in an argument that is not his’ (Prov.

26.17)

Gemination to distinguish homophones, however, is gener-
ally a permanent feature of the morphological pattern. It can be
regarded, therefore, as a type of morphological gemination. Ex-
amples of this include cases such "ag ‘powerful’ referring to
God, used in phrases such as app* 2R ‘the Mighty One of Jacob’
(Gen. 49.24, Isa. 49.26, Isa. 60.16, Psa. 132.2, 5) vs. TaN
‘powerful’, used to refer to humans, o ayp ‘toils’ vs. o ayy ‘idols’,
1 ‘he gives rest’ vs. mp ‘he places’, irHn ‘you spend the night’

vs. 19A ‘you murmur against’, and the historical gemination
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separating the pairs 5m ‘he begins’ (Jud. 10.18) vs. 5 ‘he pro-
fanes’ (Num. 30.3).” The gemination in these pairs of forms most
likely originates in existing variant morphological patterns that
have been exploited to avoid homophony.®

The gemination marked by dagesh in the interjection word
nix (also written xi®) may have been a device to distinguish it
from nix ‘to where?.”

The use of dagesh to distinguish the meaning of homo-
phones or polysemous words is more frequently encountered in
the Babylonian tradition of Biblical Hebrew (Yeivin 1985, 355—
63). In Babylonian vocalization, a dagesh (known as digsha in the
Babylonian tradition) is represented by a superscribed minute
gimel and rafe (known as gipya) by a superscribed minute qof.

In many cases in the Babylonian tradition a dagesh is added
to distinguish between the use of a word that has an association
with God and the use of the same word that has an association
with humans (often with negative connotations) or foreign gods.
This has been seen already in the Tiberian tradition in pairs such
as 7aR vs. 7"aR and ovagw vs. o'agw. As in the Tiberian tradition,
the dagesh is used in the Babylonian tradition in the member of

the pair associated with humans or foreign gods. The word

7 Yeivin (1985, 361-63).

8 A few cases of a dagesh that appear in the BHS edition and were
identified by Knauf (1979) as serving to distinguish meaning have
recently been shown by Golinets (2013, 247-52) to be no more than

specks on the parchment of the manuscript.

° Yeivin (1985, 1119).
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o'moR, for example, is marked with dagesh when it refers to for-
eign gods (Yeivin 1985, 357, 909-10), e.g.'?

D3rox (OB | L [BHS]: o™y oa& Deut 11.16 ‘other gods’)

n9% (OB | L [BHS]: omn *ivy Exod. 12.12 ‘the gods of
Egypt)
The dagesh is used also in the cognate word in Biblical

Aramaic when it refers to foreign gods, e.g.

837757989 (MB | L [BHS]: X377 "9y Dan 5.4 ‘the
gods of gold”)

The word o> is marked with a dagesh when it refers to

‘priests of foreign gods’ (Yeivin 1985, 358), e.g.
0%37an (MB | L [BHS]: 03197 Zeph 1.4 ‘the priests’)

0¥ (MB | L [BHS]: nigxi mwd bvnd 039 spm 2 Chron.
13.9 ‘and you will make for yourselves priests like the

peoples of the lands’)

A dagesh is used elsewhere in manuscripts with Babylonian
vocalization to mark other types of semantic distinctions of
homophones. It is frequently marked on the prepositional phrase
1, for example, to distinguish it from the homophone &5 (Yeivin
1985, 1132-33), e.g.

i 5% (OB | L [BHS]: i%-0%w" *n Job 21.31 ‘who will repay
him”)

1% Data supplied by Shai Heijmans. OB = Old Babylonian, MB = Middle

Babylonian.
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% 3%ixY (OB | L [BHS]: 1 27ixb Job 33.10 ‘as an enemy for

him”)

This includes cases where the gere is ¥ but the ketiv is 89,
e.g

891 (OB | ketiv ow-89, gere -i%1 1 Chron. 11.20 ‘and he has

a name’)

Other cases include, for example, a dagesh on the word K1
in Exod. 12.9, where it denotes ‘raw’, to distinguish it from &1
expressing a request (Yeivin 1985, 357) and a dagesh on the resh
of 7 ‘your enemy’ in 1 Sam. 28.16 presumably to distinguish it
from the plural of o™y ‘towns’ (Yeivin 1985, 354):

K3 iian (OB | L [BHS]: &§ iamn 1a8m-98 Exod. 12.9 ‘do not

eat any of it raw’)
T (OB | L [BHSI: 7 1 Sam. 28.16 ‘your enemy)

The examples of dagesh functioning to distinguish meaning
in the Babylonian tradition cited above are most easily
interpreted as innovative additions to existing forms rather than
morphological variants. It should be noted that in some cases the
dagesh is marked after a long vowel, e.g. Shp, “443Y. The question
arises as to whether these dagesh signs reflect gemination or are
simply diacritical signs. Yeivin (1985, 355-63) believes they
indeed have the function of dagesh forte. There is, moreover, ob-
jective evidence of gemination of dagesh to distinguish meaning
in the Tiberian tradition in forms with a long vowel such as nix

by the marking Arabic shadda in the Karaite transcriptions, e.g.



528 The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical Hebrew

U} (BL Or 2556, fol. 40r, 9 | L [BHS]: &8 Neh. 1.5. ‘Oh!’)!!

<TT

There is also evidence of morphophonemic restructuring by
means of innovative gemination in a variety of other reading tra-
ditions, including those that have come down to modern times in
oral form.

The function of gemination to distinguish meanings of
homophones is identifiable, for example, in the reading traditions
of Rabbinic Hebrew that are reflected in the early vocalized
manuscripts of the Mishnah. Kutscher (1969, 56, 76) drew atten-

tion to the following pair of words in the Kaufmann manuscript:
n2'nn ‘cutting’ vs. n2'nn ‘piece’

The use of the pattern with dagesh to distinguish the
concrete entity that is the result of the cutting from the verbal
noun of the same root is likely to have developed by analogy with
other nouns with the morphological pattern CCiCCa that express
concrete entities in Rabbinic Hebrew (Bar-Asher 2015, 1342).

Various cases of gemination to distinguish meaning have
been identified in the living oral tradition of Rabbinic Hebrew of
the Yemenite Jews and the Hebrew component in their speech
by Gluska (1995). These include distinctions between verbal

forms and nouns, in which the noun has the gemination, e.g.

! In this manuscript initial *alef + long games, i.e. [22:], is represented
by a single Arabic alif. In Biblical Aramaic a long vowel is more widely
tolerated in an unstressed syllable closed by a geminated consonant,
e.g. P9 ‘they enter’ (Dan. 4.4 gere); cf. also Syriac ‘allin (N6ldeke 1869,
457).
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11323 ‘making cheese’ vs. n313 ‘cheese (noun)’
o»n ‘living (3pl. verbal adjective)’ vs. o»n ‘life (noun)’

Morag (1996) draws attention to some uses of gemination
to distinguish meaning in the living oral tradition of Aramaic

among the Yemenite Jews, e.g.

& ‘living’ (referring to God) vs. &'n ‘living’ (referring to

humans)

In the Samaritan oral tradition of reading the Pentateuch
there are numerous examples of morphophonemic restructuring
to distinguish homophones.'? These include the strategy of dis-
tinguishing forms by the addition of gemination to one of the

pair, e.g.
‘@rrom ‘the cities’ (Tiberian ©™p7) vs. ‘arrom ‘cities’
(Tiberian o™w)*?
wama ‘and the cubit’ (Tiberian nRRMY) vs. wamma ‘and a
cubit’ (Tiberian nngn)™
4dani ‘Lord’ (divine) vs. adanni ‘master’ (human)'®
&:sida ‘the stork’ (animal) (Tiberian nona Lev. 11.19) vs.

assiddk ‘your pious one’ (human) (Tiberian 77°on Deut.
33.8)16

12 See in particular Florentin (1996) for examples of this phenomenon.
13 Ben-Hayyim (2000, 92).

4 Ben-Hayyim (2000, 92).

15 Ben-Hayyim (1957a-77 vol. 4, 8-9, vol. 5, 194, 2000, 260).

16 Florentin (1996, 231).
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yaman ‘Yamin’ (proper name) (Tiberian pn’ Gen. 46.10) vs.

yammoan ‘right hand’ (Tiberian yn2)"

wyglbé’ld ‘and he perished (past)’ (Tiberian 72a&k") vs. ygbbéd

‘he perishes (non-past)’ (Tiberian 7287)'®

I.3.1.4. Gemination Resulting from Assimilation

In some cases, gemination has resulted from the process of a con-
sonant assimilating another consonant with which it is contact.
This typically occurs at the boundary between the stem of a word
and an affix. It also functions, therefore, as a marker of a

morphological boundary, e.g.
58 [jip-'pPo:ol] ‘he falls’ < *yinpol
nn3 [no:'Ga:at™t"] ‘you (fs) gave’ < *natant
own [mif-'{o:om] ‘from there’ < ow n
np: [jig-'qa:ah] ‘he takes’ < *yilqah

13i9m (Num. 21.7) [va®ik"-k"o:'ne:en] ‘and let it be estab-
lished’ < 1iann

17 Florentin (1996, 234).

18 Florentin (1996, 218). This particular minimal pair is not attested in
the Samaritan Pentateuch, but it can be inferred from the contrasting
patterns used for the attested forms of the past and non-past, e.g.
wyabadu 17281 ‘and they perished” (Num. 16.33) vs. tdbb&d Taxn ‘it
becomes lost’ (Deut. 22.3).
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I.3.1.5. Gemination to Preserve High Lexical Vowels

In a number of cases a consonant after a high lexical vowel, most
commonly /u/, though occasionally /i/, has been geminated to
preserve it. High lexical vowels exhibit a higher tendency to be

reduced to an epenthetic shewa than low vowels:

1.3.1.5.1. After gibbus
npnw, o'pny ‘deep (fs, mpl)’; cf. ms. piny *‘amugq
IR, 0T ‘red (fs, mpl)’; cf. ms. DiTR *’adum
onp (Gen. 3.7) ‘naked’ (mpl); cf. ms. i *érum
7R (1 Sam. 13.20) ‘his axe’; cf. sing. 0T *qardum

This can be identified in various pu‘al forms verbs that ap-
pear to be in origin passives of the gal pattern without morpho-

logical gemination (Gesenius, Hebrew Grammar, 8§52e):
192R ‘they have been eaten’ (Neh. 2.3) < *’ukalii

LLLLL

78v ‘and it will be poured’ (Zeph. 1.17) < *Supak
[.3.1.5.2. After hireq
ToR ‘bond’ < *’isar

1.3.1.6. Gemination of a Consonant in Place of

Vowel Lengthening

In a number of cases, a consonant is geminated after an original

short *a. This is attested predominantly at a morphological
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boundary between the stem of a noun or adjective and an inflec-
tional suffix. As a result, the vowel remains short and does not
undergo pretonic lengthening, as would have typically been the

case if the *a was in an open pretonic syllable, e.g.
o'9n3 ‘camels’; cf. sing. Hn3
oavp ‘small (mpl)’; cf. ms. 1vp
ooun ‘few’; cf. ms. vn
'R ‘marshes’; cf. sing. Dix
0'e77 ‘myrtles’; cf. sing. oT1
o'27pw; cf. sing. 39pY ‘scorpion’
*7221 (Isa. 23.8) ‘honoured of’; cf. ms. 7323
*23wn (Psa. 18.3) ‘my stronghold’; cf. sing. 23wn
"pown (Isaiah 51.10) ‘the depths of’
ni3vaa (Jud. 5.15) ‘among the clans’
oAvon (Gen. 27.4) ‘tasty foods’
o1ann (Cant. 5.16) ‘desirable things’

In the following the *a vowel undergoes attenuation to a
hireq:

o'nnm (2 Sam. 24.22) ‘and the threshing-sledges’; cf. sing.

Minb (Isa. 41.15)

Historical gemination of this nature can be reconstructed

for het in various forms where this letter is now preceded by

patah, e.g.

o 1na (< *bahhiirim) ‘young men’; cf. sing. N3 (< *bahir)
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onvan (< *mibtahhim) ‘confidences’; cf. sing. mvan (<
*mibtah)

onR ( < *’ahhim) ‘brothers’; cf. sing. n& (< *°’ah)

I.3.1.7. Gemination Associated with Stress

In a few verbal forms, a final sonorant radical is geminated when
preceded by a main stress accent and followed by an inflectional

suffix, e.g.
710 (Jud. 5.7) ‘they ceased’
M (Job 29.21) ‘and they waited’
117 (Job 29.12) ‘they are lofty’

101 (Ezek. 27.19) ‘they gave’

1.3.1.8. Gemination after a Prefix

In some cases, gemination occurs at the boundary between a

prefixed particle and the stem of a word, e.g.
7M1 ‘in what?” < *ba + ma
nn3 ‘how much?’ < *ka + ma
‘Aanpw T (Jud. 5.7) ‘until you (fs) arose’ < *Sa + stem
'WNY ‘because my head’ (Cant. 5.2) < *$¢ + stem

We can include here nn% ‘why’ < *la + ma. The gemina-
tion in this word is also associated with stress on the preceding
syllable (see 8§1.3.1.7.), since it, in principle, does not occur in

variant forms in which the stress occurs on the final syllable, e.g.
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nn% (Exod. 5.22). Gemination, however, still occurs when the
word has maqqef and so is unstressed, e.g. -7n% (Prov. 17.16).

Another possible case of this type of gemination is the
dagesh that occurs after the prefixed conjunction vay in the 5dpn
[Vajjig'tYO:Ol] verbal form. Another motivation for the dagesh
here, however, is likely to be to distinguish the meaning of this
form from the potentially homophonous but semantically distinct
form Stpn (§81.1.3.1.3.).

Gemination is occasionally used as a strategy to mark a
morphological boundary between the interrogative particle he
and what follows, when the following word begins with shewa,
e.g.

817 732 Mipan &i—20 [hakk"a'@omned] ‘acknowledge now

whether it is your son's robe’ (Gen. 37.32)

bnrxan [harri?i:'Oeiem] ‘Have you seen?’ (1 Sam. 10.24)

Anpyvan [hakk"as'a:§ ag:):'ez):h] ‘Is it according to its outcry’
(Gen. 18.21)

onnan [habbamatha'ni:im] ‘is it in camps?” (Num. 13.19)

When the word following interrogative he begins with a
guttural, the particle has a full patah vowel or, before games, a
full segol. These were pronounced as long vowels and can be re-

garded as substitutes for gemination of the initial guttural, e.g.
70 [ha:'f0:00] ‘is here still’ (Gen. 31.14)
7980 [ha:?e:'lerey] ‘shall I go’ (Exod. 2.7)

»irn [her?omo:'yi:] ‘Is (it the case that) I ...” (Job 21.4)
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I.3.1.9. Gemination at Word Boundaries (Dehiq)

The phenomenon known as dehiq (Aramaic ‘compressed’) has
been described in 81.2.8.1.2. This involves the gemination of a
word-initial consonant after an unstressed vowel in the preceding

word, e.g.

03 a7pX ‘I shall cause to witness against them’ (Deut.
31.28)

T9-nwn ‘you make for yourself’ (Prov. 24.6)

Hidayat al-Qari’ includes constructions with the interroga-

tive word nn such as the following in the category of dehiq:
n81-nn ‘what is this?’ (Exod. 13.14)

In all cases in the Tiberian tradition the final vowel of the
word before the geminated consonant was pronounced long but
with reduced duration. In other traditions of Hebrew, there is
evidence that the final vowel was pronounced short (see
81.2.8.1.2. for details). The dagesh exhibits properties of the
dagesh in forms such as nM3a ‘in what?’, in which it marks the
boundary between morphemes, and the dagesh in forms such as
o'9n3 ‘camels’, where it substitutes for the lengthening of the pre-
ceding vowel. Also in words such as o'9n3 ‘camels’, as remarked
above, the dagesh coincides with a morpheme boundary. The
dagesh of dehiq can, therefore, be identified as primarily a marker
of a boundary between two words that were closely connected
prosodically. In the Tiberian tradition, efforts were made to make
a clear prosodic division between the words also by maintaining

some degree of vowel length in the final vowel or, in the case of
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constructions with =71, by introducing length in a fully shortened

vowel.

I.3.1.10. The Distribution of the Fricative and Stop
Variants of the Letters no2732

For the distribution of the fricative and stop variants of nasTia
consonants within words, see §1.1.25.

When a na>73a consonant occurs at the beginning of a word
and the preceding word ends in a vowel, the general rule is that
the consonant is fricative if the accent of the preceding word is
conjunctive or if the preceding word is connected by magqgqef, but

is plosive if the accent of the preceding word is disjunctive, e.g.
0712 nWYY [falo:'fa: vor'ni:im] ‘three sons’ (Gen. 6.10)

DX12 Napa 121 [zo:'"y0R wunge:'vo: bara:'?o:om] ‘male and
female he created them’ (Gen. 5.2)
D3-ixen) [nims*u?u-'vorom] ‘they were found among them’

(Jer. 41.8)

There are several exceptions to this principle. These are

mentioned in the Masoretic treatises'® and include the following.

(i) When a paseq occurs after a word with a conjunctive accent,
e.g.
n92 13wy ‘They have done completely’ (Gen. 18.21)

9 Cf. Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in volume 2 of this book,
8II.L.1.7., short version, edition in volume 2 of this book, §II.S.2.0. A
version of these exceptions appears also in the Hebrew Masoretic
treatise published by Ginsburg (1885, 36-37).
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B2 1iap-5p i foi ‘May the Lord add to his people (a hun-
dred times as many) as them’ (1 Chron. 21.3)

(ii) When the first word ends in a consonantal vav, the na>Tia
letter at the beginning of the next word is normally a plosive, as

it is after words ending in other consonants, e.g.
nonna rnaen ‘(enter) his courts with praise’ (Psa. 100.4)
R 1or ‘I cried aloud to him’ (Psa. 66.17)

There are, however, two cases where the n53732 consonant

is fricative after consonantal vav:

nhmp o Nl ‘He will stretch the line of confusion over it’
(Isa. 34.11)

215w finn ip1 ‘The sound of a carefree multitude was with
her’ (Ezek. 23.42)

(iii) When the first word ends in a consonantal consonant yod,
the nas73a letter at the beginning of the next word is normally a

plosive, e.g.
wiwn *AR ‘perhaps you may inspire terror’ (Isa. 47.12)
5173 *i3n *3 ‘for what great nation’ (Deut. 4.7)
DivD Si7371aY ‘into a great and mighty nation” (Num. 14.12)
There is one exception to this:
03 1378 ‘the Lord in them’ (Psa. 68.18)

(iv) If two bets or kafs follow one another and under the first of
them there is a vocalic shewa, then the first of the pair is plosive
even when the preceding word ends in a vowel and has a con-

junctive accent, e.g.
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ARiaa ' ‘and when she came’ (Josh. 15.18)

7322 3nwanm ‘and she caught him by his garment’ (Gen.
39.12)

w3723 857 ‘Is it not like Carchemish?’ (Isa. 10.9)

If a vowel occurs under the first of the two consonants ra-

ther than shewa, the first remains fricative according to the usual

rule, e.g.

mon22 nwr 837 ‘And he (shall take) a wife in her virginity’
(Lev. 21.13)

532 'w1R) ‘men of Babylon’ (2 Kings 17.30)

We can generalize and say two fricative bets or kafs are

avoided in syllable onsets in the same foot (feet indicated below

by round brackets, extrametrical syllables are in angled brack-

ets):

7322 [(ba.vis.)('do:)]
533 [(var.)('verel)]
N33 [(viv.)(Ou:.)('1ler) <ho:>]

A further factor is that the initial bet and kaf in construc-

tions such as 17323 and wn3722 are prepositional affixes. Other

na>732 consonants that are not prepositions under the same con-

ditions remain fricative, e.g.

177 121 ‘and the sons of Dedan’ (Gen. 25.3)

apnn-&, ‘you shall not abhor’ (Deut. 23.8)
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The plosive pronunciation of the bet and kaf, therefore, is
made further optimal by the fact that it clearly demarcates a mor-
pheme boundary. This factor can be identified in a variety of

other features of the reading tradition (81.3.1.8.).

(v) Likewise, when the preposition bet has shewa and is followed
by pe, the bet is plosive even when preceded by a word with a

conjunctive accent ending in vowel, e.g.

nv193 n123x ‘and I will get glory over Pharaoh’ (Exod.
14.4)

793 "MRY-IWR 1271 ‘and my words which I have put in your
mouth’ (Isa. 59.21)

When the bet has a vowel, it is fricative in these conditions,

e.g.

A pe is closely related to bet in its articulation. A preposition
bet or kaf that is followed by a fricative no3732 consonant that is
not of similar articulation is not made plosive under the condi-

tions in question, e.g.

1797132 3nnan‘and he put him in the garden of Eden’ (Gen.
2.15)
A2 npja Ri%7 ‘surely when [the east wind] strikes it’ (Ezek.
17.10)

(vi) Seven cases do not fit into the previous categories, over

which there was no disagreement by the Masoretes. Four of these
are in the Song of the Sea (Exod. 15):

183 NR3 ‘he has triumphed gloriously’ (Exod. 15.1, 21)
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1213 'n ‘Who is like you?’ (Exod. 15.11)
1282 7T ‘they are as still as a stone’ (Exod. 15.16)

75732 *nn ‘and I shall make (your pinnacles) of agate’ (Isa.
54.12)

53%2 'm&on ‘and I am weary of holding it in’ (Jer. 20.9)

a8 nnana npam ‘and wisdom like wisdom of the gods’
(Aramaic, Dan. 5.11)

Some of these appear to have been motivated by an effort

to avoid a series of identical fricative consonants in contiguous

syllables or words.?

Cases over which there is said to be disagreement between

Ben Asher and Ben Naftali include the following. L in some cases

follows Ben Asher and in others Ben Naftali:

Ben Asher (L): m9&3 noy ‘the people whom you have
redeemed’ (Exod. 15.13); Ben Naftali: n7&3

Ben Asher: Sipy-nwnna *»nwin wina ‘in the eighth month on
the fifteenth (day)’ (1 Kings 12.32); Ben Naftali (L): nwnna.

Ben Asher (L): 8™ManT 87273 13778 ‘the counsellors, the
treasurers, the justices’ (Aramaic, Dan. 3.2, 3); Ben Naftali:

N™M2T3.

<T-E T

20 According to the Hebrew Masoretic treatise published by Ginsburg

(1885, 37) the kaf in nnana (Dan. 5.11) was made a plosive since het

and fricative kaf were difficult to combine due to the fact that they were

similar in articulation ("1van 8x132 0a1MP).
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Ben Asher: Pamips 833v ‘trigon, harp’ (Aramaic, Dan. 3.5);

Ben Naftali (L): pamioa.

On balance, Ben Naftali prefers clearer separation by read-

ing dagesh in the majority of these case.

(vii) Ben Naftali read the preposition kaf as plosive after *nm with

a conjunctive accent in seven cases where Ben Asher read the kaf

as fricative according to the usual rule.?! L follows Ben Asher in

this respect:
Ben Asher (L) Ben Naftali
IR phwa Y IR phwa

‘when his master heard’ (Gen. 39.19)

P mn WY o
‘and when he heard’ (Gen. 39.15)

niR72 5 nik72 5
‘and when (the king) saw’ (Esther 5.2)

ihixa inixa
‘and when he saw’ (Jud. 11.35)

oRwing Yo DRYing Yo
‘and when they brought out’ (Gen. 18.17)

i37n3 i37n3
‘when he became king’ (1 Kings 15.29)

MAWRD N MAWKRD N
‘and when they had perished’ (Deut. 2.16)

2 Kitab al-Khilaf (ed. Lipschiitz, 1965, 18-19).
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I.3.1.11. Orthoepic Uses of Dagesh

In a number of circumstances, gemination marked by dagesh has
been introduced into the reading for orthoepic purposes to ensure
that letters are clearly articulated and not slurred over. The cases

in question fall into various categories.

[.3.1.11.1.  Splitting Weak Consonants by Shewa

When two weak consonants are in contact across a syllable
boundary, the first is sometimes geminated and marked with
dagesh. This has the effect of introducing a vowel in the form of
vocalic shewa between the two consonants, which increases their
distinctness and reduces the risk of elision. This is found in
particular in syllable contact involving sonorants (711%), gutturals

and qof, e.g.

n777npn [miggare:-'1oiojlar] ‘accident of the night’ (Deut.
23.11)

™90 [mammaro:'Rizim] ‘bitterness’ (Job 9.18)

1ipnyy [wunBaqga'nuhu] ‘and we shall draw him away’
(Jud. 20.32)

nnp [jigga'ha:ae] ‘obedience of’ (Gen. 49.10)

Anpan [harrifi:'mo:h] ‘to irritate her’ (1 Sam. 1.6)*

2 According to Melamed (1948, 1) the purpose of the dagesh in Apyan
(1 Sam. 1.6) is to disinguish this human activity (‘to irritate her’) from
the meaning of the verb in op1 71227758 ‘the God of glory thundered’

(Psa. 29.3), which refers to an action of God. This is a possible interpre-



Dagesh and Rafe 543

In some cases, this strategy is applied when only one of the
consonants in contact belong to this group, and occasionally also

elsewhere, e.g.
niapy [figga'vo:o0] ‘footprints of” (Psa. 89.52)
aipls [migqa'éa:o]] ‘sanctuary’ (Exod. 15.17)
ivon [mitt'oho:'ro:] ‘his lustre’ (Psa. 89.45)
nwen [miss'ifir'roz] ‘small” (Dan. 8.9)%
iroxn [hass'afi:'no:] ‘to hide him’ (Exod. 2.3)

As can be seen from the list of examples above, the letter
before the geminated consonant is frequently mem, especially
when the mem has a hireq. Such forms may have been facilitated
by the fact that similar sequences occur when the preposition n
assimilates to a word. The same may apply to examples with ini-
tial he with patah, which resemble the prefixed definite article
(Ariel 2020, 142).

This orthoepic strategy achieves a similar result as the strat-
egies of lengthening the preceding vowel to induce reading of the
shewa as vocalic, e.g. "9 [sa:li'fi:] ‘my rock’ (2 Sam. 22.2, Psa.
18.3) (81.2.5.8.5.), and the lengthening of the preceding vowel to

tation, especially since in such pairs of homophones the dagesh is typi-
cally put in forms relating to a human (see 81.3.1.3.). Ariel (2020), how-
ever, has argued that the motivation is phonetic rather than semantic,

and I follow his view here.

3 For the case for interpreting the dagesh in the forms ivn and nwyn
as orthoepic see Ariel (2020).
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introduce metrical epenthesis between the two consonants, e.g.
Y [ja fa't@'jo:hui] ‘Isaiah’ (Isa. 1.1) (81.2.10.).

A variant type of orthoepic strategy is to insert a vowel af-
ter the first of the two consonants in contact and geminate the
second consonant, i.e. CC > CVCC rather than CC > CCVC. This

is found in:
577 [jiraddo:of] ‘let him pursue’ (Psa. 7.6)

This may have been applied to avoid geminating resh. Par-
allels to such restructuring of the syllable structure of words are

found in the Samaritan reading tradition, e.g.

téSabbas < *tasbes (Ben Hayyim 2000, 59 | L [BHS]: yawn
Exod. 28.4 ‘checkered work’)

1.3.1.11.2.  Dagesh to Strengthen Syllable Onsets

In the standard Tiberian manuscript codices there are a few cases
of the marking of the dagesh sign on letters other than na373a on
the second of two consonants in contact at the boundary of syl-
lables for the purpose of ensuring that the consonants and sylla-
bles are kept distinct. This ensured a clear division of syllables
and words. In L, for example, a dagesh is sometimes placed on an
initial lamed of the second word of a phrase connected with
magqqef when the first word ends in nun, e.g. 91 ‘and he gave
him’ (Gen. 24.36) (Yeivin 1980, 294-95). This can be regarded
as a measure to separate the two words clearly and prevent the
coalescence and slurring of weak sonorant consonants. The
dagesh would mark the articulation of the lamed with increased

muscular pressure to ensure it maintains its correct articulation.
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According to Kitab al-Khilaf, Ben Naftali placed a dagesh in the
first nun of the name 1 in the combination 13312 ‘the son of Nun’
(ed. Lipschiitz 1965, 73). This was a measure to prevent the
coalescence of two identical weak sonorant letters across a word-
boundary.?* An alternative strategy to separate the two letters

was to place a paseq between the words, e.g.
L: n%01nY | 5109 ‘to make exceedingly great’ (1 Chron. 22.5)
L: 299 5 ‘iron in abundance’ (1 Chron. 22.3).

According to Kitab al-Khilaf, Ben Naftali marked a dagesh in
the qgof of the verb 2py* ‘he supplants’ (Jer. 9.3, L: 2pw) (ed.
Lipschiitz 1965, 15) and this is found in C and in a number of
other Tiberian Masoretic manuscripts (Yeivin 1968, 51). This en-
sured a clear syllable division and also, by implication, indicated
that the ‘ayin had a silent shewa. This, moreover, alerted the
reader to the fact that the syllable division was different from
that of the more frequent form app* ‘Jacob’. Qof falls into the
category of weak letters, which is demonstrated, for example, by
the fact that it often loses dagesh when in a metrically weak syl-
lable with shewa (81.2.5.2.). The practice of the Masorete Ben
Naftali to use dagesh in this way reflects his general tendency to
introduce innovative measures to ensure a careful reading to a
greater extent than Ben Asher, who was more conservative (A.
Ben-David 1957b).

24 For the need to avoid coalescence in such contexts see the discussion
in Hidayat al-Qari’, long version, edition in vol. 2 of this book,
§I1.L.1.4.10.
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The phenomenon of marking dagesh to give prominence to
syllable division has a natural phonological explanation. The
optimal contact between two adjacent syllables is where the
onset of the second syllable is stronger than the offset (coda) of
the preceding syllable (Vennemann 1988, 40). According to this
principle, strength is equated with the de